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To: Dunedin City Council, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058

Resource Consent Number: LUC-2015-469 Applicant: Blueskin E
Site Address: 147 Church Road, Merton
Description of Proposal: Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines

I/We wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent application:

Your Full Name: Re + Wen Eoeogesc QH‘Q—QMW

Address for Service (Postat Address): I

. post Code: QT
Telephone: [N rocsimie:

Email Address: —

I: Support/Nautral7Oppese this Application I: Do /Do Not wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
{Delete the above statement if you would not consider presenting a joint case at a hearing)

Please use the back of this form or attach other pages as required
The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:
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The decision I wish the Council to make is [give precise details, including the parts of the application you wish to have amended
and the general nature of any conditions sought]s
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Signature of submitter: /%‘tﬁ—’—— Date: 29 _/ /// 75

(or persoi authorised to sign on behalf of submitter)

Notes to Submitter:

Closing Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December at 5pm. A copy
of your submissfon must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after the service of your submission on the
Dunedin City Council. The applicant's address for service is 1121 Mount Cargill Road, RD 2, Waitati 9085,

Electronic Submissions: A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means. Submissions can be
made online at hitp.//www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma or sent by email to planning@dcc.govt.nz

Privacy: Please note that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are available to the
media and the public. Your submission wilf only be used for the purpose of the notified resource consent process.
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From: Andrew Barratt

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 27/11/2015 2:58:20 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526518

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 27 Nov 2015 2:57pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Andy Barratt

Address
I R

Fax n/a

Email address [
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-215-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? Yes

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to Activity Status; Precedent Effect; Environmental Impact
Reasons for submission Whilst | support the overall principles and objectives the
Blueskin Community Resilience Trust, | have substantial concerns about the proposed
windfarm development. | will cover these under three headings. (1) Activity Status. The
proposal describes this as a "Community Support Activity". | contend that windfarm
project itself hardly fits this classification. In effect, this is a venture which differs from a
commercial enterprise only in the end-use of any money it might generate in the long
term. As far as the environmental and other impacts are concerned, | contend that the
community benefits claimed in the consent application are irrelevant. (2) Precedent
effect. The consent application refers specifically to the potential precedent that would
be set if approval is granted in this case. Although this is cast in a positive light in terms
of a "community support activity", there are good reasons to consider the precedent
effect more carefully. First, this would create the precedent of allowing the location of a
windmill within 500 metres of a dwelling. The implications in terms of noise and danger
in the case of malfunction or accident are obvious. Second, if this project goes ahead
there would appear to be no mechanism to prevent a proliferation of such windfarms in
the rural zone. At present the DCC includes some provisions about small-scale
windfarms in its Second Generation District Plan. This document is out for consultation
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at present and is likely to generate considerable public comment. Whilst the panel
considering this application is obliged to take the 2GP into account, | would urge that
they exercise caution with regard to the current formulation of that part of the proposed
District Plan. (3) Environmental Impact. The Porteous Hill site sits within the recently
notified Hazard Zone, level 2, for land instability. Policy 11.2.1.5 of the notified 2GP
states: "In the hazard 2 overlay zones only allow the establishment of sensitive activities
where the scale, location and design of the activity or other factors mean risk is avoided
or is no more than minor". The list of sensitive activities includes "Commercial
activities". This windfarm is a commercial activity. It would, in any case, seem to defy
common sense to consider the erection of three large towers in a zone where the
community has been told, in public meetings with DCC staff, that the intention is to allow
only very modest structures and minimal disturbance of earth. I could find no reference
to the hazard zoning in my reading of the proposal, which would be a major oversight.
Apart from the issue of land instability, there are also hydrological implications of the
work involved in providing foundations for the windmills. My understanding is that the
proposed site is the source of spring water which supplies water to neighbouring
properties for both domestic and farming use. At the very least, this proposal would
need to be supported by expert evidence that these rural activities would not be put at
risk by the proposed development, which would contravene the existing and proposed
District Plans.

Desired decision  Turn down the proposal
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P.O.Box 116
Waitati 9069
Dunedin City Council
P.O. Box 5045 1st December 2015

Moray Place
Dunedin 9058

Submission Regarding Resource Consent No. LUC-2015-469
“Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines”

This submission addresses four main areas of the applicant’s proposal, namely:

> Visual

» Inadequate consultation

» Community ownership/benefit?
» Financial and actual viability

In this submission | make no comment about general issues surrounding various forms of
electrical generation, nor do | comment here on any past achievements of the Blueskin Resilient
Communities Trust.

| intend to focus on the proposal to erect three large wind turbines on Porteous Hill in
full view of our property at 23 Thornicroft Road.

Visual

I moved from Auckland to my current dwelling overlooking Doctors Point around thirty
one years ago. One of the main reasons for moving here was the view from my house and
garden, where Porteous Hill dominates the landscape across Blueskin Bay.

In this current application there are many descriptions relating to these structures. It
seems that, to those involved in compiling this rather lengthy application, wind turbine towers
are ‘graceful sculptural structures’. To others, they can be considered an eyesore, particularly
when erected in front of one’s dwelling. | fit into the latter category.

From Page 30 of The Application : This view of the turbines is likely to be perceived as a unique situation
that adds interest to the visual landscape. From other viewpoints, the turbines will contribute to the
complexity of the working landscape, and form a sculptural presence that will be visually separate from
other structures appearing as tall slim towers and rotating turbines. Many viewpoints are at a distance,
which mitigates any significant visual effect.

ha Perception is likely to be linked to the community relationship with the installation, whereby local
ownership is a considerable factor that leads to visual amenity being predominantly positive.

Overall, the turbine structures would contribute an additional utilitarian activity to a landscape
developed over centuries of activity, and therefore be compatible with a low input, sustainable farm and
lifestyle context.

The visual impact is not assessed to be an significant adverse effect, rather a negligible effect
that keeps with the character of the surrounding district and land use activities in the rural aspect.

From Page 31 of The Application : The wind farm turbines will introduce a new aspect that is
considered to be an elegant and meaningful addition to this landscape. It will not conflict with the
traditional landscape patterning, whilst maintaining its integrity.

There is a great deal of long-winded and rather flowery waffle in this application and |
will address the sentence marked *** later.

LUC-2015-469 A. C. Morrison 1



One of the most prominent items on
the Dunedin landscape is the
transmission mast on Mount Cargill.

It is clearly visible from
Dunedin city, as well as from much of
the north coast area.

This photograph is taken from
the junction of Waitati Valley Road
and State Highway 1.

The transmission mast on Mount
Cargill is 104.5 metres in height,
very close to the suggested height of
102 metres for the Porteous Hill
turbines.
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In Appendix C3 of The Application, quite an effort has gone in to suggesting that the three wind
turbines will not have an adverse visual impact. | would suggest otherwise. The photographs
below, taken from my place, show that Porteous Hill is a dominant feature of the landscape.

Wind farm

proposed site

View from house at 23

Thornicroft Road Waitati

Wind farm
proposed site

View from garden at 23

Thornicroft Road Waitati

LUC-2015-469 A. C. Morrison
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The installation of three wind turbines, of similar height to the transmitter mast on
Mount Cargill, but each with three large blades attached, would have a more than minor
negative effect on the Blueskin Bay landscape.

In the current Dunedin City District Plan we have the following statement:-

“The DCDP recognises landscape as an amenity value, particularly in relation to the coastal part of the
city, and the need to conserve landscape value as part of quality of life.

The relevant objectives and policies of Section 14 are outlined as follows:

Objective 14.2.2 Ensure that the natural landscape characteristics of the coastal environment,
wetlands, lakes, rivers and their margins are preserved and protected.

Policy 14.3.2 Identify and preserve the important characteristics that create the natural landscape
character in the coastal environment, wetlands, lakes, rivers and their margins”

Having regard for the above, it is my contention that the proposed three turbine wind
farm would be a blot on the landscape and therefore against the intent of the current District
Plan.

Consultation

| have been a resident of Waitati for 31 years, and a member of the Waikouaiti Coast
Community Board for a little over half of that time.

The first | heard of the proposal to erect a three turbine wind farm on Porteous Hill was
when | (and other Community Board Members) received an email from Dunedin City Council
Planner John Sule on 3rd November this year.

Some years ago there was talk of a small single blade turbine to be located somewhere
in the area and, in August 2011, the applicant made a submission to the Community Board
asking for funds to assist with advertising posters for community discussions about a ‘Wind
Cluster’. [Some funding was granted]

In The Application there is much mention of ‘community consultation’. It is interesting
that, in Section 1.3, mention is made of “1,000+ Blueskin homes”, yet the numbers of people
involved in meetings and feedback are very small. There is mention of leaflet drops to all
households. | didn’t get one, nor did | get a visit to check on the potential impact on my view.

On 19th November 2015, after this Resource Consent was publicly notified, a meeting
had been called by concerned residents and approximately seventy local folk arrived at
Warrington Hall. A report from the meeting was reported in the Otago Daily Times and it seems
that this three turbine project was rather vehemently opposed and a number of questions were
not answered by the applicant.

It is interesting to note that, on the following week, there was a ‘Letter to the Editor’
emanating from the applicant’s residence. The tone of the letter, far from answering questions
posed at the meeting, suggests that this three turbine wind farm proposal may be more a part
of a political process, rather than a realistic and viable project.

Note: The Otago Daily Times article and letter to the editor are included here as Appendix 1.

On page 44 of The Application the last sentence is -  “Given the significant community support for
this project, resource consent is sought to allow the project to proceed”.

| would suggest that there is not significant community support for this project.

LUC-2015-469 A. C. Morrison 3
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Community Involvement/Ownership/Benefit

a) In The Application there is much mention of such things as ‘Community Ownership’,
‘Benefit to the Community’ and the likes, but there is no actual detail as to how this could, or
would, be achieved.

On the first page of my submission | highlighted the following sentence :

i Perception is likely to be linked to the community relationship with the installation, whereby local
ownership is a considerable factor that leads to visual amenity being predominantly positive.

| have studied English to a fairly high level but | struggle to see how that statement gives
any detail about local ownership.

b) On page 14 of The Application, the first sentence has “The Blueskin Wind Farm will return an
annual dividend to Blueskin Energy Ltd’s sole shareholder, the Blueskin Resilient Communities Trust”.

It is interesting to note that the Blueskin Resilient Communities Trust’s only full-time
paid employee is the applicant himself. Some detailed questions need to be asked to explore
this further.

Financial and Actual Viability

When we strip back all the flowery rhetoric and look at the actual nuts and bolts of this
application we have to ask some questions.

a) It is stated that the project will cost six million dollars [NZ$6,000,000.00], yet it will only
have a lifespan of twenty years. It is not clear from where that funding will come, nor how much
of a return the ‘investors’ will require, nor how much of a dividend will be returned to the
Blueskin Resilient Communities Trust, nor how ‘the community’ would benefit financially.

Some detailed questions have to be asked regarding this, and also the resilience and
ongoing viability of the Trust itself.

b) Is this three turbine wind farm actually needed? The answer to that is in the negative.

If, as seems likely, Rio Tinto were to close the Tiwai Point Aluminium Smelter - which consumes
15% of this country’s electricity - then there would be a large surfeit of hydro-electric power
availability at some stage in the not too distant future.

c) Is this proposed wind farm a practical reality, or is this just a political opportunity for the
applicant’s Blueskin Resilient Communities Trust to promote itself?

Summary

Having regard for all of the foregoing information | request that this application to
establish a wind farm on Porteous Hill should be declined.

| also request that the applicant’s request for a ten year Lapse Period should also be
declined.

| wish to be heard in support of my submission when a hearing is convened to consider
this application for a Resource Consent.

Alasdair Morrison
23 Thornicroft Road
Waitati

LUC-2015-469 A. C. Morrison 4
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APPENDIX 1

1. Report from digital edition of Otago Daily Times - 20th November 2015

2. A letter to the editor, Otago Daily Times 26th November 2015, attributed to
the wife of the applicant

LUC-2015-469 A. C. Morrison 5
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Publication: Otago Daily Times;Date:Nov 20, 2015;Section:INSIDE ONE;Page Number:3

Wind farm dissent vented
By TIMOTHY BROWN

THE winds of change were met by local turbulence at a meeting on the proposed Porteous Hill wind farm.

About 70 people attended the meeting in Warrington organised by the Porteous Hill Landscape
protection group last night and growing applause greeted each dissenting voice heard towards the end of
the two-hour session.

Affected residents pointed to the three-turbine farm’s potential effect on local birds, the Waitati
landscape and farmland when speaking of their opposition to the proposed $5 million-$6 million project.
Resident Lyndon Clayton described the proposed site as “bloody fragile”. “It's not Taieri land, it's not
Central Otago land, this is movement land,” he said. “I'm dismayed this is even being proposed on that
site.” Murray Cumming said the turbines could affect the viability of farming on the hill. Springs and
waterways on the hill were used for stock and household supply and any interference “wrecks the
resilience of the community instead of increasing it”, he said.

Another resident, Jamie Pickford, said he chose to live in the area because of its beauty and the
potential visual impact of the wind farm was concerning.

“What's it going to be like with those three turbines up there?” he asked.
Jennifer Ashby said her concern lay with the wildlife in the area.
“I'm a bird lover and we live on a hill where you see falcons regularly,” she said.
“I don’t want you to kill them with these turbines.
“If you try and put those turbines up there, | will tie myself to them.”
Earlier, Blueskin Energy project manager Scott Willis attempted to quell some of the concerns of
residents, but he conceded he could not provide all the answers to the questions posed because of
commercial sensitivities.

He told the audience Blueskin Energy was already in contact with a potential buyer for the energy
produced by the farm and any profits generated would be reinvested into the community in a similar
manner to the Central Lakes Trust.

Only three turbines would ever be built on the site under the proposed consent conditions, he said.

Submissions on the proposed wind farm close on December 2.

LUC-2015-469 A. C. Morrison 6
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Airing their views . . . Blueskin Energy project manager Scott Willis (left) and meeting adjudicator Suzanne Robbins
(centre) listen to a question during a community meeting at the Warrington Memorial Hall last night about Blueskin
Energy’s proposed wind farm on Porteous Hill. PHOTO: LINDA ROBERTSON

LUC-2015-469 A. C. Morrison 7
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Talei Anderson

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Saturday, 14 November 2015 01:40 a.m.
planning@dcc.govt.nz
Resource consent application submission - 525344

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 14 Nov 2015
1:40am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name
Address

Anake Goodall

Contact phone |||l

Fax

Email adcress [

Submission details

Consent
number
Position
Wish to
speak?
Present jointly
to hearing?
Parts of
application
that
submission
relates to

Reasons for
submission

Desired
decision

Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469
| support this application

No

| support the entirety of this application, including the self-imposed conditions proposed by
the applicants.

I hold and have held a number of positions relevant to this application: - current Chairman
of the Akina Foundation - director Meridian Energy - Resource Management Act: Making
Good Decisions qualified - director of PledgeMe Limited - Establishment Board Member,
and past Member, of the Environmental Protection Authority - former Chief Executive
Officer of Te Rananga o Ngai Tahu From all of these perspectives | consider the current
Blueskin application to be both appropriate and desirable. It represents an early example of
the low carbon, localised energy production and locally-funded, owned and operated energy
generation facility that will make up an increasing share of our collective energy future.
This is a beacon project of which the wider Otago community should be very proud. The
nation needs these early projects to proceed as exemplars of the technologies and
approaches that are already available to us. They are our future.

I request the Council to: a) grant this consent, as lodged b) adopt the conditions proposed by
the applicant c) implement an ‘adaptive management' approach to any uncertainties
associated with the application, so that learnings from the implementation of the project can
inform its subsequent operation d) recognise that the applicant is a resource-constrained
community and reflect this in any conditions attached to the consent, i.e. ensure that they
are reasonable and practicable in the circumstances. Thank you.

1
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 29/11/2015 8:12:33 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526661

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 29 Nov 2015 8:12pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Alyth Grant (for ONHT)
Address

Contact phone | N

Fax

Email address |

Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | am neutral towards this application

Wish to speak? Yes

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to Appendix E Environmental impact statement

Reasons for submission The Otago Natural History Trust is, through the Orokonui
Ecosanctuary, part of the Blueskin community, and is generally supportive of renewable
energy projects. Indeed, our Visitor Centre on Blueskin Road is an example of such a
project, deriving much of its power from solar energy. We share with the Blueskin
Energy project the goal of sustainability. For that reason we would seek an ongoing
discussion with the community. Our submission is directed primarily at the
environmental impact assessment (Appendix E) of the application. The ONHT'’s primary
responsibility is for the Orokonui Ecosanctuary and the welfare of the birds living there.
For our birds — with the exception perhaps of the kaka — which are known to fly across
to the northern side of Blueskin Bay — there is probably little to be feared from three
wind turbines. But as an organisation concerned with the health and protection of the
environment, our interest extends beyond the fence around our 307 hectares to the
wider avian environment of which the ecosanctuary is part. The application’s
assessment of the effects of the wind farm on birds considers potential habitat loss and
the possibility of bird strike, coming to the conclusion that any adverse environmental
effects would be minor or less than minor. We recommend a study of the use made of
the area by birds be carried out, as only limited anecdotal evidence is available at



Submission Pg S16

present. Birds potentially affected by the turbines include the following: « Falcons have
been observed around Porteous Hill, just as they are seen around the Orokonui
Ecosanctuary. But it is not known where their local nesting sites may be. Porteous Hill
may well be one. » The Blueskin area is also known as an important area for
considerable populations of seabirds and coastal birds: godwits, blackbilled gulls, pied
and variable oystercatchers, sooty shearwaters, all of which have protected status. The
possibility of birds being attracted to the lights attached to the turbines requires further
investigation. Lights are a factor not present in the only bird strike figures (for the
Mahinerangi wind farm) locally available. The coastal site of the current proposal
presents a quite different set of issues from the inland Mahinerangi site. A study of the
risk to birds should be carried out by ornithologically qualified specialists. The time
required for such a study, involving regular bird-counts and behavioural observations,
could be up to two years. Such work needs to be done before any construction begins.
We are aware that technical developments in wind turbine design are ongoing. Should
the resource application be consented, we would ask that the best possible design is
selected on the basis of published research and advice on minimising bird strike.
Desired decision  Approve with conditions
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 3:35:07 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527134

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 3:35pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Arthur John Grooby

Address [N
Contact phone | EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address [
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to The full application for the construction and operation of a
community wind farm.

Reasons for submission This is a community lead project that will strengthen the
energy and financial independence of Blueskin Bay. There has been nine years of
dialogue and preparation to get to this point. The consent application has been carefully
and thoughtfully prepared. The thorough Assessment of Environmental Effects that
accompanies the application contains expert reports addressing all the key concerns
that have been raised. The project will provide a net benefit for the community of
Blueskin Bay through the action of the Blueskin Resilient Communities Trust. The
positive visual impact as a symbol of renewable energy and low carbon community
action Noise falling within New Zealand Standard NZS 6808 (see appendix D) Minor or
less-than-minor adverse ecological impact, after all potential risks have been
considered Contribution to reducing greenhouse gas emissions from local electricity
generation and transmission

Desired decision | request that the Council grants this resource consent application,
adopts the conditions proposed by the applicant, and works with the applicant to
address any outstanding issues, noting that this is a community-initiated and led project
from a resource-constrained organisation that is recognised as a NZ exemplar of
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community engagement and action.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 19/11/2015 6:30:08 a.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 525726

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 19 Nov 2015 6:30am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Alistair Paterson

Address I
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address [ N
Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to Location of turbines on skyline.

Reasons for submission Visual degradation of natural landscape
Desired decision  Refuse consent
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 22/11/2015 7:43:28 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 525914

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 22 Nov 2015 7:43pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name anna lise seifert

Address [N
Contact phone | N

Fax

Email address | EEGNEGEGEGE
Submission details

Consent number 90396

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to 3 windmills

Reasons for submission to use natural resource to create electricity
Desired decision to give consent to this project
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From: I

I - 0'anning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 8:57:11 a.m.
Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526951

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 8:57am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Alfie West

Address [N
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address [
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to The application as a whole.

Reasons for submission As a resident of the Blueskin area, | wholeheartedly support
this venture. | was cheered by the council's recent climate change resolutions -- it's
great to see our city taking a lead in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The proposed
Blueskin wind farm will help demonstrate Dunedin City's commitment to move towards a
renewable energy future. I'm one of those people who see windmills as things of
beauty. | believe that the applicant has researched this project diligently and has fully
considered the minimal environmental impacts involved. This innovative scheme will
continue to provide benefits to the local community by supporting the good work being
carried out by the Blueskin Resilient Communities Trust. Let's make this
community-owned windfarm happen. Thank you.

Desired decision | urge the Council to grant this consent, with the conditions
proposed by the applicant.
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SUBMISSION FORM 13
Submission concerning resource consent on publicly notified application under

DUNEDIN CITY section 95A
[ cOUNCIL | Sections 95A, Resource Management Act 1991
K lawvinire a0l 0 OfrDOTT

To: Dunedin City Council, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058

Resource Consent Number: LUC-2015-469 Applicant: Blueskin Energy Limited
Site Address: 147 Church Road, Merton
Description of Proposat: Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines

I/)\%‘ wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent application:

Your Full Name: D ag S'bfy-;/ i4£-£§ LY X

Address for Service (Postal Address): M.
B stk 002000 Focsimile

Email Address:

W] ppose this Application IA)O/‘ )o-NBt wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing

If others make a simila mission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
{Delete the ahove statement if you would not consider presenting a joint case at a hearing)

Please use the back of this form or altach other pages as required
The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are;

jl ?[ /%. Dﬁczv”\,:a)/a)éa 1 !urgﬁZed.

My submission is [include the reasons for your views): nree
[T e———

Soe A ima

=5 ROV 20D

Buain}sg pjgj_g@ation

T
— ez Qe 2
- 2

The decision I wish the Council to make is [give precise details, including the parts of the application you wish to have amended
and the general nature of any conditions soughtj®

{// - . [/
Signature of submitter: /@/W N Date: j;/ﬂ///g-

{or person aufhorised to sign on behalf of submitter)

Notes to Submitter:

Llosing Pate; The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December at 5pm. A copy
of your submission must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after the service of your submission on the
Dunedin City Council. The applicant’s address for service is 1121 Mount Cargill Road, RD 2, Waitati 3085,

Electronic Submissions: A signalture is not required if you make your submission by electronic means. Submissions can be
made onfine at http://www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma or sent by email to planning@dcc.govt.nz

Privacy: Please note that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are available to the
media and the public. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the notified resource consent process.


http://www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma
mailto:toplanning@dcc.govt.nz
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Submission of Denis John Albert

on the Blueskin Energy Limited application for Resource consent to
establish and run a Wind Farm on Porteous Hill, Blueskin Bay

Classification as “community Support Activity”

Under the definition given in the application the proposed activity falls into none of the
classifications listed. It is simply an industrial activity and use of tand, to produce electricity.

The hearing should proceed on the basis that the activity in question is industrial,

Need for Wind Farm

There is no requirement for extra electricity generation in the Dunedin area for any of the reasons
put forward.

Electricity in the South Island is not in short supply, and Blueskin Bay’s requirements are not under
any threat. There is currently approval for a wind farm at Lake Mahinerangi of up to 100, 3
megawatt turbines, of which 11 have so far been commissioned. This development alone will take
care of future increases in demand. The output of a single turbine at Lake Mahinerangi will be
greater than all three turbines proposed for Porteous Hill.

Security of supply for Blueskin Bay has never been more resilient. The new feeder line down Manse
road, and “Swan proofing” of the line across Blueskin Bay has ensured that. Additionally this summer
there will be a new substation at Manse road to ensure backup to the Waitati substation.

There will be no decarbonisation of the Blueskin Bay(or South island) electricity supply due to this
proposal. Currently the South Island electricity supply is 98% hydropower and 2% wind power. There
are no thermal plants in the South Island of any significance. The only significant non-renewable
power generation occurs in the North Island which is itself a net importer of electricity from the
South sland.

The BRCT seeks an investment strategy to generate income to underpin its activities. The Strategy
does not need to include this investment in a wind farm; indeed this activity would appear to be well
outside of the skill/experience base of the BRCT. It also appears that funding for the investment
strategy is non-existent. Without funding for the project, the resource consent application is
frivolous, a waste of time for all involved. Is it really going to take 10 years to get funding for what is
a very smali project? This is what the applicant is suggesting that Blueskin Energy Limited will require
in terms of the resource consent.

There is no requirement for a wind farm in Blueskin Bay.
Sustainability

There is a lot of talk about sustainability in the application and its supporting documents, but how
real is this?

fundamentally, this project is a tradeoff between the vested interests of the BRCT, in ensuring its
own survival, and the vandalisation of the landscape of Blueskin Bay. It is the 1,500 or so residents of
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Blueskin Bay who will have to put up with the adverse effects the most, and a very small group, the
BRCT and its camp followers, who will benefit.

In the process they will make a “novel introduction to the landscape” {P9 landscape report}), which
by its very novelty is not compatible with the existing landscape. The introduction of an industrial
activity into a farming/lifestyle/coastal landscape does not enhance it, it destroys it forever,

The applicant is apparently not satisfied with the existing landscape, even though it is protected
under the North ccast preservation area designation, but waxes lyrical on the virtues of introducing
“graceful sculptural structures”{P9 Jandscape report) into this protected zone.

The applicant is also dismissive of the existing landscape values of the NCCLPA saying that Porteous
Hill does not have a natural appearance but has been modified by human activity. Yet it was this
very same human modified landscape that council has protected under the NCCLPA, indicating that
the community at large values the existing landscape.

And the key word in the North Coast central Landscape Preservation Area is the word
“Preservation”. Which means to keep in its present state, as valued by the community.

If this proposal is allowed to proceed in this zone, then no other part of the coastal zone is safe from
developments of this sort. The whole of the Otago peninsular is ideal for wind farm development, if
it is allowed by Council.

The applicants proposal is clearly unsustainable.

Community Support

The applicant has provided volumes of material to show the extent of the community support for
BRCT and the wind turbine project. This started in September 2006, so what has been presented is
nine years of effort to get the community support needed.

What is abundantly clear is that there is no widespread support for either the BRCT or the wind
turbine project. In the table on page 18 of the application, only 137 participated in the 5 surveys
conducted. Perhaps it was the same 27 people each time? Some of the surveys note that the
participants were not representative of the total population {1,500) of Blueskin Bay. In any case the
numbers surveyed are tiny compared to the total population of the Bay, and are highly skewed
towards those with links to the BRCT, and their camp followers.

Most if not all of the residents of Blueskin Bay have a LIFE. They do not feel predisposed to go to
meetings on subjects they have little interest in, or interact with a fringe group of the community
pursuing agendas that they don’t agree with.

Any claim by the BRCT that they have widespread community support, either for themselves or for
the wind turbine project will need to be backed up by a far greater weight of evidence than has been
presented to date.

If this is the level of support garnered after nine years of effort, then the project does not deserve
Councils support by way of the resource consent sought.

Landscape report

This report is not so much an objective assessment of landscape values, but a personalised view of
the assessor. it also fails to include the special position of the residents of Blueskin Bay, those who
will ultimately be left with the consequences of the proposed windfarm.
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The landscape views are assessed from the viewpoint of the travelling public, from public land.
However the residents don’t live on public land, but generally own their houses/farms/lifestyle
blocks. This changes the way that the landscape is perceived by the residents, as opposed to people
passing through. This important perspective has been ignored in this study, and no attempt was
made to actually find out what any of the residents thought about the landscape, the project and
the impact on the landscape from the residents paint of view,

Instead assumptions have been made, and prescriptions abound through the document, leading to a
consistently patronising tone. Time and again the reader is told that the turbines “will read” or “will
be perceived” as this or that. “we will get used to it when they are installed”!!! (will we have any
choice | wonder?) “Turbines will appear as significant sculptural instaltations”1!! {in the NCCLPA no
less!)

The reality is that the residents of Blueskin bay are going to have 3, 100metre high windmills on
top of a 400 metre high hill, in the North Coast Coastal Landscape Preservation Area, next door to
communities and houses. And to top it all off these turbines will each be topped with a flashing
red strobe light which will operate all night to warn the rescue helicopter and other aviation of the
new threat they pose. (aka, light pollution)

This is a major, irreparable, and unsustainable degeneration of the landscape of Blueskin Bay.

Acoustics Assessment

This assessment is based on Modelied sound levels produced by the BRCT. This is not an
independent report.

There are no confidence limits given in the report. As each of the assessment values are necessarily
based on estimates, these MUST be included to give the reader some idea of the real differences
between sound levels at different locations. Otherwise we have no idea if the difference between
the predicted sound levels given in Table 4 are real or not. If for example the confidence limits are
plus or minus 5 DB, then there would be no difference between any of the sites, and all would be of
concern given the 40DB limit.

Also, there has been no sensitivity analysis of the model inputs presented. This needs to be carried
out to vary each of the model inputs to demonstrate the robustness of the inputs chosen for the
model. Otherwise it is a simple matter to provide mode! inputs so that a favourable resuit is
obtained.

Only “light downwind conditions” have been modelled. What if the conditions are different from
this??

From my own experience of the winds in this area there is a proncunced propensity to NE or SW
winds. This will tend to place all of the closest 8 houses within the greater than 40db zone.

Only one parameter of noise, namely the DB rating has been examined. Overseas research on
Infrasound, (low frequency sound waves) has demonstrated that around 15% of the population react
adversely to these sound waves, making them feel ill.

The peculiar landforms and reflective water surfaces of the Bay may well result in sound dispersing
in ways that are not predictable, and which could cause real discomfort to pecple at a distance from
the turbines themselves. No attempt has been made to model these effects.
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As a result it may well be that the chosen monitoring sites may not be the most appropriate, and
that these will only become apparent after the turbines are installed, by which time it will be too
late.

What will the DCC do then to enforce the conditions of the resource consent? Will it really have the
balls to shut down a 65Million investment? On my own experience, the DCC is woeful in its
enforcement of its own District Plan. So | have no confidence there.

This assessment is inadequate. At stake are certainly the 8 identified households, and their ability to
enjoy life as they deserve to. But it is likely that many more of the Bays residents will be affected by
intrusive sounds from the Wind Farm.

Locating this wind farm so close to existing houses and communities flies in the face of common
sense. The inadequacy of the assessment, in all its aspects, is simply not acceptable.

Conclusion

| submit that Council should refuse to grant this resource consent.

Denis Jlohn Albert

5/11/2015

-
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 24/11/2015 8:23:53 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526131

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 24 Nov 2015 8:23pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Michelle Ashbury

Address [N
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address [

Submission details

Consent number  Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to All parts

Reasons for submission The wind farm will generate over 7 Gigawatt hours per year
- enough power to supply all of the Blueskin community’s annual electricity needs, and
more.

Desired decision  To grant resource consent
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From: I

Il B <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 9:01:07 a.m.
Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526952

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 9:01am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Neville Auton

Address I
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address [N

Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to All aspects

Reasons for submission The size and location of the proposed site is expected to
have minor to negligible environmental impact. The generation of renewable electricity
from a community based wind farm aligns well with the government energy strategy
target of 90% renewable electricity by 2025 . There are number of key outcomes that
the energy committee supports ¢ This energy project will inject $1.5-$2.0M into the local
economy during construction. It will provide ongoing jobs related to maintenance and
management of the turbines. It will provide a training facility for community wind farm
maintenance that could be offered by Otago Polytechnic. ¢ This wind farm will assist in
retaining energy dollars within the city and be part of the economic growth  This will be
the first community based wind farm in New Zealand and it will place Dunedin at the
forefront of local embedded generation « There will be national and international interest
in how this community managed to achieve a wind farm that provides funding back to its
community. ¢ It is expected that there will be an increase in energy tourist’'s and
visitations from similar community representatives ¢ Local energy generation contributes
to environmental reduction of carbon emissions and will assist in creating greater
renewable energy awareness within the wider Dunedin community ¢ This wind farm will
assist Dunedin in its ability to respond to future energy challenges and constraints,
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while maintaining local productive capacity. The granting of consent will provide positive
benefits for both community and the environment. The revenue streams generated and
returned to the community will allow further community investment in renewable energy
technologies that will further reduce reliance on non-renewable energy forms.

Desired decision  Approve the application.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 8:19:12 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527163

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 8:19pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address |

Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to Community project,Scenery,Birds,Property

Reasons for submission | have always believed this was a community project,until
the last meeting at Warrington Hall,then to learn that maybe the community may or may
not receive any benefits directly. | feel there is not enough evidence to support it being a
community project. | also feel strongly that this is one person trying to further his own
business interest's. Also reading online about other wind farms in a similar situation that
many birds have been killed by the turbines. Our community has a highly rated
ecosanctuary My property also has many trees with Bellbirds,Tui's,and wood pigeon's
these have increased in numbers since | have lived in this community for over twelve
years. My house view from my lounge window incorporates Porteous Hill as well as my
property | do not want this in my views. As these turbines will be very high and being on
a flight path the night lights will destroy my view. At this last meeting it was stated that
five sites had been investigated,that this was not the preferred site,but this was what the
community had chosen who in the community decided as | have spoken to many in my
community who never would have chosen this site. Our community has many beautiful
views all around us this wind farm will destroy our scenery. | have also read online that
property values will drop between 30 to 50 per cent as they have in other wind farm
areas is the council or the submitter of this wind farm willing to compensate my loss.
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Even if the community was to benefit with buying cheaper power directly |1 would still
have the same feelings as above.
Desired decision | want the Council to decline this resource consent.
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Talei Anderson

From:

Sent: Monday, 23 November 2015 11:59 a.m.

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 525966

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 23 Nov 2015
11:57am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Brittany Chreptyk

-
Contact phone |||

Fax

Email adiress [

Submission details

Consent Wind Farm-147 Church Road- LUC-2015-469
number
Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly
to hearing? Yes

Parts of
application that
submission
relates to

the entire project and process

| am in support of the building and maintenance of a wind farm in my area. | believe that
the submission in favor of the wind farm was robust and | am satisfied with the
environmental impact report and feel it will benefit the area.

Desired decision | wish for the council to be in support of the wind farm project without any constraints.

Reasons for
submission
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Talei Anderson

From:

Sent: Tuesday, 24 November 2015 10:14 a.m.

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526030

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 24 Nov 2015
10:14am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Bronwyn Dean

pres
Contact phone ||| N

Fax

Email adiress [

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position | support this application
Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that
submission relates to

Reasons for submission ~ To support a forward thinking project.
Desired decision To allow the wind farm to proceed.

Erection of wind farm on Porteous Hill, Warrington
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Talei Anderson

From:

Sent: Monday, 23 November 2015 10:30 a.m.

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 525955

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 23 Nov 2015
10:29am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Basil Harrison

pores
Contact phone ||| l}

Fax

Emil adciress |
Submission details

Consent
number
Position | support this application

Wish to

speak?

Present jointly

to hearing? Yes

Parts of

application

that The entire project and the process undertaken.
submission

relates to

Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469

No

This project is a fantastic example of a grass roots community group taking steps to ensure
a more resilient and sustainable energy network in New Zealand. We are fortunate in NZ to
produce approximately 65% of our electricity from renewable sources. rather than patting

ourselves on the back we should see this as an opportunity to move toward a 100%
renewable electricity network and provide a positive example to the rest of the world. |
applaud the project undertaken by BRCT which acknowledges this opportunity and is
addressing it in a way that involves the community and engages them with where their

Reasons for
submission

energy comes from. They have maintained fantastic communication with the community

throughout the process to date and have sought input and feedback. They have provided

very thorough research into the environmental impact of the turbines as well as the visual

and acoustic affects.

Desired I would like the council to grant resource consent without additional constraints for the
decision project to proceed.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 1:52:54 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527110

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 1:52pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Brett Hayes

Address [N
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address |

Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? Yes

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to The effect on my life, the effect on the local wildlife & the
validity of the entire project. This does not meet the Health, Welfare or Spiritual well
being of the community, it is actually detrimental to these. The community consultation
that is mentioned several times appears to exclude Warrington. Refers to Waitati,
Purakanui & Blueskin Bay. | live within 2.4km of the proposed site and | have no contact
or consultation with Blueskin Energy Ltd.

Reasons for submission | believe that this Wind Farm will be detrimental to myself &
my neighbors through the noise pollution, the visual pollution i.e the lights at night. | am
concerned about the effect it will have on the local bird life. | am also concerned about
the hazard presented to aircraft as the hill is frequently covered in low cloud or

fog. This does not improve the Health, Welfare or Spiritual well being of the
community. This land is not stable has a long history of movement. The results from the
monitoring of the wind speeds does not support the installation of the Wind Farm. The
cost of the connection from the Wind Farm to the Grid (2km) will be put onto the local
consumer.

Desired decision | wish the for Council to decline this application and to investigate
the running of Blueskin Energy as a Community Organisation.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 8:19:12 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527163

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 8:19pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name BRENT BELL

Address [N
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address |

Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to Community project,Scenery,Birds,Property

Reasons for submission | have always believed this was a community project,until
the last meeting at Warrington Hall,then to learn that maybe the community may or may
not receive any benefits directly. | feel there is not enough evidence to support it being a
community project. | also feel strongly that this is one person trying to further his own
business interest's. Also reading online about other wind farms in a similar situation that
many birds have been killed by the turbines. Our community has a highly rated
ecosanctuary My property also has many trees with Bellbirds,Tui's,and wood pigeon's
these have increased in numbers since | have lived in this community for over twelve
years. My house view from my lounge window incorporates Porteous Hill as well as my
property | do not want this in my views. As these turbines will be very high and being on
a flight path the night lights will destroy my view. At this last meeting it was stated that
five sites had been investigated,that this was not the preferred site,but this was what the
community had chosen who in the community decided as | have spoken to many in my
community who never would have chosen this site. Our community has many beautiful
views all around us this wind farm will destroy our scenery. | have also read online that
property values will drop between 30 to 50 per cent as they have in other wind farm
areas is the council or the submitter of this wind farm willing to compensate my loss.
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Even if the community was to benefit with buying cheaper power directly |1 would still
have the same feelings as above.
Desired decision | want the Council to decline this resource consent.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 2/12/2015 9:29:54 a.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527206

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 02 Dec 2015 9:29am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name john bentham

Address [
Contact phone | EEGEGE

Fax

Email address | NG
Submission details

Consent number  luc 2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? Yes

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to Offering full support for Blueskin Energy going ahead with their
wind project

Reasons for submission As a local resident of some years and an individual
interested in progressive and sustainable technology | have been very excited to see
this project on my doorstep. | am full of admiration for the time and enthusiasm that has
gone into this, much of it voluntary.  Personally | do not see the visual impact as
negative -they are quite graceful and lets face it we have all got used to power lines and
they are nothing great to look at. ~ With regard to the noise issue apart from the fact
that much care has been taken for the generation equipment to have low noise levels (
to quite an acceptable standard | believe ) the reality is that when it is windy there is a
lot of noise in the environment anyway -it is only on still day that noise is

obvious. Apart from this our predominant winds here are southerly and westerly with
the odd easterly- none of which inspire you to be outside. If someone is standing around
below the wind farm in a howling southerly becoming distressed at the noise level one
must wonder at the smallness of their life.  There are so many positives in this
proposition and so much potential for not only the local community but the region ( and
indeed the country ) that | am fully in support of this innovative development to be
installed locally.
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Desired decision | would like the council to accept Blueskin Energy Ltds submission
and grant this consent as lodged
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 9:38:33 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527174

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 9:38pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Sally Blackwell-Jaques

Address I
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address [

Submission details

Consent number  Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to The application in total

Reasons for submission The proposal has been well scoped, researched and
planned and extensive community engagement has been undertaken. Based on the
resource consent application, no further work is required to demonstrate the anticipated
effects. | support the proposal because of the example it will provide of small - medium
scale community renewable generation and the opportunities it provides for Dunedin
City and the Blueskin community in terms of distributed low-carbon electricity
generation.

Desired decision | would like the Council to support the decision
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 27/11/2015 2:17:56 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526516

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 27 Nov 2015 2:17pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Blueskin Project Ltd Blueskin Project Ltd

Address [N
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address [
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? Yes

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to Zoning(inappropriate for wind farm use) Visual effects are
major. Landscape, environment, and ecology. Lack of community consultation.
Reasons for submission The placement of a wind farm on Porteous Hill is
inappropriate in the following ways: The zoning of this area is formulated to specifically
exclude this type pf development. The visual impact of this wind farm is extremely wide
ranging. The farm, at a height of 125 metres above ground level, is obviously visible
from very long distances. Add to this rotating angled blades, which will reflect sunlight in
many directions, giving an appearance of flashing, from many viewpoints. These towers
would need lighting to warn approaching aircraft, as the farm is on a flight path. All of
these visual effects added together, mean the effect on the visual environment must be
considered major. All of the properties, existing and future, especially on the hillsides to
the south of the wind farm site, would be badly effected by this wind farm. The houses
are almost all orientated to the north (for views and sun) which places this wind farm
(depending on the height of the subject house) as a very predominant feature in the
views available. With the required warning lights, this feature would be predominant
even at night. With this ugly wind farm placed centrally in the views of these properties,
the effect would, undoubtedly be to reduce the value of said properties. The effects on
local wildlife, bird life and the environment in the local area would be wide ranging and
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undesirable. We have concerns about the way this applicant company is portraying
itself as a community based company, when in fact it is a private company, which is
unwilling to divulge detail about funding. They also suggest any power generated would
be used locally, when in fact it is just to be feed to the national grid. We are struggling to
see any upside for the community. The consultation process has been non existent. The
only information we have received regarding this proposal, was a notification of a
meeting to discuss matters of concern, held in the Warrington Hall on November 19th
2015.

Desired decision  We wish for the consent to be declined in total, on this site.
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Talei Anderson

From: T
] - pEa

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 525468

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 16 Nov 2015
11:36am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name colin campbell-hunt

poaress |
Contact phone ||| Gz

Fax

Email adiress [

Submission details

Consent LUC-2015-469

number

Position | support this application

Wish to

speak? No

Present jointly

to hearing? Yes

Parts of

?ﬁ;thcatlon wind farm located at 147 Church Road, Merton, being that land legally described as Lot 1-
- 2 Deposited Plan 473199 held in Computer Freehold Register 646829

submission

relates to

This wind farm is a central part of a community-led initiative to develop a sustainable low-
carbon community. It is a pilot for the way our city will have to develop over the next
couple of decades. The city has a great deal to learn from the Blueskin Project and it is vital
that the local community be given permission to create a sustainable power source to their
project.

Reasons for
submission

Desired

. Council should give its consent to this submission.
decision
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 2/12/2015 3:09:10 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527287

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 02 Dec 2015 3:09pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Callum Milburn

Address [N
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address [

Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to -Change to landscape including visual impact and water course
changes. -Loss of property value -Noise and light pollution -Danger/Risk to bird life
Reasons for submission We have recently moved to the area and our house is
located 2km away from the proposed wind turbines. We purchased this property for the
remote and tranquil setting. | would liek to know why the submission has only
considered that the properties with in 1.5km ar econsiderred significant and not the
many others that are just a stones throw away including the childcare centre and
school. The disturbance to this is a concern. This includes turbine noise, light glare, and
the danger to birdlife including sea and land based birds

Desired decision | wish the council to decline this submission.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 4:22:36 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527148

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 4:22pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Christopher Nelson

Address [N
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address [

Submission details

Consent number CONSENT NUMBER LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to The installation of the wind turbines

Reasons for submission Contribution to reducing greenhouse gas emissions from
local electricity generation and transmission, which is especially important to combat
climate change.

Desired decision  To go ahead with the installation of the wind turbines
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 27/11/2015 4:45:14 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526564

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 27 Nov 2015 4:45pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Craig Werner

Address [N
Contact phone || R

Fax

Email address [ GGG
Submission details

Consent number  LUC2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to Rural amenity, landscape visual impact, environmental impact,
poor project longevity due to technological change.

Reasons for submission The first 3 issues above will certainly be well addressed by
other submitters. However as much as | favour local energy generation, | fear that
technology advances have in time overtaken the necessary gestation period for such a
complex proposal. The cost, reliability, maintainence, and efficiency of most newer
photovoltaic arrays has somewhat recently overtaken that of wind generators in the
opinion of the broad engineering community. The application table of contents does not
indicate that a recent PV vs. Wind power comparative analysis has been done. Nor is it
evident that any analysis has been done comparing the various wind turbine
manufacturer engineering details to insure that Waitati residents receive the best local
energy alternative. A concern is that the proposed scheme would be abandoned in the
near term in favour of a far better system. This could result in a second construction
project, and further damage to the site.

Desired decision  Decline approval unless a recent PV-Wind feasibility study by an
accredited outside consulting engineering firm supports the proposal.
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Submission concerning resource consent on publicly notified application under section
95A.

Resource consent number: LUC-2015-469
Site address: 147 Church road, Merton.
Description of proposal: Establish a community wind farm comprising 3 turbines.

We wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent application.

Thomas Cardy and Jamie Pickford

Telephone: NN
E-mail: |

We oppose this application and wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing.
I will not consider presenting a joint case at the hearing.

We wish to oppose the application in regards to:

- The impact on our living environment

- The visual impact on the landscape

- The loss of recreational use

- The lack of risk management and financial planning
- The impact on the wildlife

We have lived at 139 Pryde road for more than 7 years now. The decision to live here was
carefully taken as we both wanted to live rurally and away from the main roads or close
neighbours. Therefore it took us 2 years to find the property that met out needs. A small
block with no direct neighbours except a farm on one side and a quarry with restricted
usage on the other. Our block is also within the north Dunedin coastal landscape protection
area. We both support renewable energy generation and would like to see benefits for the
local Waitati community however we feel that the proposal will significantly impact on the
community living amenities. The proposal is also not clear on how the community would
actually benefit from it.

1) Impact on living environment:

A) Noise pollution:

As stated above we chose to live at 139 Pryde road to be away from traffic noise,
neighbours and the general public. We live at the end of a dead end road and there is
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virtually never any through traffic. It is a very quiet place where we can enjoy the peace and
breathtaking views of the Kilmog hill, Otago coast and harbour mouth.

The acoustic assessment provided by Blueskin Energy Limited states that the area our
dwelling is in will have a predicted sound level of 34db. However the assessment also states
that the results are based for "light downwind conditions". Has consideration been given for
the noise levels in moderate to strong wind conditions as this area of the coast regularly
experiences moderate to strong winds.

In addition to the above, we have made our own assessment of our location and in light
wind conditions the noise levels are at around 25db so it would be a significant increase to
the current noise levels that we experience.

Blueskin energy limited needs to define the noise levels that the turbines will make for all
the types of winds that are experienced in the area as well as provide some wind statistics
over a long term period to substantiate the actual noise levels based on the actual wind
strength.

It is our experience that the area often has moderate to strong southerly and north-westerly
winds putting our dwelling directly upwind from the turbines and the dominant winds. No
assessment of the noise levels in high winds was provided.

There are large amounts of literature that links high wind speed with higher noise levels and
the acoustic assessment provided does not address this issue.

The operating range has also not been defined for the turbines What wind speed range are
they capable of operating in and the impact of high winds on the noise as well as the
production of energy needs to be clarified.

Noise levels cannot also only be defined by the strength of the DB but also by the frequency
and the type of noise. Extensive research on the internet points out that the noise made by
the wind farms is very different to other noises made by trees or the wind and can
significantly impact on the quality of life of people living near the wind farm.

As we live in a rural area noise levels are very low especially at night and the noise made by
the turbines has the potential to become a very dominant background noise. This was
outlined in some European and American studies on windfarms.

We are not opposed to wind generation but believe that the wind cluster could be installed
in a location with no dwellings nearby that would be impacted on. We do not live in a
densely populated region and there are lots of opportunities and locations to install wind
turbines away from living areas.
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B) Increased traffic:

If the application was granted and the wind farm went ahead it would be inevitable that
there would be a significant increase of the traffic on Pryde road. During the week end
hordes of Dunedinites are likely to come and want to have a look at the wind farm.

Pryde road is not suited for heavy traffic and already has a quarry operating on it. The
amenities would not sustain an increase in traffic and the road could become dangerous.

The increased traffic would also impact on the tranquillity of the area.
C) Value of our property:

If the wind farm went ahead the value of our property would be significantly affected as it
would have lost its rural and secluded character and the noise levels would impact on our
ability to secure a buyer if we were to sell the property.

2) Visual impact on the landscape:
A) Visual pollution:

We disagree with the landscape assessment that states that Porteous Hill will be
"enhanced" by the installation of the wind turbines and that 3 turbines represent a
"statement". We also disagree that Porteous Hill is not a "significant landmark". This is
clearly the view of the landscape assessor who is not from the area.

The majority of Porteous Hill is included in the Coastal Landscape Preservation area and the
erection of 3 wind turbines right on the edge of the area cannot be mitigated due to the
enormous size of the structures. The proposed high of the turbines is 102 metres. To put
this into perspective John Wickliffe House is only 42 metres high therefore the proposed
structures are 2.4 times higher.

The application also goes against the NZ Coastal Policy statement policy 13 that states that
the character of the coastal environment should be protected.

The turbines will be seen by anyone travelling in and out of Dunedin for a number of
Kilometres. They will be visible the whole way from the top of the motorway at Pigeon flat
to the Warrington turn off. They will also be visible from as far as Waikouaiti. The landscape
assessor statement that the turbines will be "glimpsed briefly on the hill submit a kilometre
distant. The turbines will be visible for a kilometre length between the Pullar and Pryde road
intersection. Elsewhere it is likely only blade tips will be visible above the trees" is clearly
misinformed and misleading and leads to question whether a site visit was even done or the
assessment done from satellite images and google maps.

The tree cover for the visual mitigation as stated by the landscape assessor is also not a valid
argument. The trees on Porteous hills are pines that will be harvested in the near future and
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the rest of the trees are very old macrocarpas that are nearing the end of their life. They will
eventually die off or fall due to high winds as it is often the case for old macrocarpas.
Therefore they cannot be used as an argument for mitigating visual pollution.

We also disagree with the views and tone of the landscape assessment it is one sided and
does not provide an objective assessment of the impact of the windfarm on the landscape.
The landscape assessment seems to be purely the view of the landscape artist. We would
like to request another landscape assessment from an assessor chosen by us at the cost of
Blueskin Energy Limited.

B) Potential light pollution:

There does not seem to be any consideration given to the potential light pollution
generated by the wind turbines. The turbines are right in the middle of the flight path for
Dunedin bound flights and no statement is made in the application for the impact of safety
lighting on the structures. Will they impact on the wildlife? Will they be significant and
visible from a distance? Will they impact on neighbouring properties?

C) Coastal landscape preservation area:

The turbines are proposed to be installed right on the edge of the preservation area. If it
goes ahead, they will permanently scar the landscape and will impact on the users of
Warrington beach, Doctors point coastal area and all the beaches along the north Dunedin
coast, Purakanui, long beach, Murderers beach...

The impact will also be significant for the cruise ships that visit Dunedin nearly every day in
the summer.

It is difficult to understand how anyone living in the coastal preservation area is limited to
develop their properties due to the conditions around building in the area but at the same
time a wind cluster could be installed right on the boundary of the conservation area at a
high than cannot be mitigated. The fact that it is not in the area but will impact on the value
of the preservation area has to be considered by the council.

As a result we would like this application to be turned down due to the visual impact and
risks for the area. As stated above we are not against wind generation but believe that the
cluster could be installed in an area of less significant landscape value. For example the
impact of the wind farm being installed in steep hill road in DCC forestry away from the
coast and dwellings could be a good solution to this issue.

3) Loss of recreational use
We use the area frequently to go to the beach in Warrington or horse ride in the week end

or after work. If the wind farm was to go ahead this could impact on our ability to cross the
area and enjoyment of the landscape and scenery
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4) Lack of risk management and financial planning.
A) Financial risk:

The application has no business case details on how the project is financially backed or
funded. If the application was granted there is no guarantee that Blueskin Energy Limited
has the ability to undertake and carry through the development of the wind farm. There is a
significant risk that work could start and never be finished leaving a permanent scar on the
landscape and a risk for adjoining properties and the local communities.

If the project was fully built once again there is no guarantee or evidence that Blueskin
energy limited will be able to maintain the structures and ensure the safe and efficient
operation of the wind cluster. Without financial information and backing guaranteeing that
the project can be carried through and is financially sound, consent should not be granted.

Will Blueskin energy limited be required to provide a construction bond to ensure that the
project can be carried through if consent is granted as it is generally the case for large
constructions projects?

B) Ownership of the wind farm:

The windfarm will be owned by Blueskin Energy Limited which is owned by Blueksin
Resilient Community Trust. This is a charity with no experience in large investment projects.
For the return the trust filed for the year ending March 2014. The bank balance for the trust
at the end of the period was only $391 with $52,709 of current fixed assets (sourced from
the charities commission)

As published in the annual report of the Blueskin Community Resilient Trust. There also
seems to be 2 other potential sites referred as sites “B” and “C” however this was never
mentioned by Scott on the occasion when we met with him or discussed as an alternative to
the Porteous Hill site. This leads us to believe that the submitter has kept the other options
out of the debate to put more pressure on the community to accept the proposed site as
the only viable alternative.

C) Local generation argument
We don't disagree that generation by fossil fuel has to decreased in the future even thought
in NZ currently only 25% of the energy produced comes come fossil fuels, the other 75% is
from renewable energy.
In the South Island 98% of the electricity produced comes from hydroelectricity with the

remaining 2% coming from wind. The South Island is therefore already virtually 100%
renewable.

Below is a table outlining New Zealand energy generation as of 2013.
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Installed capacity (MW) by island, Generation (GWh) in New Zealand
31 December 20125 2013 year
New North South Fuel New North South
Fuel
Zealand Island Island Zealand Island Island
Hydroelectric 5,254 1,818 3,436 Hydroelectric 22,815 5,471 17,344
Geothermal 731 731 - Geothermal 6,053 6,053 —
Wind 622 517 105 Wind 2,000 1,695 305
Oil 164 164 - 0il 3 3 tr
Coal 1,063 1,059 4 Coal 2,238 2,223 15
Gas 1,904 1,904 - Gas 8,143 8,143 —
Other Other
renewable 104 o3 renewable 392 sl
Other non- Other non-
renewable 19 S renewable 33 31 2
Total 9,861 6,308 3,553 Total 41,876 24,200 17,676

Source: https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electricity sector in New Zealand

The South Island is also a net exporter of electricity to the North Island therefore any energy
generated locally and pumped into the national grid is currently unnecessary and potentially
exported to the north island. It would make more sense for local generation to be installed
near the high populated and high demand areas of the north island rather than damaging
the landscape for something that is clearly not a current necessity for our community.

The trust and Blueskin energy limited should support individual households to set up
renewable energy in the form of solar panels and mini hydro schemes who are less likely to
impact on the landscape.

An argument also needs to be formed around the need for additional generation over
conservation when the current and future needs can be met with current generation if
everyone conserves and use energy efficiently.

The real benefits and needs of our community are not articulated in the application, and
there are significant risks for the project to be able to be carried through.

5) Local community cost and needs:

The cost of the project is somewhere in the vicinity of $6,000,000.00. The statistics from the
2013 census points out that there are only 414 lived in dwellings in Warrington and Waitati.
It is also highly unlikely that all households in the area would require any support or
assistance with powering or insulating their homes.

The cost of the project amounts to $14,492 per household. It seems like an extravagant
amount and out of line with what a reasonable investment for our community needs.


https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electricity_sector_in_New_Zealand#cite_note-NZEnergy2013-3
https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electricity_sector_in_New_Zealand#cite_note-Energy2014-1
https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electricity_sector_in_New_Zealand
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The submitter should instead concentrate on individual solutions for those households that
are in need without damaging the landscape value of the area and living environment of
other locals.

It is also unclear who will be benefit from the project and the number of people that would
benefit from it over the number of people that are against the development.

6) Impact on the bird life:

The impact on the bird life has not been assessed correctly. In the application there is no
mention of light on the turbines and what impact this would have.

Also there is no mention of the impact of the turbines on the NZ falcon or other native birds
that have started to come back to the area thanks to the Orokonui eco sanctuary. We have
noticed a significant increase in native birds in the area. If the windfarm went ahead it is not
clear from the application what the impact on the bird life could be.

7) Conclusion:

We want the council to decline the resource consent application based on the above
arguments. If the windfarm was to be installed in an area with no dwellings within a 2km
radius around it and in an area where the visual pollution could be mitigated for the
community and the coastal landscape l.e the silver peaks forest we would not be opposing
the project even though there are some significant unanswered questions around the
financial viability of the project, the local need for it and what is the best way to sustainably
support the local Blueskin Bay community.

This is a philosophically driven project by a small group of people that has the potential to
damage the outstanding landscape and local community forever. We strongly believe that
no mitigating can be done due to the scale of the wind turbines and the damage that they
could do to the outstanding coastal landscape of the north Dunedin coast. We chose to live
in this area for the rural aspects, quietness and stunning views. If the proposal went ahead
this would significantly change and divide the area and community forever.

Date : 02/12/15
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Talei Anderson
m

From: [ ]

Sent: Friday, 27 November 2015 09:40 a.m.

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz

Subject: Resource consent application submission 526394
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 27 Nov 2015
9:40am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Alison Copeman

Address e
Contact phone INGTNG

Fax

Email address |G
Submission details

Consent
number

Position I support this application
Wish to speak? No

Present jointly

to hearing? No
Parts of
application that

submission
relates to

LUC 2015 469

The construction and development of a wind farm at 147 Church Road Waitati

A small wind farm of 3 turbines will, as proven by experts in their Assessment of
Environmental Effects, have a low impact on the environment .. yet will have significant
benefit in social, environmental and economic terms for the local community

Reasons for
submission

Desired

. s I request il rt this consen
decision q the council support this ¢ t
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Reasons for Submission  Earthworks - we have concerns regarding the
foundations for the Turbines and how this will change the springs on the hills i.e. the water
we use to feed stock and sustain our food growing. As well as fiooding risks.

Noise - My partner is hypersensitive to noise, as are his other family members currently
residing in our dwelling.

Health Issues - there is research suggesting a negative impact on young children's inner ear
development when residing within close proximity of Wind turbines. As a young family this
of great concern and worry to us.

Land Value - If this goes ahead , we will need to sell and move on, Land Value decreases in
areas surrounding Wind Turbines - this is our primary investment and long term livelihood

Desired Decision  Decline the application for the Construction of the wind farm so
close to residential zoning.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 24/11/2015 5:20:54 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526121

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 24 Nov 2015 5:20pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Denise lves

Address [N
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address [
Submission details

Consent number  Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to Installation of a 3 turbine wind farm

Reasons for submission | believe that we should use this technology more wherever
possible, and this would be a great way of seeing how well it works. | believe that there
is limited negative impact to the environment and community with this kind of
technology.

Desired decision Please approve the proposal in full.
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Talei Anderson

From: .
[ ] I 2015 09:28 a.m.

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526026

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 24 Nov 2015
9:27am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Dylan Robertson

pcares
Contact phone |||

Fax

Email address _
Submission details

Consent

number

Position | support this application
Wish to

speak?

Present jointly

to hearing?

Parts of

application

that Building and operating up to 3 wind generation turbines on Porteous Hill, Kilmog.
submission

relates to

LUC-2015-469

No

1) Spreading NZ's renewable energy supply over various resources makes sense for surety
of supply into the future and especially considering climate change and the reduction of
coal production in NZ. 2) the project will bring resourcing to a non-profit organisation for
work to be undertaken within the immediate area of Blueskin Bay. 3) Local customers of

Reasons for  the generated power will benefit from a renewable source of energy 4) | am satisfied that

submission any environmental effects are well mitigated for in the application supporting information
5) the project is inline with various National, Regional and Dlstrict policies including the
proposed District Plan, the Proposed Regional Policy Statement and various National
Policy Statements. It also meets the accepted requirements for noise, height and other
environmental effects in the current District Plan.

Desired

decision | would like the DCC to approve the application in it's entirety.
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Talei Anderson

From:

Sent: Thursday, 3 December 2015 04:27 p.m.

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527397

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 03 Dec 2015
4:27pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Eve Jolly

-
Contact phone ||| N

Fax

Emil adiress |
Submission details

Consent

number

Position | support this application
Wish to

speak?

Present jointly

to hearing? Yes

Parts of

application

that The full application for the construction and operation of a community wind farm.
submission

relates to

CONSENT NUMBER LUC-2015-469

No

The project has high strategic value and regulatory compliance and is consistent with the

Reasons for Policy statements of the Dunedin City Council, Otago Regional Council and the National

submission Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Generation (2011).

I request that the Council grants this resource consent application, adopts the conditions
Desired proposed by the applicant, and works with the applicant to address any outstanding issues,
decision noting that this is a community-initiated and led project from a resource-constrained

organisation that is recognised as a NZ exemplar of community engagement and action.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 20/11/2015 10:37:51 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 525850

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 20 Nov 2015 10:37pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Elizabeth Jane Kerr

Address N
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address | EGTEEGEGEGE
Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? Yes

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to | strongly oppose the application as a whole.

Reasons for submission [l Effects are more than minor for coastal Otago and

pastoral landscapes. I Conserving energy is the most important way to minimise
impact on the New Zealand environment including the coastal Otago environment and
the subject site — the public, institutions and businesses should reduce the need
for new power generation by conserving power and using it more efficiently. I
Potential adverse impacts onwildlife are insufficiently gauged in the application.
It is reported that wind turbines kill more birds of prey when the land beneath
the blades is grazed by cattle or sheep. I The community at Blueskin Bay / Waitati
district can easily avail themselves of alternative passive and renewable energy
sources including solar, with less environmental impact in the short, medium and
long term. I The application is just another example of ’greenwash’.

Desired decision  Decline the application in its entirety.
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<. Znission reladss o Appendix B1, B3, B4, C1, C2, C3 D.E
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Reasons for subtaisgsions "We live approximately 1.6 km from the proposed wird
turbines, on the coast. We ar« directly affected by the proposal.

W really really do not wanrt to have the constant noise, the light flicker, the visual
impact and light pollution (esp at night) from the turbines.

Ve get some of our water from a spring below the proposed turbines and we are
concarned that the excavation and placing of lots of concrete will disturk the fragile
structure and destroy our water supply, (and 11 other households which share this
spring and resulting stream).

We don't understand how these can be of benefit to our community when we don't get
ary power from them and are unlikely to receive any bereft from them. Itis not a
""Community Support Actvity"™. We ceitzinly will not be supporiing this venture in any
financial way. We were not consulted, and the decision is based on only 37 peogie,
therefore not representative.

Ne eie concerned about our property value decreasing.

The scientiiiz study for the impact on the bird life is very poor, and represents the lack
concrefe evidence throughout the application.

Javhed «22isich Do not give consent for the wind farm to go ahead.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 17/11/2015 1:45:06 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 525565

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 17 Nov 2015 1:45pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Fatima McKague

Address N
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address |
Submission details

Consent number  Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to | support the proposal of a community wind farm at Blueskin
Bay.

Reasons for submission Community ownership of energy would ensure an equitable
access and delivery of energy. This will help all members of the community, especially
the most vulnerable, have accessible and affordable energy.

Desired decision  Approve the proposal for the community wind farm at Blueskin
bay.
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SUBMISSION FORM 13

Submission concerning resource consent on publicly notified application under

EDI  CITY section 9SA

OUNCIL Sections 9SA, Resource Management Act 1991 DeC
To: Dynedin City Council, PO Box S045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058 02 DEC 2015
Resource Consent Number: LUC-201S-469 Applicant: Blueskin Energy Li
Site Address: 147 Church Road, Merton
Description of Proposal: Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines

I/'We wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent application:

Your Full Name: C;(e:t~e.. -~ LB;fL..._t[

B cc  (Postal Address): _ -
MHAL! Post Code: 90”85

I: Do/Do Not wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing

Please use the back of this form or attach other pages as required
lication that this submission relates to are:

|V a . .
VIV SUMITIISSIONT 15 Tinclude the reasons Tor your ylewsl: |

Ple.coe..  r~.f<af ~ 1t-sz- CA.1f~J Sk~+

and the general nafure_of any conciTtlons SOUONI:

-r-- WI"“'l.' -k LRV ~ a Do |.'u-.,+l:""" d e.C... L"‘Ed

Signature of submitter: pate: 27/1///5
(or J

Notes to Submitter:

Closing Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December at 50m. A copy

of your submission must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after the service of your submission on the

Dunedin City Council. The applicant's address for service is 1121 Mount Cargill Road, RD 2, Waitati 9085.

Electronic Submissions: A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means. Submissions can be
made online at hitp://www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma _ or sent by email toplanning@dcc.govt.nz

Privacv: Please note that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are available to the
media and the public. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the notified resource consent process.


http://www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma
mailto:toplanning@dcc.govt.nz
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20 3 Census QuickStats about a
"ace:

Evansdale

Population and dwellings

Number of people counted

. 1,482 people usually live in Evansdale. This is an increase of 198
people, or 15.4 percent, since the 2006 Census.

. Evansdale has 1.2 percent of Dunedin City's population.

Population of Evansdale and Dunedin City
2013 Census

Sex Evansdale Dunedin City
Male 783 57,666
Female 696 62,583
Total people 1,482 120,246

Source: Statistics New Zealand |

Note: All figures are for the census usually resident population count.

Number of dwellings counted

. There are 594 occupied dwellings and 141 unoccupied dwellings
in Evansdale.

. For Dunedin City as a whole, there are 46,590 occupied dwellings
and 3,915 unoccupied dwellings.

. There are 3 dwellings under construction in Evansdale, and 186
under construction in Dunedin City.

Note: This time series is irregular. Because the 2011 Census was
cancelled after the Canterbury earthquake on 22 February 2011, the
gap between this census and the last one is seven years. The
change in the data between 2006 and 2013 may be greater than in
the usual five-year gap between censuses. Be careful when
comparing trends.

This data has been randomiy rounded to protect conndentiaiity.
Individual figures may not add up to totals, and values for the same
data may vary in different text, tables and graphs. For areas with
small populations, the data may not look as expected because of this
rounding.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 24/11/2015 7:23:10 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526124

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 24 Nov 2015 7:23pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Greg Bouwer

Address
I

Fax

Email address [
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to | support the creation of a community owned wind farm near
Warrington.

Reasons for submission Minimal to no threat to local wildlife, creation of sustainable
power.

Desired decision  To support the creation of said wind farm.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 24/11/2015 9:32:25 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526132

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 24 Nov 2015 9:32pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Grant Thomas Boyle

Address [N
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address |
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to 3.1 site earthworks 4 & 5 community consultation and support
8 Assesment of environmental effects

Reasons for submission A lack of consultation with the residents of Warrington,
Seacliff, farms and areas that will be directly affected by the wind farm. | and my family
have lived or own property in Warrington for ten years and have only seen what has
been written in the blueskin news with no indication of the size of the project indicated
or the fact that the power was been sold on the national grid so there is no benefit to the
local community. There has been no direct effort to contact me or invite me to a meeting
to gauge my opinion, the vast majority of people surveyed seen to live in Watati 10 km
away from the wind farm. There is no study of the potential effects the site earth works
and foundations will have on the stability of the land or the ground water. As a number
of people who farm in the area have raised serious concerns over the suitability of
building such large structures on this land. The visual effect has been seriously
understated as Blueskin bay is an beautiful area that deserves to have it visual aspect
protect as myself and my family and most of the residents in this area cherish the
scenery and environment we live in. The proposal to study the bird strike rate after they
build it makes no sense and there references to bird strike rates at other sites is very
selective and only includes sites with low strike rates. No indication of of the light
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pollution and environmental effect of having the towers lit up at night as they are under
a major flight path. | can see no benefit in the extra power they produce as there is no
economic requirement for more electrical production, after all they are closing down
Huntley coal powered power station which will do more for NZ CO2 emissions than the
proposed wind farm. | can see no benefit to the local community, the environment will
be downgraded, the visual aspect of blueskin bay will be permanently degraded, local
residents will have there lives and environment they cherish ruined to benefit the
national grid and the non elected trustees of BRCT. There is no business plan, is it
financially viable and is there a plan to decommission the site if it financially fails. Will it
set a precedent to build other wind farms in the area, as once one is built it is a lot
easier to put the next one up. We live in a beautiful area of Otago we don't need
industrial size developments in the Blueskin Bay and Warrington areas it is not the
place for them.

Desired decision  The application to be declined as it is unsuitable project to be sited
in the blueskin bay environment. A lack of public consultation and support especially
with the residents of Warrington, Seacliff , farms and areas surrounding these 2
settlements. There is no requirement for extra electrical generation in the present NZ
economy. The environmental impact especially relating to bird strike and effects on light
pollution to bird life at night and the effects on close residents. The effect construction
would have on local ground and water considering it will be sited in a high risk area are
not showmen in the application
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 27/11/2015 9:20:22 a.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526389

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 27 Nov 2015 9:20am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Gregory Easton

Address I
Contact phone | G

Fax

N
Email address |

Submission details

Consent number  Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to In total

Reasons for submission | would like to see the progression of renewable energy in
close proximity to populations. 1 would also like to see a community initiative to build its
own resilience rewarded

Desired decision  Grant the Resource Consent
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 24/11/2015 7:36:11 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526127

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 24 Nov 2015 7:36pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Graeme james Fyffe

Address N
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address |

Submission details

Consent number  luc-2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to position of wind farm

Reasons for submission this position of this wind farm will lower our house
prices,visual polution,noise polution,enviroment impact..

Desired decision iwant the council to not give consent for this wind farm.....this will
have a huge negative impact on the people of warrington
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From: gareth.hughes@ parliament.govt.nz

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 27/11/2015 3:18:29 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526532

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 27 Nov 2015 3:18pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Gareth Hughes

Address 1 Museum St Te Aro 6011 Wellington
Contact phone 0274229290

Fax

Email address gareth.hughes@parliament.govt.nz

Submission details

Consent number  Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? Yes

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to This submission relates to the application in it's entirety, though
some specific points are related to the environmental and socail impacts, the Treaty of
Waitangi and local Iwi, the community and it's involvement and it's fit with existing
strategies and regulations.

Reasons for submission First off | would like to start by saying that | support this
application. Below are the reasons why | am in support. The visual impact that
structures can have on a landscape are, for the most part, quite subjective. In this case,
though, we have heard from many who have presented quite positive opinions. In
particular, Di Lucas, a well-known Christchurch-based landscape architect, can be
quoted as saying “The cluster will not conflict with the traditional landscape patterning,
but complement it. Landscape integrity is maintained with this proposal and much more
so than for activities such as a quarry or forestry block.” The noise level from this type of
wind farm will be very low and will fall within the New Zealand Standard 6808, which is
used to determine the octave-band downward sound levels of the turbines. This means
the noise generated from a wind farm such as this will have absolute minimal impact on
its surrounding inhabitants and cause minimal to no disturbance. Robin Mitchell and
Katherine Dixon, two local ecologists, prepared an ecological assessment of the site in
2013. They found that the site was not ecologically significant; this refers to DCDP
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Section 16 Method criteria for assessing ecological significance. They went on to say
that there was no native vegetation or native fauna inhabiting the farmland. Also
assessed was the likelihood of sediment transport as a result of ground disturbance.
They note here that the potential effect is judged to be less than minor with a low
likelihood of occurrence. Robin Mitchell was involved in the ecological assessment of
the Mahinerangi wind farm, which has a New Zealand falcon population, and in the
Blueskin Bay report an analysis of the magnitude of risk of bird strike from the proposed
three turbine wind cluster is undertaken. They assess that a “significant adverse effect
on native or conservation concern species is unlikely to result from wind farm moralities
at the site” and estimate that “the predicted adverse effect will be minor or less than
minor.” They propose monitoring and offset conditions should any adverse effect be
recorded, which are supported by Blueskin Energy Ltd. The wind farm will further
reduce the need for thermal generation for peaking load (peaking load is the “top up”
electricity generation needed at peak times, such as winter evenings when everyone
gets home and turns on their heaters and cooks dinner). This will lead to a reduction in
the consumption and use of fossil fuels for thermal generation, because coal and gas
peaking plants are often used for peak time electricity supply. Because of this, Blueskin
Bay is also helping to contribute to the government’s target of 90% renewable electricity
supply by 2025. This is a large and positive step forwards for the future of clean, local,
small-scale renewable energy technology. BEL works closely with the local iwi, Ngai
Tahu, and is discussing developing information panels from viewing locations with
historical and contemporary information, as well as projects to improve the biodiversity
of the area and supporting the Orokonui Halo project. The wind farm will plan to return
an annual dividend to Blueskin Energy Ltd’s sole shareholder, the Blueskin Resilient
Communities Trust (BRCT) who already provide a wide range of community support
activities. The development of this wind farm will enable BRCT to maintain and increase
the social and environmental services it provides to the community. The process for
this farm aligns with the strategic directions set out to achieve the vision of Dunedin’s
Social Wellbeing Strategy.

Desired decision | wish for the council to approve the resource consent.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 18/11/2015 12:29:50 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 525656

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 18 Nov 2015 12:29pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name gareth hughes

Address [N
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address [ NN
Submission details

Consent number  blueskin energy Itd

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to Building a wind farm on Porteous Hill

Reasons for submission | believe a wind farm at this location would be very visible
and ugly and detrimental to the landscape, the blades would kill birds, and the rhythmic
infrasound generated would cause health problems to people with sensitive ears. For
your information, 1 am totally in favour of developing renewable energy sources. | think
Blueskin Energy are doing a good job as regards installation of insulation, educating on
energy efficiency etc., and they could do even better work in these areas if they dropped
this wind farm project which is ( | believe ) yesterday's technology, uneconomic without
subsidies, and being overtaken by solar.

Desired decision  Reject application for wind farm on Porteous Hill
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Consent Number: LUC-2015-469 Wind Farm - 147 Church Road -

Geraldine Tait

Address: 33 Reservoir Road, RD1 Waikouaiti, 9471 Otago
Phone: (03)4822517
Email: gstait@clear.net.nz

| oppose this application.
| wish to speak in support of my submission.
My submission relates to the following aspects of the application:

Site Location: The proposed wind farm location is near the top of Porteous Hill (401m) which is a
significant landscape feature. The hill is one of a ring of medium sized hills which surround Blueskin
Bay on three sides and are visible from most view points in the area. The ring of hills from South East
to North are: Mopanui (276m), Mikiwaka (561m), Mt Kettle (545m), Weatherston Hill (396m),
Double hill (423m), Kilmog Hill (234m), and Porteous Hill (401m). These hills have a mixture of
farmland, small forestry blocks and bush on their upper slopes, none of them has any built features
except a scattering of farm houses which are mostly well blended into their rural background with
shelter belts and other plantings. Behind these to the South are Mt. Cargill (670m) and Swampy
(739m), and the Silver Peaks to the West. Mt Cargill is a dominant landscape feature for the Blueskin
Bay area and the rest of Dunedin it has a 105m TV repeater aerial which appears as a very large
structure even viewed from many kilometres away. This aerial is a lattice work of steel which is a dull
grey and not highly reflective, unlike the tower of a wind turbine which is a solid object with high
reflectivity and moving parts.

Detailed description of proposed activity: The activity is described as a small scale development of 3
wind turbines less than 125m in height. The number of wind turbines may indeed make it small scale
compared to other wind farms however the potential size of the turbines puts it into the large
turbine bracket for New Zealand. Presently there are 17 wind farms operating in New Zealand, they
can be grouped by turbine height, 7 have the largest turbines of between 100m and 130m, 7 have
turbines between 60m and 72m and the smallest ones are 6 farms with turbines under 60m. This
information was obtained from a leaflet by the New Zealand Wind Energy Association
(www.windenergy.org.nz). When compared to the Mt. Cargill TV aerial at 105m on a hill of 670m,
this proposal is for 3 enormous structures up to 125m on a hill of only 401m. To use the term small
scale is completely false and misleading.

District plan zoning: The proposal is to site the turbines on an area which is partly zoned rural and
partly zoned North Coast Coastal Landscape Preservation Area (CLPA). The flank of the hill which is
included in the CLPA is highly visible from a range of perspectives; from the East it can clearly be
seen from out at sea (this is a very popular recreational area for fishing, kayaking and sailing) and
can also be seen from Tiaroa Head and the entrance to the harbour. Cruise ships pass through this
area on a nearly daily basis for 5 months of the year. The whole of Haywards Coast looks towards
the North Coast including Porteous Hill. The villages of Warrington and Waitati have clear views of
the top of Porteous Hill and it can be viewed from the Northern motorway and the Kilmog which are
part of State Highway One. The hill and proposed wind turbine site is also very visible from the main
trunk railway line from above Doctors point beach around to Seacliff, this is another popular tourist
route. The idea behind a landscape preservation area is to highlight the significance of the area and
its need for special protection and controls. In this case it mainly relates to views of the area as
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opposed to significant ecological features, anything which will detract from or degrade the
appearance of the CLPA has to be considered very seriously. The three large wind turbines (up to
125m high) will be viewed as part of the landscape of Porteous Hill regardless of whether their base
is in the rural or landscape zone. Just in the same way as the view of Mt. Cargill incorporates the TV
aerial. The effect will be significant, these three structures with large reflective surfaces and moving
blades will be almost 1/3 the height of the hill itself. Compared to other windfarm sites in New
Zealand this wind farm is proposed to be very close to dwellings and settlements. Most windfarms in
New Zealand are in the back country, in remote farming districts or high plateaus which are not in
close view of towns, major highways or tourism and recreational areas.

Affected person’s approvals: It is highly significant that there are no affected person’s approvals.
You will no doubt receive submissions from the affected persons who will tell you in their own words
the massive impact this proposal will have on their quality of life and wellbeing. The affected
persons were neither consulted nor considered when this concept was being developed. On the
grounds of ethics and economics this proposal is very poorly thought through, it is a suboptimum
site for wind generation and is far too close to people’s homes and nearby settlements. For some
perverse reason the trust only looked at a few possible turbine sites in the immediate area of
Blueskin Bay. Other windfarm developers prioritise the quality of wind and the likelihood of
disturbance to local people as their first priority when choosing a site.

Assessment of effects on Environment: The assessments are either completely inadequate or non-
existent. The landscape assessment has used photo mock ups which do not give a true picture of
what impact the turbines will have on the view of the Porteous hill landscape. There are no
representations of what the windfarm will look like from the affected person’s properties, this is a
major omission. The impact on birds and other wildlife such as skinks is guess work, not proper
research or missing altogether. There are no geological or hydrological reports. The whole North
coast area is prone to slips and is part of the hazard zone in the draft 2GP. Any work on the road,
access track and site preparation could result in serious land movement. Major excavation is
required to create a platform for the concrete bases, as the underlying geology is not known the
depth and extent of this excavation may be considerably more than has been anticipated. The hill
has an underground network of streams which come to the surface as springs, all the local farmers
and many of the lifestyle blocks totally rely on spring water for household and stock water.
Disturbance at the top of the hill could lead to pollution of this water or diverting of underground
streams away from where they are presently utilized. Due to issues associated with land movement
and water, a Resource Consent should also be required from the Otago Regional Council.

1.3 Applicant Proposal: The applicant has not provided the model or make of wind turbines to be
used therefore any information about the noise, height and other effects are assumptions which
give the council and the community no actual facts to base a decision on. This is completely
unacceptable.

Statements about the amount of power to be generated are also misleading, although some of the
electricity produced may indeed end up in houses in Blueskin Bay, this is not how the electricity
market works. The applicant has stated publicly and in written reports that the power will be sold to
one organisation or company in Dunedin, it is not destined to be providing a secure or cheap source
of power for local people, this is part of the myth about local power production which has allowed to
be carried on for many years.

The applicant will no doubt contract out all the work associated with building, maintaining and
managing the wind farm, there are unanswered questions about who will project manage this
process as it is specialist work, what will the link and control be like between the trust and those
carrying out this work?
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1.4 Resource Consent requirements: As | have already stated only part of the proposed site is in the
rural zone and more importantly it has a major visual impact on the North Coast Coastal Landscape
Preservation Area (CLPA).

The applicant has made a poorly disguised attempt to lower the bar on how this application should
be assessed. This is not a Community Support Activity such as a Play centre or library it is a company
wanting to engage in a commercial activity which will have considerable effects and set a
precedence for the siting of a wind farm near to homes and settlements in the Dunedin city area.

1.5 Lapse Period: The lapse period is far too long, especially as the huge amount of capital is needed
to be raised, which means that this project is unlikely to get off the ground soon if at all. The
neighbours and local landowners need to be given more certainty. If this project were to be given
resource consent some people may wish to sell up and more away, there properties will be difficult
to sell if the future of the proposal can hang on undetermined for 10 years.

2. Project Background: | was an early member of the trust when our focus was on local, household
level, energy and insulation issues and to promote sustainability in Waitati. A grant was obtained for
a coordinators salary from the Hikurangi Foundation to investigate the possibility of local wind
generation to supply our community. Another grant of $10,000 was used to employ Polson Higgs a
Dunedin accounting firm to do a desk top analysis of various aspects of the wind proposal, these
included; ownership structure (could it be a community cooperative rather than a private company),
funding (how to raise capital and how much might be required), the economics of the venture (the
amount of wind resource in our area). Unfortunately the resulting report ran contrary to the trusts
aspirations, and showed that it would not be viable to have a cooperatively owned wind farm, and a
company structure would be needed. The amount of capital required for such a project would run
into the millions and be beyond the limited resources of a small community of a few 100
households. They also detailed that to make a wind generation project viable the reliability and
amount of wind had to be more substantial that what was likely to be found close to Waitati (this
may have been based on wind collection data from Haywards Point which was measured some years
before).

The trust has only ever consisted of a small group of people who had similar interests in the
environment and future for our area, as time went on there was a constant change in the trustees
who were recruited to fill a gap rather than elected or nominated by the community as a whole. This
small handful of people narrowed their focus over time until their main interest was in building a
wind farm. The scale and level of ambition involved in this concept went far beyond the original idea
of community owned and operated energy production, solely designed to meet local power needs.
Somewhere along the way Community got dropped from the project, if it wasn’t to be owned,
controlled or to supply the Community or to increase local security of supply or cheaper energy
costs, then it had become another beast. However the trust failed to communicate all this to the
local people, many of whom were interested in or supported the original concept (which involved
maybe one or two small turbines 60m or less), so there is a high level of misinformation about the
current proposal. The concept of a local (community) wind farm has been promoted all over
Dunedin and the rest of New Zealand, this is an illusion, the proposal is in fact for a small group of
large wind turbines on a prominent hill which like every other wind farm in New Zealand is using
wind to make a profit and selling it into the electricity market place. The background and economics
of this proposal may not be seen as a major concern for the consenting authority but as the
applicant repeatedly claims this is a community project this story has to be cleared up and the truth
revealed. The bar should not be lowered just because some of the people involved with the project
are volunteers rather than paid staff, the same rigor must be applied as if this application was from
Pioneer Generation or Meridian.
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3. Proposal: | will briefly list my areas of concern and the flaws in the application.

As stated earlier on, definite information has not been supplied about the type, brand, model or size
of the proposed turbines, therefore any details about the foundations, earthworks, turbine layout,
transmission connection (no easement has been obtained) and assess corridor are all guess work,
hardly good enough for a resource consent for an activity of this prominence and scale.

3.2 Operation and Maintenance Activity: This section talks about repairs, replacement and removal.
It is a great concern to the local people what will happen to the windfarm if the project fails
financially, who will be responsible to removal and decommissioning of the windfarm. The other
possibility is if it runs into financial difficulty it may have to be sold to pay back debt. If the windfarm
were consented on the false premise that it is of some benefit to the community this is a tenuous
connection, it is unlikely that a new owner would be obliged to contribute to local causes.

4. Community support Activity: | have already outlined some of the history of the trust and the
minor community involvement. A large number of activities are listed under the services the trust
provides, it is difficult to quantify what they actually do, who they are, how much true community
involvement there is and what they have achieved. However two aspects of this section need to be
challenged. Building a wind farm does not contribute towards decarbonisation of the local economy.
Most electricity production in New Zealand is from renewable sources, the big coal powered plants
are being closed down, all the wind farms in New Zealand together (and there are some big ones)
only produce 4.5% of our annual electricity production, just a drop in the bucket. The Tiwai Point
aluminium smelter uses about 15% of the total electricity produced in New Zealand, this is likely to
close in the next few years due to reduced international demand and the age of the plant. New
Zealand will be flush with power and prices paid for electricity will drop. How would we reduce
carbon emissions? Reduce our reliance on transport fuels for cars, trucks, trains and planes would be
the best way. Get Fontera to stop using coal to power its milk processing plants. The type of

projects that think small, local and for the benefit of people at the household level would be the best
focus for a community organisation interested in energy issues and sustainability.

The other major concern that arises from this application under the guise of a Community project is
that a lot of claims have been made about benefits including profits which will go back to the
community for worthy social and environmental services. There is not definitive list of what the trust
will donate funds to, who can apply, how much is likely to be available, who will be on a committee
to distribute funds and how grants will be made. This is a glaring hole in the application, we now
know it is not going to be owned by the community (the $6m cost of the project will require outside
investors), the power is to be sold to an organisation or company beyond Blueskin Bay, the trust is a
loose, frequently changing group of volunteers who may but probably don’t represent the local
population, and if there are profits for the trust as well as the investors there is no transparent
process for these to be distributed fairly.

This project does not service the Blueskin townships and will not lead to greater resilience, this is
completely false.

5. Community engagement in the Project: The trust has failed to follow the best practice principles
of inform, consult and involve. The process described as to how the community was engaged is
incorrect. Most people who knew anything about it, or took the slightest bit of notice (not everyone
is interested in energy and sustainability) thought it was a small scale project which would be
community owned and would help resolve local issues of “power cuts and high energy prices”. A few
student projects only involving small numbers of interviewees (possible handpicked for high
approval rating) were undertaken. This is not consultation. Multiple articles were written in the local
newsletter, the Blueskin News, read by how many people we don’t know. One series of information
meetings were held in local halls some years ago, 95 attended out of 1000 invites sent out. There
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have been no recent meetings, minimal contact with the affected parties and many local people are
totally in the dark about the scale, size, ownership and economic viability of this project.

Where is the evidence of formal consultation and support from the local Iwi?

Many people beyond Blueskin Bay have been drawn in to support this project without full
information as to what the impacts are, the risks, the lack of local control and benefits. For example
as a member of the Waikouaiti Coast Community Board we have never endorsed or given our
support for this project, it is very dangerous to list a whole lot of organisations to say you have
consulted them and engaged them when this is completely untrue.

The trust has never been nor will this wind farm project be community controlled. There are many
community groups within the Blueskin Bay area which have different interests and memberships.
They are groups within the community such as the Garden club for people who are interested in
gardening, the Playcentres which offer preschool services to young children, the Volunteer Fire
Brigade, these groups have specific roles or aims, engage some people but not others from the
community, do good work, have elected committees and accountable processes for handling their
finances, they are run by volunteers. They do offer services to the community but don’t claim to
represent the whole community, they may be open to all but not everyone is involved in their
activities. The BRCT trust is an organisation within the community, people who are interested in
their aims can join, decisions are made by unelected trustees. On the whole it is a less transparent
and open organisation then most other groups in our area. They do not have a mandate from the
local community.

I also wish to comment on other aspects of the consent in my oral submission.
6. Manawhenua.

7. Sustainability.

8. Assessment of Environmental Effects.

9. Policy Statements and Plans.
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From: Jay Glubb

To: Talei Anderson <Talei.Anderson@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 2/12/2015 12:02:48 p.m.

Subject: RE: wind project (#57D19C)

Oh and full name is Jay Glubb.

From: Talei.Anderson@dcc.govt.nz
To:

Subject: RE: wind project (#57D19C)
Date: Tue, 1 Dec 2015 22:54:27 +0000

Good morning Jay
Thank you for your submission for LUC-2015-469 — 147 Church Road.

Could you please provide the following information for your submission

Postal Address
Contact phone number
Whether or not you wish to speak to your submission

. Whether or not you wish to present a joint case with others with a similar
submission

Regards

Talei Anderson
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From: Jay Glubb [mailto:jugglerjay@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, 1 December 2015 11:02 a.m.

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz

Subject: wind project ( #57D19C)

Hi,

| would like to make a submission about the proposed wind project out in Waitati ( wind
project ( #57D19C)). | am a Waitati local and | suspect the wind turbine will be visible
from certain parts of our land.

| am in favour of it going ahead for the following reasons:

It is an ambitious project which could can lead the way for future developments of this
kind in the country.

The community has been kept up to date and been made to feel involved in the
development ( mainly through our local newsletter, the Blueskin News).

From my reading of the investigation of the available information and my own thinking
on the subject | think the harm caused by this project will be minimal.

And finally......

A huge amount of time and work have gone into attempting to get this off the ground
and | personally would like to support anyone who is willing to try to achieve something
like this. Of course it is very hard to see all the pluses and minuses in something like
this but at each stage | have felt that the process has been very open and transparent.
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we live in a changing world- and as such we need to learn to move and change with it.
New Ventures carry risks and challenges but ultimately and ironically staying still and
not changing is just as much a risk. I am very much in favour of this project.

Many thanks for your time, Jay

If this message is not intended for you please delete it and notify us immediately; you are warned that any further use,
dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this material by you is prohibited.
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To: Dunedin City Councii, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058

Resource Consent Number: LUC-2015-469 Applicant: Blueskin Energy Limited
Site Address: 147 Church Road, Merton
Description of Proposai: Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines DC G ]

1/We wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent application 03 DEC Zui
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(Delete the above statement if you would not consider presenting a joint case at a hearing)

Post Code:
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Signature of submitter: ‘7’, 1‘% Date: 22, j//g" LR

( #r persbn authorised to sign on behalf of submitter)

Notes to Submitter:

Closing Date: The closing date thr serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December at S5pm. A copy
of your submission must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after the service of your submission on the
Dunedin City Councll. The applicant’s address for service Is 1121 Mount Cargn'l Road, RD 2, Waitati 9085. e

Electronic Submissions; A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means. Subm:ssmns can be :
made online at hitp://www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma or sent by email to planning@dcc.govt.nz

Prvacy: Please. note that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be Included in papers that are available to the
media and the public. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the notified resource consent process.
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From: Murray Grimwood

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 2/12/2015 3:43:57 p.m.

Subject: Blueskin Wind submission - ref LUC-2015-469
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From: Murray James Grimwood.

| support, with qualifications.

| wish to be heard.

Windfarm submission.

| support this application, with qualifications.

| also challenge much of what | hear in the way of opposition.

Overview

We are rapidly approaching several global bottlenecks, of which Climate Change is but
one. Draw-down of Natural Capital, overpopulation and under-addressing of pollution

are all parts of the compounding problem.

We need to put society — locally, nationally and globally — on a sustainable footing, and
we are seriously late in doing so. Locally and nationally we are fundamentally
hamstrung in that we have to operate under the Brundtland definition of sustainability,
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key to our RMA. Unfortunately, whatever else it is, the Brundtland definition is not a
definition of sustainability. We may end up challenging it before this process finishes.

The use of fossil energy is not sustainable — it's a one-off draw-down. Currently, fossil
energy is essential to human life at all levels; a paradigm with only one possible end
result; collapse. That is not up for debate (only the pathway is).

That being a clearly stupid goal, we must change to renewable energy (fossil resources
do much more as feedstock too, but that is not the issue here) using the remaining fossil
energy. Given that we are already using it full-noise, and that we have already dug up
and burnt the best, the move to renewables cannot be fast enough.

Nimbyism — while understandable — cannot possibly carry the same weight in terms of
social urgency. Many of the objectors are indulging in land-use practices which are — in
aword — unsustainable (see Para 2).

So we are left with one question; is this proposal the best use of the time and resources
remaining? This question is obscured by our societal conversation being almost totally
about ‘money’ — which is irrelevant to a large degree. In a truly sustainable
society/economy/ecology, you cannot ‘make a return’ on ‘investment’; the return would
expect to be spent, which represents ‘growth’. Growth and sustainability are
incompatible.

So we simply ask; Is this the best thing — or one of the best things — that can be done at
this time?

It certainly beats producing meat from Abbotsford clay terrain using fossil fuels.
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Given that | live close-by, | could claim to be worried by the noise possibility; this would
be somewhat hypocritical given the incessant highway noise we all currently accept.

Aesthetics? We all accept the Mt Cargill tower; unbolt these things and the terrain is
unaltered; the same cannot be said of most other land-use practices.

A longer-term question is whether this proposal can be severed from the ‘grid’, in the
face of societal/fiscal breakdown. If it cannot — and local storage would seem to be a
pertinent factor — then is there a better way of building local energy resilience?

But basically | look to the applicant to convince me that the proposal is better here than
at a windier site, and that it is better — more sustainable, more resilient - than the
alternatives (local hydro, solar PV, other). If that is done, it has my support.

Murray Grimwood.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 2/12/2015 12:06:09 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527260

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 02 Dec 2015 12:06pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Heather Fleming

Address [N
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address |
Submission details

Consent number  Wind farm-147 Church Road-LUC-2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to Landscape, Environment, Ecology, Community

Reasons for submission It will have significant visual impact on the prominent
Porteous Hill from every part of the Blueskin Bay area ( a recent resource consent on
Potato Point was declined for this reason). It will be a visual blight on the landscape of a
natural area where, under the 2GP plan, parts of Blueskin Bay are identified as
significant natural landscapes. It will pose a risk to bird strike in an area renowned for its
birdlife including godwits, terns, spoonbills, herons, kingfishers and gulls. There will be
negligible benefit to the Blueskin Bay community as the electricity market is flat and will
continue to be flat in the short to medium term, especially with Tiwai Point likely to
close. So what little electricity might be generated will sell cheaply to the national grid.
This company is unlikely to make a profit for many years, if at all. The Blueskin bay
community is under the misconception that the community will be provided with cheap
electricity as a result of this project, with many unaware that this is not the case. Whilst
there has been communication with the community via newsletters etc, there has been
little detail on the cost-benefit of this project. The community must be provided with
more detailed information, particularly how the company will provide benefits, what
those benefits will be and who will benefit in particular? My view is that the costs ( direct
and indirect) far exceed any potential benefits.
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Desired decision | would like to see this application declined.
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To: Dunedin City Council, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058

Resource Consent Numbaer: LUC-2015-469 Applicant: Blueskin Energy Limited Dc‘c"—‘
Site Address: 147 Church Road, Merton
Description of Proposal: Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines 1 E '\50V Zﬂﬁ

I/We wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent application: W |

Your Full Name: \'\1 ﬂ a‘f_} JM

Address for Service (Postal Address):
X . Post Code: 198 S

Telephone: NA Facsimile:

Email Address:

wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing

I @I Neutral/Oppose this Application  I: Do

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
{Delete the above statement If you would not consider presenting a joint case at a hearlng)

Please use the back of this form or attach other pages as req'uired
The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

Fre Vvisuals

“the b\?‘C\.S

My submission is [include the reasons for your views]s

N v"pal.us—\nc mé\nnex \ un\ \ae odele. do see
Alna j@w\otwes MVNC) Vo use awui @ \oo\o-vw\\_ &my_.lzci
SQQ u--.

b : . ; \
7 v LA Y NA L A 17 C “_.AA .. L CaCh .‘ .‘- X LA L -

The decidion I wish the Council to make is [give precise details, including the parts of the application you msh to have amended
and the general nature of any conditions sought]:
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Signature of submitter: \\ ‘L&l‘\ Date: _| L . A0 lS

(or person autharised to sign on behal?‘gf shbmitter)

Notes to Submitter:
Closing Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December_al Spm. A copy
of your submission must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after the service of your submission on the
Dunedin City Council. The applicant’s address for service is 1121 Mount Cargill Road, RD 2, Waitali 9085.

Electronic Submissigns: A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means. Submissions can be
made online at http://www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma or sent by email to planning@dcc.govt.nz

Privacy: Please note that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are available to the
media and the public. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the notified resource consent process.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 2:49:35 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527126

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 2:49pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name martin Hickley

Address [N
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address |
Submission details

Consent number  LUC 2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to establish a wind farm Porteous Hill near Warrington
Reasons for submission It is an important step in establishing renewable energy
options in the area. Sustainable, low carbon renewable energy sources that create
resilient communities should be supported. Council should support a community that
has a great deal of positive initiative.

Desired decision  Council should support such initiatives. DCC should be seen as a
leader in renewable energy.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 2/12/2015 2:18:12 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527272

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 02 Dec 2015 2:18pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Jeffory Peter Higbee

Address [N
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address [
Submission details

Consent number  Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to Small Scale wind farm development.

Reasons for submission | believe this is the right location the right direction for a
community energy project. This project will strengthen our communities in the
immediate, mid and long-term future.

Desired decision | would like the council to approve the resource consent for the
Blueskin Wind Farm at 147 Church Road, Waikouaiti.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 30/11/2015 6:34:29 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526916

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 30 Nov 2015 6:34pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Marian Hobbs

Address [N
Contact phone | N

Fax

Email address |
Submission details

Consent number  Wind farm: LUC-2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? Yes

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to 1) Community engagement in the Project 2) Assessment of
Environmental Effects: Ecology 3) NPS for renewable Electricity Generation 2011.
Reasons for submission Community Engagement. While this project has a long
and worthy history, built around the nature of resilience, be it food or energy, the project
has changed since its beginnings. Most of the community engagement occurred some
years ago. |was asked to attend a public meeting in Warrington in the evening of 19th
November. As | listened | became aware of some frustration among the residents. They
had questions that were not answered; they had concerns around ground stability and
bird safety that were not dealt with in the meeting or in the submission. Telling people
that you are planning to carry out a project is not community engagement and | do not
believe, despite the studies and the years of meetings, that this has been achieved with
the Warrington community, particularly those who live on Porteous Hill. Assessment of
Environmental Effects: Ecology. The Ecological Report provided with this application
admits that it was “not possible to assess the potential adverse effects of turbine air
strike at this time, owing to the lack of data on the species, numbers, and use frequency
of birds flying through the site.” So what followed was an educated guess rather than a
study of the site for at least a year (four seasons). In contrast, the residents of Porteous
Hill cited a familiarity with native falcons and they expressed concern for their safety.
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The application notes that you could site/position the turbines to lessen the chance

of birdstrike, but it does not go into detail over the mists that predominate in the area
and what effect this has on bird flight, particularly if lights have to be put on top of the
turbines for aircraft safety. | have been advised that birds are attracted to lights in
fog/mist. The precautionary approach cited in this application should result in a year
long study of bird movements in the area, including testing with high lights in mist. |
cannot accept that it is a valid practice of the precautionary approach, to limit the study
to some observations made during the construction phase. NPS for Renewable
Electricity Generation(NPSREG) The application cites the relevance of the National
Policy Statement on Renewable Electricity Generation to this application. “The Council
is required to give regard to, and give effect to, the NPSREG through the decision
making process under the RMA.” The application argues that this proposal should be
viewed positively because “the electricity generated from the wind farm is to be fed
straight into the local distribution network” and that this will enhance the security of the
electricity supply at the local level. | struggle with this. | understand from information
gleaned at the public meeting that the electricity generated by these three windmills will
be linked to the national grid, along with all the electricity from Waipori, Waitaki,
Manapouri et alia. What is in that pot gets distributed to local areas. My limited
understanding of physics suggests that you cannot identify which is which. | understand
that originally the Blueskin Trust thought that they might generate electricity, bypass the
national grid and distribute it directly to the Blueskin community. That is an attractive
idea. It is what attracts several local families who use windmills and voltaics to provide
their household energy and why they have subsequently cut themselves from the
national grid. If that were still the case, then maybe with a standby generator and more
extensive use of voltaics, Blueskin Community could be independent and self reliant
and secure. But with the electricity generated going directly to the national grid there is
no guarantee that Blueskin residents are any more secure than the residents of
Sawyers Bay! From comments at the meeting | understand that direct access to
electricity from the windmills has been replaced with a promise of a substantial cash
dividend to the community. That is a very different argument. Please note: | am strongly
in favour of renewable energy , to replace fossil fuels. And | like wind farms...but it is not
helpful to favour one environmental positive by ignoring other environmental negatives.
Desired decision | am not sure of all the variables available to the Council. My
preference would be for the applicants to be asked to complete a year long bird survey;
to engage with the community where the questions can be answered about ground
stability and birdstrike and then to reapply. If that is not an option then | do not want to
see this application approved.
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From: admin@puketeraki.nz

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 2/12/2015 10:37:21 a.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527240

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 02 Dec 2015 10:37am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Kati Huirapa Runaka ki Puketeraki Inc Soc
Address 121 Grimness St Karitane 9440 Dunedin
Contact phone 03 465 7300

Fax 03465 7318

Email address admin@puketeraki.nz

Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? Yes

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to All

Reasons for submission We wish to support the application of Blueskin Energy
Limited to install a small windfarm on Porteous Hill. We see this as a significant project
operating on a community wide, bio-regional and multi generational level and as such it
fits with many of our beliefs and goals as manawhenua. We want to acknowledge that
the period and level of engagement and consultation about this project has been high
and thoughtful between the applicants and the runaka. We endorse the commitment of
the trust organising this project to return a dividend to the community and would see this
as an opportunity to build and strengthen relationships and projects with the runaka and
wider communities in the Blueskin Bay Area. This could be on several levels including
environmental and ecological restoration, support for whanau to deal with climate
change impacts, support to whanau and local organisations to become more energy
efficient and resilient. We see this as a positive project representing an active kaitiaki or
guardianship duty on behalf of the wider Blueskin Bay community. We applaud the
stated goals of the project to fund an ongoing response to climate change locally. We
are already concerned about the capacity of stressed eco-systems in this rohe to cope
with the added stress and complications bought about by climate change, that is,
changing sea levels, temperatures and weather patterns. We hope that this project
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succeeds as intended and is able to support mitigation of these impacts for our taonga
species in the area. We believe that the proposed windfarm project sends a clear
message to our tamariki and rangatahi that the current generation of pakeke (adults) in
this community have taken up the responsibility and the challenge to act like true
guardians of the land and natural resources. This is an important message and not one
that is obviously seen elsewhere. We believe that the proposed windfarm has the
potential to become a tourist attraction as they have in other parts of the country. We
see this as an opportunity to not only introduce visitors to the beauty and history of our
area but that it creates further opportunities for local businesses. We have listened to
respected ecologists at Wildlands suggest need for ongoing monitoring of birds at
various times of day and year to monitor any concerns to birds and would support this
as a condition of granting consent.

Desired decision  To grant consent for the windfarm in its entirety
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and the challenge to act like true guardians of the land and natural resources. This is an important
message and not one that is ocbviously seen elsewhere.

Kati Huirapa Runaka believes that the proposed windfarm has the potential to become a tourist
attraction as they have in other parts of the country. We see this as an opportunity to not only
introduce visitors to the beauty and history of our area but that it creates further opportunities for
local businesses.

We have listened to respected ecologists at Wildlands suggest need for ongoing monitoring of hirds
at various times of day and year to monitor any concerns to birds and would support this as a
condition of granting consent.

Kati Huirapa wishes to speak to a consents hearings committee in support of this submission, if it

arises.

ﬁi';; Marshall

Office Manager

Marae: Apes Road, Fuketeraki. Office: 121 Grimness Street C/0- Post Office, Karitane, 9440,

Phone (03) 465 7300, Fax {03) 465 7318, Email: manager@puketeraki.co.nz
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 22/11/2015 5:45:56 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 525913

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 22 Nov 2015 5:45pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Isabel Smith

Address [N
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address |

Submission details

Consent number LUC 2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to The whole.

Reasons for submission | would like renewable energy to form a greater percentage
of our electricity supply.

Desired decision  Grant the consent.
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Reasons for submission Initial Volco Trust is a charitable trust. We were formed in
1976 to care for land on Mt Cargill Road and to advance a range of environmental and social
goals. We manage one of the largest blocks of native forest covenanted to QEil Trust in
Coastal Otago, as well as several other blocks of land on Mt Cargill Road, residential housing,
plantation forestry, a farm and orchards. Our land has been toxin free for 40 years. We have
used our funds to support numerous ecological and environmental campaigns. This has
included the nuclear free movement, the organic / soil & health movement, animal rights
movement and recently the Orokonui Eco-Sanctuary. Over the last 40 vears we have
provided short and long term accommodation to 100s of peopie that have taken an active
role in different environmental, cultural and social activities, campaigns and projects around
the wider region.

We see the campaign to shift to a low carbon future and mitigate the effects of climate
change as the greatest challenge of our present time. Qur trust is gearing its resources and
activities towards providing experience, funding and access to our land and assets that
means we can actively play our part in meeting the challenge of climate change.

We therefore strongly support the work of Blueskin Resilient Communities Trust and the
company Blueskin Energy Limited. We have donated money to their work and may invest
funds in the company should the project to establish the wind farm on Porteous Hill come to
fruition.
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We believe the wind farm will add an important visual element to the landscape in the
proposed area. The area is currently barren land typified by a commercial farming landscape
and as such is already heavily modified. We believe the wind farm will be attractive and
create an important symbol to all that live in the district and pass through about our need to
respond positively to climate change and transform the nature of energy generation to a
small scale low carbon and localised model. Distributed local energy generation is ultimately
the most efficient model.

We support the project developers (BRCT & BEL) model to support local investment in
community focused social enterprise. We see the community dividend from the wind farm
operation as a fantastic initiative that will have the capacity to provide ongoing support to a
range of social and environmental outcomes, much like our trust does, but with a greater
capacity.

We congratulate the project developers for their commitment to community consultation
and engagement which from our perspective as been thorough and exhaustive. Our trust
members have attended various meetings and have received very good information
following any enquiries about the proposed wind farm.

Desired decision That the resource consent application be approved.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 30/11/2015 1:25:51 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526833

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 30 Nov 2015 1:25pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Jen Rodgers

Address I
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address | N
Submission details

Consent number  2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? Yes

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to purpose/description to support and increase BRCT community
work environmental effects are minimal

Reasons for submission I'm a local resident of Blueskin bay-BRCT bringing our
community together to learn more and to take action towards community resilience. the
wind farm dividend will enable more great work to be done. there is good community
support for the windfarm. energy will be fed back to the grid so it will reduce greenhouse
gases by reducing need for thermal + goal generated energy at peak load times (this
contributes to the NZ government's target of 90% renewable energy by 2025. The
environmental effects are less than minimal- as found in the environmental assessment
report- the area is pasture and no native vegetation exists. the issue of bird strike has
been assessed and unlikely to be significant

Desired decision grant permission for the wind farm to proceed/ give the windfarm
resource consent
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Talei Anderson

From:

Sent: Tuesday, 10 November 2015 08:52 p.m.

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 524779

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 10 Nov 2015
8:51pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Jeremy Alexander Clayton

pores
Contact phone |||

Fax

Emait adciress |
Submission details

Consent
number
Position | oppose this application

Wish to

speak?

Present jointly

to hearing? Yes

Parts of

application

that Position of turbines, negative effect on locals
submission

relates to

Wind farm 147 Church Road LUC 2015 469

Yes

The negatives far out whey the positives. It will compromise locals lives financially by
devaluing the farms and farmlets near the turbines because of noise, impeeding views and
flashing lights. Possibly upto 50% which is huge. It will ruin the perfect view you have all
the way from pigeon flat to waikouaiti. Why try to reduce the footprint a tiny village has

Reasons for with giant turbines rather than a city or a much bigger town? It's hard to believe investors

submission would fork out 6 MILLION DOLLARS for such a small operation which will not provide a
lot of electricity for not many people therefor not a lot of profit for the community so
where is the money coming from? Also why can't they find a more appropriate place where
they won't effect any locals or views like near Mt Cargil. It is not fair on anyone it effects

Desired

. Please do not allow this project to go forward
decision
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 2/12/2015 3:10:40 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527290

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 02 Dec 2015 3:10pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Jenny Coatham (on behalf of Generation Zero

Address [N
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address | NN
Submission details

Consent number  Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? Yes

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to 1. Specify the specific parts of the application that this
submission relates to (Required) - Section 9.6. - referring to DCDP (2006). - Objective
6.2.1 - “Maintain the ability of the land resources to meet the needs of future
generations” - Section 9.7 - referring to DCDP (2015) proposed. - Section 5 - Network
Utilities and Energy Generation (City-wide Activity) - Objective 2.2.2. - “Encourages
energy resilience through supporting the development of local renewable electricity
generation in appropriate locations”. - Objective 5.2.1. - “seek to encourage the
development of renewable energy generation and support activities that are undertaken
in a manner that is appropriate for the zone where it occurs.” - Section 10. RMA -
Section 5 of Part 2: - (1) “The purpose of this act is to promote the sustainable
management of natural and physical resources” - (2) “In this Act, “sustainable
management” means managing the use, development, and protection of natural and
physical resources in a way, or at a rate, which enables people and communities to
provide for their social, economic, and cultural wellbeing and for their health and safety.
with sub-sections (a), (b), and (c). - Section 11. NPS for Renewable Electricity
Generation 2011 (NPSREG 2011) - Relationship to the RMA - “sets out an objective
and policies to enable the sustainable management of renewable electricity generation
under the Resource Management Act 2011” - “To recognise the national significance of
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renewable electricity generation activities by providing for the development, operation,
maintenance and upgrading of new and existing renewable electricity generation
activities, such that the proportion of New Zealand’s electricity generated from
renewable energy sources increases to a level that meets or exceeds the New Zealand
Government’s national target for renewable electricity generation”. - Policy implications
for the local government

Reasons for submission Generation Zero supports the Blueskin Energy Wind
cluster. The following points, further clarify our position. 1. Increasing renewable energy
capacity a. Reducing GHG emissions from electricity supply i. Currently Dunedin’s
Greenhouse Gas emissions profile is estimated at 599 Kt Co2-e, of which 14% can be
attributed to electricity supply. The Blueskin Wind Energy cluster has the potential to
contribute to the renewable energy capacity of Dunedin ( currently 31% of energy
supply is from renewable sources in Dunedin), and decrease the carbon emissions
resulting from electricity production within the city. This is win-win solution, firstly to
decreasing our emissions contribution to global climate change and secondly to the
carbon footprint of Dunedin. b. Climate Action Motion - implementation i. Recently
Council passed a number of actions to take steps toward stronger action on climate
change; ‘Support goal by reducing Dunedin GHG emissions’ and ‘ joining the compact
of Mayors’. The Blueskin Wind Cluster can contribute significantly to both of these
points as both entail the reduction of GHG emissions, specifically those related to
electricity use. 2. Improving Energy security of Dunedin a. Supporting distributed energy
development i. Distributed energy development is an increasingly important facet of the
energy network. The main electricity grid, is vulnerable to a variety of issues due to it
being the main form of electricity generation and distribution. The ability to have a local
supply of electricity, would seem like a logical step in increasing the resilience and
security of the city’s energy supply. This is also noted as a key aim of the Dunedin
Energy Plan. 3. Example development to improve regional plan guidelines for this
type of development b. Projects can fail because they do not properly engage with
the community. i. Generation Zero would like to invite Council to consider the
challenges and barriers to the development of wind energy in the wider Otago region.
Given that the Blueskin Wind Energy Cluster is the first of its kind in New Zealand,
Dunedin Council has an opportunity to understand how this process could be

improved ii. Supporting community enterprise in the renewable energy space is part of
both a Generation Zero and Dunedin City Council vision for the future. @ As a
grassroots organisation ourselves, Generation Zero supports the actions of this
community led initiative in creating a resilient and sustainable energy future. The
benefits of such a project extend beyond energy security and emissions reductions to
potential job creation and further technological developments in the ‘smart energy’
space. This is also a key objective within the Dunedin Energy Plan. 4. Positive
implications of high community input. a. With reference to community engagement, it is
the position of Generation Zero that ‘grass-roots’ projects with extensive community
involvement and consultation hold greater prestige within the population. We believe the
high levels of community engagement, as exemplified in Table 1- Summary of
Community Consultation, show large amounts of public support for this programme. b.
It is our belief that early public engagement and input into renewable energy projects
provides optimal environmental and community outcomes as “community-based
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renewable energy projects, with high levels of public participation, are more likely to be
accepted by the public than top-down development of large-scale schemes and may
bring additional benefits such as increased engagement with sustainable energy issues
.i. This is necessary as it is “now widely acknowledged that [there is a] need to increase
renewable energy capacity” and that community based projects, such as the Blueskin
Energy Wind Cluster, will provide a great opportunity to do so. ii. Furthermore, we
believe it should be acknowledged that the Blueskin Energy Trust through prolonged
community participation as well as extensive consultation with the Dunedin City Council,
the Department of Conservation, Kati Huirapa, and other interested parties has
acheived what previously has been found lacking in past submissions of a similar
nature. 5. Positive effect on the landscape a. Visual representation of renewable
energy. b. Generation Zero see's this Wind Cluster as a visible representation of the
Council's actions with respect to Climate Change.

Desired decision  Generation Zero would like the Dunedin City Council to fully grant
the consent to build the Blueskin Energy Wind Cluster, with no conditions attached.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 2:23:33 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527119

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 2:23pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Jody Connor

Address [N
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address I

Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to To establish a wind farm

Reasons for submission They're making a positive move toward alternative energy
resource use, and it's the right way for NZ to go. | commend them!

Desired decision  Give them full resource consent, please.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 26/11/2015 9:58:56 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526372

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 26 Nov 2015 9:58pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Juergen Gnoth

Address [N
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address [ N
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to All of the application

Reasons for submission My family (4) are in full support of this turbines and the
ideas behind them, technically and socially, and environmentally, doubting the argument
of threats to birds that could not be overcome technologically - if really necessary. The
community will benefit. The 'visual pollution’ is negligible given all other less feasible
options towards resilience, and will be overtaken by exisiting and future housing
developments in Warrington anyway.

Desired decision to give resource consent.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 12:40:06 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527060

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 12:40pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name John Kaiser

Address [N
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address [ GGG
Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to | support the intent of this application to construct a small scale
windfarm in the Blueskin Area.

Reasons for submission Refer to attached document.

Desired decision  Support this application as long as the environmental impact can
be shown to be minor or less than minor.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 24/11/2015 4:27:09 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526116

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 24 Nov 2015 4:27pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Judy Martin

Address I
Contact phone || R

Fax

Email address | NG
Submission details

Consent number  Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to The whole application

Reasons for submission | support this resource consent because windfarms in
general (and this one in particular) are sustainable, beautiful and community enhancing.
| am sorry to see from the application that the windmills will be barely visible from SH1,
because it would lift my heart to see them from the Kilmog, turning in the wind
generating green fossil-fuel free energy, stability and income for the local community.
Almost all the arguments put forward by opponents of windfarms - noise, bird Kill, ill
health effects, visual pollution, etc have been shown to be untrue or grossly
exaggerated, especially when compared to common hazards and eyesores of modern
life. | commend the Blueskin Resilience Community Trust for their dedicated effort in
pursuing this enterprise and wish them every success in their efforts to make Dunedin a
more sustainable community.

Desired decision | would like the Council to grant consent to this application
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SUBMISSION FORM 13
Submission concerning resource consent on publicly notified application under

DUNEDIN CITY section 95A
Sections 954, Resource Management Act 1991

Kauadria.mymhe n (fenalf

To: Dunedin City Council, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058

Resource Consent Number: LUC-2015-469 Applicant: Blueskin Energy Limited
Site Address: 147 Church Road, Merton
Description of Proposal: Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines

I/We wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent application:

Your Full Name: 3J€nny McDonald

Address for Service (Postal address): __ I

_ Post Code: 9085

g
Telephone:

Facsimile;

Email Address: INEEGEGEG

I: Oppose this Application I: Do wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
{Delete the above statement if you would not consider presenting a joint case at a hearing)

Please use the back of this form or attach other pages as required
The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

Community Engagement in the Project

Sustainability

Assessment of Environmental Effects

My submission is [include the reasons for your views]:

Attached

‘ T R
P

| aQwOV an |

aton i

The decision I wish the Council to make is [give precise details, including the parts of the application you wish to have amended
and the general nature of any conditions sought]!

Decline the application.

T
Signature of submitter:; \‘L q\l:be_)\k\_/kr\ Date: D‘Lf /“ / 26 3

(or pe?égn authorised to sign on behalf of submitter)
Notes to Submitter:
Closipg Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December_at 5pm. A copy
of your submission must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after the service of your submission on the
Dunedin City Council. The applicant’s address for service is 1121 Mount Cargifl Road, RD 2, Waitati 3085.

Electronic Submissions: A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means, Submissions can be
made online at http.//www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma or sent by email to planning@dcc.govt.nz

Privacy: Fiease note that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are avaifable to the
media and the public. Your submission wilf only be used for the purpose of the notified resource consent process,
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Jenny McDonald 24/11/15
My submission is that: Resource Consent should not be granted to application

LUC-2015-469.

1. Background

I am an alternative energy enthusiast. I live off the grid on the slopes of Mt Kettle
on the Waitati side of Blueskin Bay and | can see Porteous Hill from my property.
Electricity in my home comes from a combination of solar and wind power. I use
local firewood for heating and a small amount of natural gas for cooking and hot
water. My land is some distance from on-grid power sources and I therefore chose
to be off the grid because using alternative energy made good economic sense as
well as fitting with my lifestyle and values.

While I am strongly opposed to the proposed Porteous Hill Wind Turbine
Development, I am absolutely not opposed to the use of alternative energy,
including larger-scale developments, where such developments make good sense,
have low environmental impact and are supported by the local community.

From my perspective, the BRCT/Blueskin Energy Ltd proposal has no mandate
from the local community, makes no financial sense and could have negative
environmental impact. I say this not only as a member of the Blueskin
Community but also as a former trustee of the BRCT (2012-214).

My concerns are briefly outlined under the headings of community consultation,
community benefits and effects on residents, the landscape, the environment and
ecology.

2. Community Consultation
In early 2012 I wrote a piece for the Blueskin News expressing my concerns about
the proposed wind farm development on Porteous Hill. Shortly after the piece was
published I received a number of calls and texts from people who felt similarly
troubled including a BRCT trustee who wished to resign. The person who
approached me felt strongly that a range of voices were required on the Trust, not
only those who supported the wind turbine development. I agreed. With the
support of the nominating trustee and one other I found myself on the Trust later
in 2012.

In my time on BRCT I regularly felt that governance of the BRCT office and
community consultation, were not handled well and expressed these concerns
where I could with some small gains. However, in the end, 1 felt that the
promotional material and rhetoric from BRCT about the value and benefits of the
wind turbine proposal were misleading when a business case had not been
established and when only a tiny proportion of Blueskin residents were actually
engaging with BRCT and the project. 1 resigned from the Trust in 2014.

I believe the documents provided in the resource consent application as evidence
of community support and engagement (Appendix B1-7) fail to establish strong
community support for three turbines on Porteous Hill at the present time.
Specifically:




i)
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There is little evidence of community support provided since 2013. The
most recent report of community feedback (Appendix B7) is simply a
series of quotes from a selective sample of 13 people, not all of whom
reside in the Blueskin Bay area. The quotes raise questions and arguments
for and against a local wind farm development. They are not an
endorsement of community support.

Appendix B 6 is a good example of the failure of BRCT to really listen to
the community, including to those who are broadly supportive of its aims.
What is presented as an ‘exit survey” was in fact a straw poll of a handful
of attendees who were encouraged to fill in a form as they left meetings
called by BRCT in 2012. Three meetings were held in Long Beach,
Waitati and Warrington. Only a handful of people turned up in Warrington
and Long Beach. Waitati probably had around 30-40 people but a number
of these folk werc not Blueskin Bay residents. I was present at both the
Waitati and Warrington meetings.

The wording of the poll was ambiguous. The question, “How do you feel
about the proposed Blueskin Wind Cluster Project?” can be and was
interpreted widely. Even where the question was answered positively
(“Love the idea” or “Yeah, ok™) many of the comments make clear that the
respondent is far from endorsing the construction of wind turbines on
Porteous Iill. Here are just three examples:

“...this for me raises concerns esp. re corporate influence + morphing
further away from the community...”

“The community really needs to have more financial control ...”

“_.. the wind cluster needs more detail and honesty to really facilitate
BRCT’s work...”

To therefore claim in the submission that 88% of the 38 attendces (plus
three extras) supported the project, now a firm proposal to construct 3
turbines on Porteous Hill, is a stretch. Even if they did, attendance at the
meetings was very low, arguably not representative and in stark contrast to
the 70+ folk who packed into Warrington Hall for the 17" November,
2015 for the meeting organised by Friends of Porteous Hill.

iti) Appendix B2 1s an honours dissertation undertaken more than 7 years ago

in which 13 residents were interviewed. The current wind farm proposal 1s
quiie different in character to that being constdered in 2008. The
dissertation findings indicate only that there is local interest in the idea of
local power generation. It does not provide evidence of community
support for turbines on Porteous Hill:

“Generally speaking, it can be said that the Waitati residents
interviewed in this study were interested in the idea of generating
energy af the local level, although they fell that there would be some
difficult financial, political and engineering issues to overcome.

i\v) Appendices Bl, B3, B4 and B3 are dated and while they demonstrate an

interest in alternative energy options and sustainable values within the
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Blueskin community, they do not provide evidence of support and
engagement with the current proposal. It is a shame that much of the
advice contained in B regarding meaningful community engagement has
not been followed, more particularly as plans to seek resource consent
have advanced.

Overall, the evidence presented in support of community consultation for the
resource consent application seems to me to be dated, ad hoc and incomplete.
While BRCT sends out long emails, regularly contributes to the Blueskin news and
i1s clearly passionate about a wind farm development, this does not constitute
meaningful engagement. Engagement requires a two-way conversation and I do
not believe that this has occurred in relation to the proposed development on
Porteous Hill. For me, the palpable and understandable anger of some Porteous
Hill residents at the meeting in Warrington all on 17" November, 2015 confirms
beyond all doubt that the BRCT has not appropriately engaged the community thus
far.

3. Community Benefits

The benefits to the community cannot be known or even estimated until a business
case has been prepared and shared with the Blueskin community. To date no
business case has been presented. My clear preference, when I was a Trustee, was
that the business case should come before the resource consent. 1 could see no
good reason then and | can still see no good reason why the business case has not
been prepared and shared with the Blueskin Bay community, in whose name the
wind turbine development is proposed.

I find 1t deeply concering that in the Resource Consent application the
misleading rhetoric persists:

“Just as Pioneer Generation is wholly owned by the Central Lakes Trust, Blueskin
Energy Limited is wholly owned by the Blueskin Resilient Communities Trust and
benefits to the community will be distributed via BRCT, the local charity.” p. 23

This is simply not true. BRCT is not now, nor has it ever been in the happy
position of the Central Lakes Trust. Blueskin Energy Ltd may be wholly owned
by BRCT now, before development has begun. It will certainly not be wholly
owned by BRCT if the project proceeds to the tune of $6 million. Substantial
investinent and/or borrowing will be required. At present, the community is
completely in the dark about the extent of their control, or lack thereof, over the
proposed development.

Finally, in the absence of evidence Lo the contrary, 1 believe that Porteous Hill is
likely to be a marginal site at best for a wind farm. If we want wind power in the
Dunedin area I believe there are better options with better wind than Porleous Hill
or Blueskin Bay. There are many ways for the BRCT to demonstrate 1ts passion
for alternative energy and sustainable living that are more in keeping with its
environment, its budget and its community, than a multi-million dollar wind farm
development.
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4. Effects on Residents of Porteous Hill and Others, Landscape, Environment
and Ecology

I feel for the residents of Porteous Hill. For BRCT/BEL to propose a wind turbine
cluster on Porteous Hill is muddle-headed: there is no community mandate, no
business case, no requirement for additional power infrastructure and potentially
damaging effects on local land-use, water supplies and birdlife. I'm sure other
submissions will address these issues in detail.

Wind turbines without clear benefits, strong community endorsement and
confidence regarding environmental effects will be a sorry blot on our stunning
landscape.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 22/11/2015 1:30:26 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 525906

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 22 Nov 2015 1:30pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Janet Stephenson

Address NN
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address [

Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? Yes

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to The entire proposal.

Reasons for submission | strongly support the proposal by Blueskin Energy Ltd to
establish a 3-turbine wind farm at Porteous Hill. The proposal has been developed
through lengthy and detailed engagement with the Blueskin community and has been
progressed because of the widespread support and interest in the proposal. The
windfarm is of a scale and scope approriate to the location. The assessments of effects
are thorough and conclude that the effects will be minor or less than minor. | consider
the visual effects of the windfarm will be positive, both in terms of the relationship to
landscape features, and as an attractive feature in their own right. The proposal will
have significant benefits for the community and for Dunedin as a whole. In providing a
local renewable source of electricity the proposal has an excellent fit with the National
Policy Statement on Renewable Electricity Generation 2011, the Dunedin Spatial Plan,
Dunedin's Economic Development Strategy, the 2GP (Second Generation District Plan),
the Social Wellbeing Strategy, the draft Energy Plan, and the draft Environment
Strategy. Moreover, as New Zealand's first community-initiated windfarm, the proposal
shows leadership in the NZ context. Internationally, there are many examples of
community and cooperative energy generation schemes, but this is new to New
Zealand and the leadership of BRCT and BEL has been far-sighted and pathbreaking.
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The community engagement undertaken for the proposal is far in excess of that
undertaken for any prior windfarm development in New Zealand and leads the way in
terms of exemplary consultation with community. | have supervised or collaborated in a
number of research projects in the area which have examined community attitudes and
perceptions of the proposal, many of which form part of the application, and | am happy
to speak to these at the hearing.

Desired decision  Grant consent to the proposal
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 1:05:04 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527065

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 1:04pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Jean Tilleyshort

Address NG
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address | EEGTTEEGEN

Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to all

Reasons for submission The size and location will have minor to negligible
environmental impact. The generation of renewable electricity from a community based
wind farm aligns well with the government energy strategy target of 90% renewable
electricity by 2025 . There are number of key outcomes that the energy committee
supports ¢ This energy project will inject $1.5-$2.0M into the local economy during
construction. It will provide ongoing jobs related to maintenance and management of the
turbines. It will provide a training facility for community wind farm maintenance that
could be offered by Otago Polytechnic. ¢ This wind farm will assist in retaining energy
dollars within the city and be part of the economic growth ¢ This will be the first
community based wind farm in New Zealand and it will place Dunedin at the forefront of
local embedded generation ¢ There will be national and international interest in how this
community managed to achieve a wind farm that provides funding back to its
community. ¢ It is expected that there will be an increase in energy tourist’'s and
visitations from similar community representatives ¢ Local energy generation contributes
to environmental reduction of carbon emissions and will assist in creating greater
renewable energy awareness within the wider Dunedin community ¢ This wind farm will
assist Dunedin in its ability to respond to future energy challenges and constraints, while
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maintaining local productive capacity. The granting of consent will provide positive
benefits for both community and the environment. The revenue streams generated and
returned to the community will allow further community investment in renewable energy
technologies that will further reduce reliance on non-renewable energy forms.

Desired decision  approve
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From: ]

To: lanning@dcc.govt.nz

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526662
Date: Sunday, 29 November 2015 08:17:34 p.m.

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 29
Nov 2015 8:17pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Paul Jouanides

paoress
Contact phone ||| N

Fax

Email address |
Submission details

Consent
number

Position | oppose this application

Wish to Yes
speak?
Present
jointly to Yes

hearing?

Parts of

application

that Wind farm construction within our neighborhood
submission

relates to

Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469

Having only discovered a week prior to the submission end, that this
application is in progress, am deeply frustrated by the lack of advertising, for
something as significant as this in our community and only wonder how
many other people are simply unknowing. ( A letter drop; | would expect to
have been the required minimum ). | as part of the community have also not
been consulted on being part owner of the project and am seeking some
clarification, as to who the key benefactors of the project really are. Despite
such short notice, my formalized reasons for objection are: - I)
Transparency: Lack of transparency within the community as to who the key
benefactors are and what they stand to gain; from our limited allowed to
research, It does not really appear to be the residence. 11) Visual Eye Sore: -
To quote the resource application - "Is small beautiful” - these are 100m
high structures; not small or beautiful - "The visual impact is not assessed to
be an significant adverse effect, rather a negligible effect that keeps with the
character of the surrounding district and land use activities in the rural
aspect” therefore is negative, put simply, cannot within anybody's wildest
dreams, keep with the character of the district and it is an out right
perversion to state - "The wind farm turbines will introduce a new aspect
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Reasons
for
submission

Desired
decision
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that is considered to be an elegant and meaningful addition to this landscape.
It will not conflict with the traditional landscape patterning, whilst
maintaining its integrity". 111 ) Noise: Despite assurances about noise.
Simply type wind turbine noise or any other phrase relating to sound into
google and it returns a multitude of results with regards to significant
pollution. It as | found out has even been classified as having a medical
related syndrome. | have children and do not wish them or anybody else to
be subjected to such the horrid effects of high energy harmonics. V) Poor
Concept / Resilience: The wind turbine especially given its geological
footing, does not reassure in case of earth quake or movement over time. It
does nothing to increase resilience of supply to the community; if the lines
bringing power to or within the area are down, we are still without power. A
better model that answers yes to "Is small beautiful” would be to invest in
local solar for residences houses or subsidy for low energy equipment. V)
Project Creep: What next a hydro-scheme across the mouth of the Blue Skin
or Purakanui inlet. ( This is not a suggestion ) VI ) Property Value:
Compensation should be factored into the application, the developer should
be made to be responsible for loss of value, or even compensate to the value
of the entire property, as who in there right mind would want to buy a house,
afflicted by all the consequences of living under a giant wind turbine. VII)
Nature: There are as | am aware a number of special and protected bird
species such as the Kereru in the area, given the location to Orokonui
Ecosanctuary, Evansdale Glen and the inlets. Protected birds will without
question be reduced in number by the development and therefore knowing
this prior to its construction, would mean that the developer is deliberately
breaking the law. VIII1') Aviation: There is a increased risk to aviation in this
area, particularly in foggy conditions; a clipped wing could see loss of life
depending upon where the craft lands, I also do not wish further light
pollution emanating from its beacon lighting up the night sky. IX') Green
Economy: The pollution caused during manufacture of components
especially rare earth materials such as neomodium etc, produce great harm
and toxic lakes, there is no shortage of evidence to support this. Is it justified
to destroy peoples back yard from China to Chile to Evansdale to ensure a
select few are able to profit.

| request to the Dunedin City Council, that the time open for submission of
objections, be increased, with proactive advertising to the community, to
allow further discussion. For the all the reasons above It is my families
strong opinion that the council prevent the structures from being built.
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From: Just Doi

To: Talei Anderson <Talei.Anderson@dcc.govt.nz>

Date: 3/12/2015 5:28:22 p.m.

Subject: Re: Resource consent application submission - 527309

Blueskinwindfarm
Your details

e Consent number:

LUC-2015-469

e First name(s):

Just

e Last name:

Doi

e Street number:

e Street name:

e Suburb:

e Postcode:

9082
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City / town:

Dunedin

Contact phone:

Fax number:

Email address:
Submission details

Your position:

| support this application

Do you wish to speak in support of your submission to the Consent Hearings
Committee:

No

If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them
at a hearing:

No

Specify the specific parts of the application that this submission relates to:

The Application as a whole.

Explain your reasons for this submission:
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Because i live here and care about our energy future.

e State the decision you wish the Council to make:
To grant the consent including with the conditions that are proposed be included,

and being mindful that this is a very low impact development being undertaken as a
community support activity and should be treated as such. Thank you

On Thu, Dec 3, 2015 at 3:59 PM, Talei Anderson <Talei.Anderson@dcc.govt.nz> wrote:

Good afternoon

Due to an email service outage your submission which you sent in yesterday has
been lost.

Would you please re submit? It will not be counted as a late submission and will go
through the normal process

We apologise for the inconvenice

Regards

Talei Anderson

From: Just Doi [mailto

Sent: Thursday, 3 December 2015 8:47 a.m.

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz

Subject: Re: Resource consent application submission - 527309

Kia ora

My submission filed yesterday regarding the Blueskin wind proposal should have
had the information LUC-2015-469 in the appropriate field. i would appreciate that
being amended please.
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thank you

Doi
I

Aramoana

On Wed, Dec 2, 2015 at 6:15 PM, <planning@dcc.govt.nz> wrote:

Thank you for contacting City Planning.

If you have submitted an enquiry, it will be forwarded onto the appropriate person or
team for their action and response. If you have lodged a submission on a notified
resource consent, you will be mailed a letter confirming this within 2-3 working days.

If you have an urgent enquiry please contact the Dunedin City Council on
477 4000.

Kind regards

The City Planning Team

If this message is not intended for you please delete it and notify us immediately; you are warned that any further use,
dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this material by you is prohibited.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 30/11/2015 12:44:06 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526787

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 30 Nov 2015 12:44pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Karen Jacquard

Address I
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address | N
Submission details

Consent number 147 Church Rd - LUC - 2015 467

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to | support the building of a wind farm at Church Rd, and support
the establishment of a private energy company that will distribute profits to the local
community.

Reasons for submission Sustainable energy A more reliable power supply to the
Blueskin area Local company keeping profits local - building resilience and avoiding
profits vanishing offshore. Support BRCT's philosophy of promoting healthy, resilient
local population

Desired decision  Approve the application
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Talei Anderson

From: admin@puketeraki.nz

Sent: Thursday, 26 November 2015 11:50 a.m.

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526313

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 26 Nov 2015
11:49am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Kati Huirapa Runaka ki Puketeraki
Address 121 Grimness St Karitane 9440 Dunedin
Contact phone 034657300

Fax 034657318

Email address admin@puketeraki.nz

Submission details

Consent

number

Position | support this application
Wish to

speak?

Present jointly

to hearing?

Parts of

application

that In its entirety
submission

relates to

LUC-2015-469

No

Kati Huirapa Runaka ki Puketeraki, the local tangata whenua in East Otago, and based in
Karitane, believes that this development fits with its long term vision of “for our children
and our children after us’. We are concerned about the impacts of climate change and
welcome local energy developments that increase the resilience of our the Blueskin Bay
community to provide for climate change. Protection of our people and our ability to gather
resources for the next generation are better provided for where communities think beyond
the square in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Everyone must do their bit and this
development ticks all the boxes for a bigger picture, combined response. We are well aware
of the finite shelf life of large scale hydro and we understand the necessity of creating local
community sized energy producing projects if we are to combat climate change in our rohe.
We are proud of what our community is achieving in Blueskin Bay and would like to see
this development proceed in its entirety. We are happy with all aspects of the consent
application.

Reasons for
submission

Desired

decision To agree to all aspects of the application
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SUBMISSION IN OPPOSITION TO A RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATION
BY BLUESKIN ENERGY LIMITED ESTABLISH A WIND FARM ON PORTEOUS HILL
NEAR WARRINGTON (LUC-2015-469)

To: Attention: City Planning

BY EMAIL: planning@dcc.govt.nz

Name of Submitter: Lyndon Clayton and Kirsty Clayton

Address for service:

1.  INTRODUCTION

1.1 Dunedin City Council has publicly notified an application by Blueskin Energy Ltd (the
“Application” / “Applicant”) to construct a three turbine wind farm on Porteous Hill near
Warrington (the “Proposal’).' The Proposal address is listed as 147 Church Road,
Merton (the “Site”).

1.2 This submission is made on behalf of Lyndon Clayton and Kirsty Clayton (the

“Submitters”).

1.3 The Submitters oppose the Application for the reasons set out in this submission.

Background to Submitters

1.4 Lyndon and Kirsty Clayton own and live at the rural property at 22 Pryde Road, which
directly adjoins the Proposal Site. They have lived at the property for 15 years. The
main house on the property is approximately 385m from the proposed wind farm Site

and is listed in the Application documents as being the third closest of any house to

Resource consent reference number LUC-2015-469.
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any of the indicative turbine locations. Lyndon and Kirsty’s 20 year old son also lives in
a separate dwelling on the property, which is approximately 20m closer to the Proposal

Site than the main house.

In light of the above, the Submitters will be amongst the most affected nearby

residents if the Proposal is granted consent.

The map below shows the location of the Submitters’ home and property in relation to

the Proposal Site.

Figure One: Indicative location of Submitters’ home and property in relation to the Proposal Site

(including indicative turbine locations?)

The Submitters are supportive of the development of renewable energy, including the
concept of appropriately sited and scaled community wind generation projects.
However, the Submitters consider that the specific Proposal is entirely inappropriate

and that it will have significant adverse effects on them and on the environment.

The base of each turbine image corresponds with the indicative turbine locations provided in
the Application documents (best efforts have been made to ensure accuracy). The turbine
images indicate location only and are not to scale.

2
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In the Submitters’ view, while it is easy to support concepts like renewable energy
generation in the abstract, in reality it is the neighbours that will shoulder the burden of
the adverse effects of the Proposal. In the context of this Proposal, the Submitters

consider that the likely adverse effects on them amount to an unreasonable burden.’

PRINCIPAL SUBMISSION

The Submitters oppose the Proposal in its entirety. The Submitters’ principal
submission is that the Application does not make adequate provision to avoid, remedy
or mitigate potential adverse effects associated with the Proposal. The Application will
therefore not promote the sustainable management of natural and physical resources

in accordance with Part 2 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the “RMA”).

The reasons for the Submitters’ principal submission are addressed below.

LANDSCAPE/VISUAL EFFECTS

The Proposal will have a range of adverse visual, landscape and natural character
effects, if constructed. Visual effects are a key issue for the Submitters, who are
particularly concerned with landscape amenity impacts, as experienced from their
property. The Submitters consider that such effects will be adverse and significant, and

that the Proposal is therefore inappropriate from a visual landscape perspective.
Turbines

The Application documents state that the Submitters’ property at 22 Pryde Road will
be only 679m away from the nearest indicative turbine location* (which is close in the
context of other New Zealand wind farms). Therefore, the Submitters are surprised
and concerned that there is no detailed analysis, including photo simulations,
regarding the adverse visual effects that will be experienced from their home. Such
analysis is common practice for wind farm proposals, and without it the Submitters
cannot adequately assess the potential adverse effects on them. Nor, in the
Submitters’ opinion, can the consent authority for the purposes of making its decision

on the Application.

See Motorimu Wind Farm Ltd v Palmerston North City Council W067/08 where the
Environment Court held that the adverse effects on nearby neighbours’ visual amenity imposed
an unreasonable burden on them, such that consent for additional turbines was declined.
Acoustic report, page 4.
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From the material provided, the Submitters can only conclude that adverse visual

At page 10 the Applicant’s landscape assessment states:

From the north, the sample view from Pryde Road...shows turbines 2 and 3 less

than a kilometre distant. The turbines will thus appear quite close.’
At page 12 the Applicant’s landscape assessment states:

Viewed directly from Pryde Road, the turbines less than a kilometre away will

At page 13 the Applicant’s landscape assessment states:

With the clear view to the uncluttered open summit, the effect of turbines on the

road corner view from Pryde Road is assessed to be significant.7

Given that the Submitters’ home is closer to the proposed turbines than Pryde Road,
the Submitters consider that from their home the turbines will appear very close and
will be a very substantial presence, with significant adverse effects. The few visual
simulations accompanying the Assessment of Environmental Effects (“AEE”), far from
offering comfort to the Submitters, serve to reinforce their concerns with the Proposal.
The simulations confirm that the turbines will be highly visible, intrusive, out of
character, and dominant/overbearing from the Submitters’ property, and that they will
significantly affect amenity values. The turbines will undermine the visual integrity of
the natural character and landscape of the rural/coastal environment. The movement
of the turbines will further draw attention to them and heighten their visual impact.® And
the inability to see the base of the turbine structures from the Submitters’ home will
affect the ability to place the structures within the context of the wider landscape,
which will therefore add to the turbines’ sense of dominance and “out of place-ness”.
” “community” energy generation project,’ the
Submitters consider that a group of turbines possibly over 100m tall and within a few
hundred meters of nearby homes is not “small scale” on any normal meaning of those

words, and will be more in keeping with an industrial scale.

See Meridian Energy Ltd v Wellington City Council [2007] NZEnvC 128 at [141].

3.3

effects on them will be significant.
3.4
3.5

be a substantial presence.6

3.6
3.7

While marketed as a “small scale
5 Emphasis added.
6 Emphasis added.
; Emphasis added.
9

See for example the AEE, page 2.
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In Meridian Energy Ltd v Wellington City Council [2007] NZEnvC 128 and
Motorimu Wind Farm Ltd v Palmerston North City Council W067/08 the Environment
Court found that two significant factors which contributed to the visual significance of
the proposed wind farms were proximity to the turbines and the elevation of the
turbines above the ridgeline. The Submitters consider that both factors are present in
this case.

Numerous objectives and policies at all levels of the applicable planning framework
highlight the need to protect amenity values.' The fact that part of the Site is located
within the North Coast Coastal Landscape Preservation Area under the Dunedin City
Council District Plan demonstrates the high landscape values associated with the
locality. (The Proposed Dunedin Second Generation District Plan (“2GP”) also
identifies part of the site as a Significant Natural Landscape.) While the turbines will
not be located within the Landscape Preservation Area (by a small margin), they will
have similar adverse visual effects upon the Landscape Preservation Area in
comparison to a layout that is positioned just inside the Area. The Environment Court
has confirmed that a proposed wind farm does not need to be within an outstanding

natural landscape (or similar characterisation) to have an adverse effect on it."

Given the comments from the Applicant’s landscape assessment that are discussed
above, and the nature and scale of the likely effects of the Proposal, the Submitters
cannot understand the landscape assessment’s conclusion that visual effects from
their property will be minor; or that “[o]verall, the effects of the turbine cluster on visual
amenity are assessed to be predominantly positive”.’? The photo simulations indicate
that the adverse effects on amenity from the Submitters’ property will be significant,
with the turbines likely to read as overbearing industrial-scale structures in an

otherwise rural setting.

In addition, the AEE states that “particular consideration has been given to neighbours
within 1.5km of the turbines and from most of these eight houses, the turbines will not
be visible.”"® The Proposal will certainly be visible from the Submitters’ home/wider

property.

See, for example Objectives 6.2.2 and Policy 6.3.6 of the District Plan.

Rangitikei Guardians Society Inc v Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council [2010] NZEvC 14 at
[94]-[95].

Page 11.

AEE, page 30.
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The Applicant’s landscape assessment places considerable emphasis on visual
perception being shaped by the community’s relationship with the Proposal (i.e. that
because the Proposal is marketed as a “community wind farm” this reduces the
adverse visual effects).” Large portions of the local community, including the
Submitters, do not consider the Proposal to be “their project”. The Submitters do not
consider that the Proposal’s significant visual impacts will be mitigated by the notion
that the turbines are “community owned”.” In addition, the Board of Inquiry into the
Turitea wind farm proposal near Palmerston North confirmed that public perception (in
relation to which the Submitters question the Applicant’s claims of widespread support
in this case) is not an acceptable basis on which to “mitigate” significant adverse
effects — public perception studies may indicate support for a proposal, but cannot

justify proceeding in the face of adverse effects.®

There are also a number of major uncertainties which add to the Submitters’ concerns

regarding visual effects, including the following:

(a) Given the Applicant states that the layout of the turbines as described in
the Application is indicative only (i.e. subject to change), the Submitters
can have no certainty regarding the level of effects on them. Given the
indicative nature of the proposed layout, the Submitters would have
expected all assessments by the Applicant, including on visual effects, to
be conducted on a realistic “worst case” scenario'’ in order to provide
Submitters a reasonable opportunity to understand the potential effects on
them. Despite this being common practice for wind farm proposals, the
Applicant has not adopted such an approach. The AEE provides scattered
references suggesting that turbine locations will not be made closer to
dwellings. Howevers, it is clearly not just the proximity of the turbines that
impacts on visual effects. Grouping also has a major impact, and the
Submitters have no certainty over the final grouping of the turbines, if

consent is granted.

See for example the AEE, page 31.

The Environment Court has accepted that landscape issues are matters which reasonable
people may hold conflicting views, and it is not possible to determine that one view is right and
the other wrong. See Unison networks Ltd v Hastings District Council [2006] NZEnvC 249 at
[68].

Final Report and decision of the Board of Inquiry into the Turitea Wind farm Proposal
(September 2011).

Taking into account any constraints volunteered by the Applicant.
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(b) There are crucial inconsistencies/uncertainties in the Application
documents regarding the proposed height of the turbines. At places the
proposed height is provided as “between 80-102m” in height;'® at others as
“under 125m”;'® and elsewhere it is stated that the maximum height will be
103m.? The height of the turbines is of fundamental importance to the
Submitters, and will have a major impact on the level of adverse effects on
them. Such inconsistencies mean that the Submitters have little confidence

in the Application and its assessment of effects.

(c) The Submitters have not identified any information in the Application
regarding how the turbines will be lit at night. Night lighting has the

potential to cause significant visual effects on the Submitters.
Transmission lines

The AEE states that the Proposal will connect directly into OtagoNet Limited’s 33 kV
distribution line that runs adjacent to State Highway 1.2' However, as the detailed
design regarding the transmission line (including route) has not been undertaken the
Submitters do not have any certainty as to the potential visual effects of the line,
particularly the overhead (as opposed to underground) components. The AEE
indicates that overhead poles may be 20m high, which is considerable. In addition, the
Applicant’s ecological report suggests that the overhead lines may have flags attached
in order to reduce the risk associated with electrocution of birds.?? This would be of

additional concern from a visual effects perspective.

In light of the above, adverse visual effects associated with the Proposal’'s electricity

transmission line is also a concern for the Submitters.

OPERATIONAL ACOUSTIC EFFECTS

Noise from the operation of wind turbines can have significant adverse effects,

including in relation to sleep disturbance, health and amenity.

The Applicant’s acoustic report states that the Submitters’ house will receive the third

highest noise levels of any dwelling from the Proposal. The limited acoustic modelling

Dunedin City Council public notice of the Proposal; and AEE page 10.
Resource consent application form, page 2; and AEE page 7.
Applicants’ acoustic report, page 3.

AEE, page 7.

Page 2.
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that has been undertaken also demonstrates that the Proposal will exceed one of the

key limits specified in the New Zealand Standard NZS 6808 Acoustics — Wind farm

noise at the Submitters’ neighbour's home at 90 Pryde Road (the 40 dB Lagy noise

limit). The acoustic report glosses over this non-compliance, asserting that the

acoustic effects of the Proposal will be acceptable.

The Applicant’'s acoustic report does not satisfy the Submitters’ concerns regarding

operational noise from the Proposal. The Submitters’ concerns include the following:

(a)

(b)

Since the turbine make, model and layout have not yet been finalised, the
Submitters consider that the acoustic assessment should have been
undertaken on a realistic “worst case” scenario, within the layout
parameters provided by the Applicant. This has not been done. For
example, if the turbines are arranged differently to what is shown in the
indicative layout (e.g. closer together), the Submitters would expect that
the combined sound levels could be increased (as experienced at their
home). Also, if another model of turbine is used, noise effects may be

significantly increased. There are major uncertainties around such issues.

The Submitters’ property generally experiences low background noise
levels, especially at night (including relatively low traffic noise, and
relatively low wind noise as a result of the house being screened from the
prevailing wind due to being below nearby ridgelines). Therefore, wind farm
noise experienced at the property may also breach the background noise
limit in NZS 6808 (i.e. background noise limits plus 5dB) which the
Applicant relies on (given the modelled non-compliance with the 40 dB Lago
noise limit). No analysis has been carried out regarding the background

noise levels/limit, as set out in NZS 6808.

There has been no assessment undertaken to consider whether a more
stringent noise level may be justified in relation to the Submitters’ property
under clause 5.3 of NZS 6808.

The Submitters are concerned that the Applicant, through its acoustic
report, purports to ignore the District Plan noise limits and instead assess

potential noise effects based on another standard that it considers more
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appropriate in the circumstances.?® It is common for wind farm
developments to be assessed in relation to both the District Plan limits and
NZS 6808. With only a cursory explanation provided in the acoustic report
as to the reason for disregarding the District Plan limits, the Submitters are
concerned as to the appropriateness of such an approach. In the absence
of additional explanation, the Submitters would have thought that it is not
for applicants to select which District Plan rules it wishes to comply with.
District Plan rules are for the benefit of all residents, and as a matter of
fairness the same rules should apply across the board. Because the
Applicant has chosen not to assess the likely noise levels associated with
the Proposal against the District Plan limits, the Submitters have no

comfort that the District Plan limits will be complied with.

(e) As mentioned above, the Submitters’ 20 year old son lives in a separate
dwelling that is approximately 20m closer to the proposed wind farm than
the main house at 22 Pryde Road. The modelling undertaken by the
Applicant does not appear to take this additional dwelling into account,

which is a serious flaw.

VIBRATION EFFECTS

Given that the Submitters could not identify any analysis on potential vibration effects
in the AEE, such effects remain a concern, especially given the proximity of the

Submitters’ property to the Proposal.

SHADOW FLICKER AND BLADE GLINT
Shadow flicker

Due to their height, wind turbines cast long shadows. In addition, shadow flicker occurs
as a result of the rotating shadow of a wind turbine rotor passing over a receiver
location (for example a house window). The proximity of the receiving location, the
time of day, variation in light intensity, humidity and levels of other dispersants in the
air, cloud cover, the angle at which the turbines are yawed, and a range of other
factors can influence the quantity and intensity of shadow flicker experienced at a
dwelling. Extreme shadow flicker can cause health effects, and any shadow flicker will

impact on amenity values/annoyance.

23

New Zealand Standard NZS 6808 Acoustics — Wind farm noise.
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Blade glint

Blade glint occurs when the sun reflects off rotating turbine blades. Its occurrence
depends on a number of factors including the orientation of the nacelle, the angle of
the blade and the sun, and the reflectiveness of the blades. Blade glint has the
potential to cause major annoyance (i.e. impact on amenity values) and also to distract

nearby drivers.
Summary

The Submitters have not identified any mention of potential shadow flicker or blade
glint effects in the Application documents. This is concerning to the Submitters, who
consider that shadow flicker and blade glint effects have the potential to be significant,
especially considering the proximity of the Submitters’ home to the indicative turbine

locations.?

The Submitters consider that detailed shadow flicker modelling, and an assessment of
potential blade glint, needs to be undertaken in order to assess the potential adverse
effects at the Submitters’ property, which could be significant. Given that the locations
of the turbines are indicative only, such an assessment needs to be undertaken on a

realistic worst case scenario.

BIRD STRIKE

Wind farms can have significant adverse effects on bird populations as a result of

mortality due to collision with turbines.

The Applicant’s ecological report states that “[tjhe most important potential [ecological]
adverse effect is that upon local birds, and especially those of conservation
importance”,? yet no detailed assessment or monitoring of local bird populations has
been undertaken by the Applicant. Importantly, no modelling of bird strike mortality
rates has been undertaken, which would be expected for any wind farm proposal (such
modelling should be based on long term field work/monitoring). Given that no

adequate assessment of local bird populations, or bird mortality modelling, has been

24

25

When modeling shadow flicker, a “shadow distance limit” is typically assumed, being the
distance at which the intensity of the shadow is deemed to be low enough that flicker is not
likely to cause material adverse effects. Shadow distance limits are typically approximately ten
rotor diameters from the turbine (approximately 1.0 to 1.5 km for a modern wind turbine) (See,
for example the Australian National Wind Farm Development Guidelines.) The Submitters’
house is only a few hundred meters from the nearest indicative turbine location.
Page 2.
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undertaken by the Applicant (a point which the Applicant's ecological report

acknowledges),?® the Submitters cannot understand how the Applicant can assert that

adverse effects on birds will be “minor at most”.?’ In the Submitters view, such a claim

has no evidentiary basis.

Many issues have not been adequately considered or assessed by the Applicant,

including the following:

(a)

(b)

Numerous native birds, including those with conservation importance, are
known to frequent the Proposal Site. The NZ Pied Oystercatcher, which is
acknowledged in the Applicant’s ecological report as likely to be using or
passing the Site is classified as At Risk — Declining under the New Zealand

threat classification system.

Even low rates of annual mortality can have cumulatively significant

impacts on bird populations over time.

The coastal location increases bird strike risk, with high numbers of coastal

and land-based birds frequenting the area.

The Proposal Site is notoriously foggy which is recognised in the

Applicant’s ecological report as increasing the risk of bird strike.

The Proposed turbine layout is an odd triangular shape, potentially making
the turbines more difficult for birds to avoid, particularly in foggy or stormy

weather.

The Proposal Site is close to the Orokonui Ecosanctuary which provides
habitat for numerous birds, including rare and native birds. No assessment
has been made by the Applicant regarding the risks associated with the

Proposal’'s proximity to the Orokonui Ecosanctuary.

The Applicant has not provided an adequate assessment regarding the

Proposal’s potential impacts on a range of other fauna, including bats.

26

27

Applicant’s ecological assessment, page 3: “It is not possible to fully assess the potential
adverse effects of turbine bird strike at this time, owing to the lack of data on the species,
numbers, and use frequency of birds flying through the site”.

Applicant’s ecological assessment, page 3.
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(h) The post-construction monitoring discussed by the Applicant in its

ecological report is entirely inadequate.?®

In light of the above, bird strike is a concern for the Submitters, who value local bird

life.

RADIO COMMUNICATION EFFECTS

Wireless communication systems (such as radio, cell phones and TV etc) use radio
waves to transmit information from a transmitter to a receiver. Wind turbines can

interfere with wireless receivers through the following four main mechanisms:
(a) diffraction;*
(b) reflection (or scattering);*
(c) electromagnetic interference;*! and
(d) near-field effects.®

The Submitters have not identified any mention of potential radio communication
effects in the Application documents.*® The Submitters consider that such assessment
needs to be undertaken in order to assess the potential adverse radio communication

effects at the Submitters’ property.

In particular, the Submitters use cellphones (including 3G data), radio, and a digital

(satellite) television service, all of which may be subject to potential interference from

the Proposal.

28
29

30

31

32

33

34

Applicant’s ecological assessment, page 4.
Diffraction is the reduction in power of a radio wave as a result of the bending of waves around
an object (i.e. the wind farm turbines). Diffraction is a problem because it can attenuate signals
below the minimum working threshold or make them more susceptible to atmospheric fading.
Reflection/scattering occurs where delayed "echoes" of the desired signal, or interference from
another signal, are directed to a “victim” receiver as a result of reflection off wind turbines. This
distorts the signal received.
Electromagnetic interference occurs when electronic equipment inside a turbine generator
radiates radio energy of a frequency that interferes with a radio service.
Near-field effects occur when a turbine is located close to an existing radio antenna, meaning
that it changes the radiation characteristics of the antenna.
In particular, there has been no undertaking from the Applicant that any adverse radio
communications effects associated with the Proposal will be avoided, remedied, or mitigated,
including (for example) through the upgrading of services at the Submitters’ property.
Vodafone cell phone/3G coverage is currently not available at the Submitters’ property, and FM
radio and satellite TV reception is currently very poor/sensitive.

12
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CONSTRUCTION EFFECTS

The Submitters are concerned with construction effects associated with the Proposal,
particularly noise effects (both construction traffic noise and construction noise) and
dust (including from exposed cuts/stockpiles and construction traffic). The AEE does
not adequately address such potential effects (notably, the Applicant’s acoustic report
does not address construction noise). While the Applicant suggests in the AEE that a
Construction Management Plan is proposed to be prepared to manage such effects,
since no draft Construction Management Plan has been included with the Application
the Submitters have no comfort that their concerns regarding construction effects will

be appropriately managed.

GEOTECHTICAL / HYDROLOGICAL ISSUES

The risks associated with potential geotechnical and hydrological impacts as a result of
the Proposal are significant — the Site’s geological/hydrological complexity and

sensitivity is well documented.®®

The Application fails to provide adequate analysis of potential geotechnical or

hydrological effects. In particular:

(a) Despite landslips/rock falls being common in the area, even as a result of
minor excavations, the Application contains limited (in scope and utility)
information regarding the risks of land instability/subsidence as a result of
the major excavations associated with the Proposal (including for the
turbine foundations, hardstand areas, and the service road network). There
are no civil engineering/geotechnical reports confirming the suitability of the
excavations required, which would be expected for an application of this
scale and nature. The Submitters are particularly concerned with any
potential land instability/rock fall effects of the Proposal, given their

property is located down slope from the Proposal.

(b) Notwithstanding the significant hydrological impacts that excavations could
have on sensitive springs and underlying aquifers, the AEE does not
adequately assess such risks. Because there is no reticulated water
scheme at Pryde Road, many residents (including the Submitters) rely on

groundwater from springs emerging from around Porteous Hill for domestic

35

For example the Site is zoned “Land Instability Area” in the Proposed 2GP.
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and/or stock water purposes. Therefore, any hydrological impacts may
have significant downstream effects, including in relation to public

safety/health.

Given the above, the Submitters consider that further work is required in order to
appropriately assess the potential geotechnical and hydrological effects of the

Proposal, which are a concern for the Submitters.

LAPSE PERIOD

The AEE seeks a lapse period of ten years. The Submitters consider that a lapse
period of ten years is too long and, if consent is granted for the Proposal, will create
unreasonable uncertainty for the Submitters and the community over an extended
period of time. The Submitters consider that a standard lapse period of five years, as is
the default under s125 of the RMA, is more appropriate. (Given that the Applicant
states in the AEE that construction is intended to commence in early 2017, a five year

lapse period should be more than sufficient.)

The case law confirms that there are good policy reasons against resource consents
subsisting for long periods without being put into effect. For example, in Akaroa
Organics v Christchurch City Council [2010] NZEnvC 37 the Environment Court

declined an appeal seeking to extend (primarily for financial reasons) the lapse period.

INADEQUACY OF AEE

The Application is notable for its brevity regarding key aspects, given the scale and
potential adverse effects of the Proposal. Ultimately, the skeletal assessment fails to
provide sufficient information and detail in order to allow the consent authority and
potential submitters to adequately assess the extent of potential effects resulting from

the Proposal.

In particular, and in addition to the numerous other inadequacies identified above, the
Application does not provide expert assessments on a number of potentially important
considerations, including economic impacts/benefits; social impacts; geotechnical/civil
engineering and hydrological effects; archaeology; radio communications; recreation;

bird strike; and transport effects.

14
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The AEE is therefore fundamentally deficient and does not amount to a document that
can be relied upon to inform anyone involved in the consent process of the actual and

potential effects of the Proposal.

Incorrect activity classification, activity status and consents sought

The AEE provides the following:*

The proposed activity is categorised as a Community Support Activity which
means: the use of land and buildings or collection of buildings which are used for
the primary purpose of supporting the health, welfare, safety, education, culture
and spiritual well being of the community including childcare facilities and
community police offices but excludes hospitals, recreational activities, facilities

which have or require a liquor licence or which provide restaurant facilities.

Under Rule 6.5.6 (ii), the Community Support Activity is a Discretionary Activity
(unrestricted) and shall regard matters identified in Section 6.7 of the DCDP.

The Submitters have major concerns with a significant wind farm proposal being
classified as a “Community Support Activity”. The Proposal does not fit within the
District Plan definition of Community Support Activity. In the Submitters’ opinion the
Proposal is clearly of a nature and scale beyond the types of activities envisaged by
the District Plan as falling within the Community Support Activity category.*” Therefore,

the planning analysis and justification in the AEE is largely irrelevant.

From a preliminary review of the Plan, the Submitters consider that the Proposal is
likely more appropriately classified as a non-complying activity and should therefore
be assessed under the more stringent gateway tests of s104D of the RMA, including
for the following reasons:

(@) Rule 6.5.7 of the District Plan states that any activity not specifically
identified as permitted, controlled, discretionary or prohibited by the rules in
the Rural zone is non-complying. (Neither “Utilities” or “Infrastructure”, both
of which are defined terms in the District Plan and which more

appropriately describe the Proposal, are provided for in the rural zone.)

36
37

AEE page 8.
In particular, the Submitters do not consider that the fact the Proposal will be owned by a
charitable trust automatically renders it a “Community Support Activity”, as seems to be
suggested from the Application documents.
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(b) In addition, the Utilities section of the Plan states at Rule 22.5.4 that:

[Alny activity not specifically identified as permitted, controlled or discretionary by
the rules in this section or the rules of the zone in which the activity is located, or in

the rules of Sections 17 to 21 of this Plan, is non-complying.
Wind farms are not provided for in the Ultilities section.

The Submitters have also identified several other major potential flaws with the
Application, including that no resource consent has been sought for the large
quantities of earthworks. Section 17.7 of the District Plan requires that resource
consent be sought for earthworks over 200m? in the Rural zone. The AEE states that
earthworks of approximately 6,500m? will be required. The Submitters also note that
any earthworks that may intercept groundwater are likely to require resource consent
from the Otago Regional Council (which have not been sought by the Applicant).

In addition, the Submitters are surprised that the AEE purports to classify the Proposal
as a “Community Support Activity” as opposed to a “utility” or other appropriate activity
under the Operative District Plan (thereby taking advantage of the more permissive
provisions applying to such community activities); but then also purports to take

advantage of the provisions in the 2GP supporting “network utilities”.*

Taken as a whole, the above issues® give the Submitters little confidence in the

accuracy and robustness of the Application documents.

UNCERTAIN / POTENTIALLY OVERSTATED “COMMUNITY” VALUES AND
BENEFITS OF THE PROPOSAL

The Proposal is promoted by the Applicant as a “community owned”, “community
scale” renewable energy project. The AEE draws heavily on the 2GP’s support for
community scale energy generation. However, details given by the Applicant regarding
the structures and mechanism that will make the Proposal a true community project
have been non-committal and uncertain. For example, the corporate governance

structures and profit distribution of the project remain uncertain. Also, the Submitters

38

39

See the AEE at page 38. The Submitters note that little weight should be given to the 2GP in
terms of section 104(1)(b)(vi) of the RMA, because the 2GP is at a very early stage in the plan
process, and has not yet been tested through hearings (see Queenstown Central Ltd v
Queenstown Lakes District Council [2013] NZHC 815).
Which do not provide an exhaustive list of the inadequacies in the Application documents
identified by the Submitters.
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understand that generated electricity may be sold to one or a few institutional
customers and any remainder supplied to the national grid (as opposed to being
supplied to local community members). It is therefore hard to understand a number of

the community values/benefits claimed by the Applicant.

In addition, the Submitters consider that the Proposal has the potential to divide the
tight knit local community. In the Submitters’ experience, in certain circles the process

of alienation of sectors of the community has already begun.

Given the above, over-emphasising the purported “community’ nature of the Project,
without concrete assurances as to how the Project will achieve community benefits
and values is, in the Submitters’ view, inappropriate (at least until the merits of such
claims can be fully understood and tested). The Submitters are concerned that the
Application may overstate the economic and other benefits associated with the

Proposal, particularly benefits to the local community.

POTENTIALLY OVERSTATED PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND SUPPORT FOR THE
PROPOSAL

The AEE and supporting documents claim widespread consultation and community
support for the Proposal. However, the Submitters are concerned that selective and at
times ineffective public consultation may have caused the Applicant to considerably
overestimate/overstate the community support for the Proposal. Certainly, there are
large parts of the community, including the Submitters, who do not support the

Proposal.

In the Submitters’ experience, including from attending public meetings, until recently
very few people have had a working understanding of the Proposal, and even fewer
have been actually consulted by the Applicant. As the resource consent hearing has
drawn closer and further details have become more widely known (i.e. the Proposal
has become a concrete reality as opposed to an abstract idea) more residents have
come to appreciate the likely adverse effects of the Proposal, particularly on nearby

neighbours. This has led to an increased number of locals opposing the Proposal.

IMPACTS ON FARMING ACTIVITIES

The Submitters undertake farming activities on their property at 22 Pryde Road and
are concerned that the Proposal may adversely affect such activities. In particular, the

Submitters use helicopters or topdressing planes to fertilise the land on the slope
17
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immediately below Porteous Hill (due to the steepness of the slope, they cannot use
ground spreading machines). The Submitters understand that Civil Aviation Authority
rules require certain clearance distances to be maintained between aircraft and wind
turbines. Therefore, the Proposal may significantly impact on the Submitters’ farming

activities by constraining their ability to fertilise their land.

RELIEF SOUGHT
The Submitters seek that the Application be declined.

Alternatively, and without prejudice to the primary relief sought, the Submitters seek
that the Proposal be amended and/or conditions of consent imposed in order to

address the Submitters’ concerns addressed above.
The Submitters wish to be heard in support of their submission.

If others make a similar submission, the Submitters will consider presenting a joint

case with them at hearing.

Lyndon Clayton and Kirsty Clayton

by their lawyers ChanceryGreen:

Karen Price

Dated 2 December 2015

18
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 20/11/2015 1:31:04 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 525827

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 20 Nov 2015 1:31pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Lidy De Leeuw

Address NN
Contact phone | N

Fax

Email address [

Submission details

Consent number  2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to Landscape/Environment/Ecology Community benefits
Reasons for submission Visual impact and physical destruction of local landmark.
Light-pollution. Possible bird strike. The windfarm will not be controlled nor be of benefit
to the community of Blue Skin Bay. There's a huge cost of $6 million that will require
financial backers who will control their investment.

Desired decision | wish the Council to refrain from giving consent for this project.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 30/11/2015 9:22:05 a.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526673

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 30 Nov 2015 9:22am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name lorna mcmullan

Address N
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address || NN
Submission details

Consent number  https://communityadviceandgrants.dia.govt.nz/user_sessions/new
Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to location of the wind farm

Reasons for submission Not enough specific research has been done on the
possible effects of a wind farm in the close proximity to the many locals who live in the
area. What effect will ground vibration have? Will there be natural wind disturbance?
What birds actually use that flight path? If the towers are not lit at night will that affect
bird strike? If the towers are lit what effect will that have ? What is the benefit to locals
apart from some future possibility of applying for funding from the profits of the scheme
There are people living in the area, even though they are not even connected to
broadband in this day and age. The idea of a wind-farm was a good one but the fact
that it is going to be located so close to the Seacliff township was unexpected, there has
not been enough consultation with the community that a wind farm will impinge on. If
this consent is granted will it set the precident for others to be located so close to
human habitation?

Desired decision  Conduct more research into the effects on ground vibration, bird
strike and noise pollution, wind disturbance. Consultation with the people living in the
area. Find another unpopulated site.
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(or pefbbn authorised to sign on behalf of submitter)

Notes to Submitter;

Closing Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December ‘at 5pm. A copy
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(2) have no commercial/ financial interests to gain by this submission
(3) | will consider presenting a joint case at a hearing

{4) | am in opposition to the application

(5) Submission with reasons

I am in opposition to the application for resource consent in its current form on two

grounds (A) & (B), discussed sequentially:

(A) Blueskin Resilient Communities Trust — Ecological Assessment of
Environmental Effects (Katherine Dixon and Robin Mitchell) does not adequately
assess the potential impact of the proposed wind farm on birds or provide an effective
environmental mitigation strategy. This work must be carried out before the environmental
impact of the proposed development can be fully understood. This information is required
before consideration of resource consent, because the decisions over consent needs fo be

made based on good research and unbiased analysis.
Reasons:
Background:

I am an ecologist with 10 years of ecological research experience in New Zealand. My
expertise is in marine ecology including the ecology of seabirds. | am professionally
competent in the appraisal of environmental impact assessments and in understanding
scientific literature. In addition, for this part of my submission (A), have consuited with three

other experts:

(1) Dr Elizabeth Masden (Environmental Research Institute, University of the Highlands
& Islands, Scotland) is expert in the potential impacts of renewable energy developments
(wind, wave, and tidal) on the environment, and particularly seabirds.

(2) Associate Professor Yolanda van Heezik (University of Otago) is expert in sea bird
ecology and wildlife management.

(3) Graeme Loh (NZ Omithological Society member) is expert in Otago avifauna.
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Where their comments contribute to the reasoning below, | have cited them pers.

commes as indicated by their initials (EM, GL or YvH) in brackets after the relevent comments.

n.b. My comments do not contain a thorough review of the scientific literature or a
conclusive list of the species likely to be impacted- this work has not been done and that is
the point. It needs to be.

(1) The likelithood of bird strike at the site is unknown. Bird mortality due to
collisions with wind furbines is one of the major ecological concerns associated with wind
farms’. However, we cannot assess whether bird strike is likely to be a problem at this site
because the estimates produced by Dixon & Mitchell are not grounded in data. To justify their
statement "Bird strike monitoring data from other wind-farms in NZ and intemationally are
available to provide guidance on the likely magnitude of bird strike at the site”, Dixon &
Mitchell use data from Trust Power's Mahinerangi wind farm (1.1 birds turbine™ annum'1) to
help estimate the likelihood of bird strike at the Porteous Hill site. These data are likely not
comparible because Mahinerangi is not a coastal site, does not have similar topography or
bird species composition (YvH, EM). The authors also note the considerably higher collision
rate at the coastally situated West Wind Farm (6 birds turbine™ annum”) and then without
further justification, estimate bird strike as 3 birds turbine™ annum™ at the Porteous Hill site.
This ‘estimate’ is based on very little evidence, no local data and does not include usual
scientific parameters such as a measure of variability or error as is standard for scientific
reporting. For example, an estimate should be quoted as an average of x birds per turbine per
year +i- y, indicating now sure you are of your estimate. This surity is a product of natural
variability (some years may be worse than others due to changes in bird movements and
abundance) and of how much data the estimate is based on (more surveys = more surity).
Dixon & Mitchell are unable to calculate this error because their ‘estimate’ is not calculated
but ‘guestimated’. The report states that ‘a significant adverse effect.. .. is uniikely’. However,
‘significant adverse effect’ has a very specific, measurable scientific meaning, which the
authors cannot back up because no data have been collected. The confident, positive
assurances given by the authors are therefore unfounded and should not be taken at face

value.

(2) The value of the local avifauna found in adjacent habitats and their likelihood
of interacting with the proposed wind farm have been under-assessed in the
environmental assessment. Limited bird species are considered by Dixon and Mitchell and
their list should not be considered conclusive or exhaustative because (1) no data have been
collected at the site (2) the authors (both terrestrial botanists) have not demonstrated that
they have sought expert advice on bird species that likely use the site (by way of citations,
pers. comms or additional authorship) and (3) they visited the site only once. The comment
“on the basis of local habitat availability, population records and fypical movement pattems,
some species of conservation inferest have a reasonable likelihood of occasionally using or
passing through the site" cannot be validated because does not include citations to any

population records used. | am unsure that suitable ‘population records’ exist. The report
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mentions four species of concern: The eastern falcon (Falco novaeseelandiae), the pied and
variable oystercatchers (Haematopus finschi and H. unicolour), and the black billed gull
(Larus bulferi). Because of its coastal situation, other birds of concern may include endemic,
migratory and taonga species of sea, shore and wader bird such as: ducks, herons, egrets,
spoenbills, godwits, gulls, terns and petrels (YvH, GL), many of which are of significant
national and international conservation value. Several people have reported muttonbirds
{sooty shearwater, iti', Puffinus griseus) flying nocturnally over Mihiwaka/ QOrokonui
Ecosanctauary and these tacnga do still fly around the hills on the south side of Blueskin Bay
{GL}.

(3) Potential wildlife corridor/flyway: The site is coastal and situated between two
regionally significant wetlands: Blueskin Bay /Waitati Inlet & the Waikouaiti River Estuary
Wetland Complex. Local observations (by myself and by others) suggests that the Porteous
Hill site may be situated on a flyway along which birds travel between estuaries both during
the day and at night. In fact this appears to be a common phenomenon that we enjoy
watching with a spofting scope from our house at 67 Coast Rd. We have not collected any
data to prove or disprove this observation. New Zealand has no data about flyways in this
region, as they have not been identified (GL). However, the caretakers at Quarrantine
Island report that the powerlines across the harbour at Quarrantine Isiand do kill birds and
workers under the powerlines in South Dunedin also find dead birds that are using the flyway
down the harbour (GL}, so structures along flyways can pose a significant risk for coastal
birds in our region. While attention is paid to the windturbine itself, it should be kept in mind
that erdinary and high tension powerlines associated with the proposed wind farm are well
known hazards to birds (GL). The importance or existence of these movements along a
potential flyway must be measured before the potential environmental impact of the proposed
wind farm can be assessed, and resource consent considered.

{(4) Knowing which birds are going to be affected is important. Although even a
maximum of 6 birds per turbine per annum (as per the West Wind farm) may sound negligible
to some people ( 3 turbines = 18 birds per year for 20 years = 360 birds), the potential
ecological impact very much depends on both the conservation and cuitural (taonga) status of
the bird species concerned. Whether any particularly vulnerable (low population numbers) or
valued (iconic, taonga) bird species use or transit through the site has not been ascertained
and so the potential environmental impact of the proposed wind farm on them cannot yet be

assessed and must be before resource consent can be considered.

(6) Collision risk needs to be (and can be) modeled before resource consent can
be considered. The probability of birdstrike is detarmined by the number and type of birds
using the area in combination with the hight and type of wind turbines to be used™.
Information on the relative abundance and species of birds from this specific site is required
to make this assessment. These data can then be used in a collision risk model to estimate
the number and types of birds likely to collide (EM). Collision risk models are well developed,
freely available and apropriate for small (1-3 turbine) wind coastal farms®. In addition, this
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baseline information is critical to the development and implementation of effective mitigation

measures and therefore is considered a priority in wind farm development'.

(6) Best practice for environmental impact assessments must be adhered to. The
work conducted so far to assess the environmental effects of the wind farm is not in keeping
with measures for best practice for environmental impact assessements for small (1-3
turbine) wind farms. On consultation with Scott Willis, Blueskin Energy Lid (26™ November
2015) regarding this issue, | was told that this is because there are insufficient funds for the
work. | do not believe that lack of financial solvency is a good enough reason not to effectively
assess the potential environmental impact of the proposed wind farm, nor is it a postive
indicator of the financial sustainability of Blueskin Energy Ltd.

Guidelines for best practice for small wind farm developments are well developed
internationally and freely available (e.g. http:/iwww.snh.gov.uk/docs/C205425.pdf). Usual best
practice includes year-long bird monitoring to see how many birds of which species use the
site. This includes doing vantage point watches to record birds flying in the proposed
development area during the day and at night. Night survey methods are well established and
freely available. These data are then used in a collision risk model to estimate the number of
and types birds likely to collide (EM}. Once the risk of bird strike is known at the Porteous Hill
site, the potential environmental impact of the proposed wind farm can be properly assessed

to determine whether resource consent should be granted.

(7) Environmental mitigation measures suggested are too few, toe small, too
undefined and too late. Dixon & Mitchell propose environmental mitigation by (1) monitoring
of the site during the construction phase by daytime surveys only (2) if birds of conservation
interest are seen, monitor strike rate after construction and during operation, (3) mitigate the
impact of bird strike using predator control. They call this a ‘precautionary approach’ and |
would argue that it is not. A ‘precautionary approach’ involves erring on the side of caution
when assessing risk where there are insufficient data. Building the wind farm without
collecting data to assess environmental impacts is not erring on the side of caution. What will
they do if it is discovered to unacceptably affect vulnerable bird species during the
construction phase or after it is built? —Take it down? Monitoring during the construction
phase and measuring strike rate after construction may equate to measuring the decline of
local populations, possibly to unacceptably low levels, depending on the rarity of the species
in guestion. As it is clear that bird monitering needs to be paid for by Blueskin Energy Ltd at

some point, why does it not happen before resource consent is applied for?

A measured, precautionary approach would be to conduct bird monitoring in a rigorous
manner suitable for a coastal site (including nocturnal surveys), in keeping with international

standards of best practice for small wind farms, before resource cansent is sought.

The survey design, data collection and analysis should be carried out by scientifically
independent and suitably qualified personnel and should be independently peer reviewed.

| recommend independent peer review of the survey design before data are collected. If the
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proposed level of bird strike and species affected are considered too great, then the resource

consent should be refused on those grounds.

The mitigation measures suggested are vague and may be ineffective. Predator control
may not be an effective mitigation strategy for bird species that are not particularly affected by
the populations of terrestrial predators targeted by the trapping, especially birds that transit
through the site. Greater clarity needs to be provided (how much, for how long, where, to
offset loss of which particular species) so that Blueskin Energy Ltd can be held accountable
to provide effective, targeted environmental mitigation measures. These mitigation measures
should be recommended in detail by independent, suitably qualified personnel based on the

collision risk model results and should be subject to independent peer review.

(8) The Ecological Assessment cannot be considered independent research.
Dixen & Mitchell's report cannot be a considered fair and independent assessment of the
likely environmental effects of the proposed wind farm because (1) it was written pro bono
because (2) the authors (at the time local residents, now living abroad) were openly in
support of the wind farm going ahead (Dixon & Mitchell pers. comm.). This open conflict of
interest should be carefully considered when assessing their report. Any research
conducted to assess the feasibility of the wind farm must be clearly independent of
personal motivation surrounding its compiletion,
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B) The Blueskin wind farm development should not be considered a Community
Support Activity. Because of this Blueskin Energy Ltd should be subjected to the same
scrutiny as any small commercial wind farm venture and not given undue concessions due to

its purported positive community impact.
Reasons:

{1} BRCT does not speak for ‘the community’. The approximately 1600 residents of
Blueskin Bay identified by BTCT as the ‘community’ (Karitane — Long Beach) have a strong
history of community groups that have been generated by local ground swell, driven by local
need and have provided* or continue to provide timely and effective services that benefit the
health, welfare, safety, education, sustainability and wellbeing of local residents. Examples
include (but are not limited to) the Waitati Edible Gardeners®, Waitati Open Orchard, Seacliff
Open Orchard, Waitati Community Garden, Waitati Harvest Market & Warrington Community
Garden (food security), Get the Train & W3 Rideshare® (low carbon commuting), an
independent bulk-buy and instailation of PV {devolved energy production for ~15 households
so far), Purakaunui Ecology Group, Warrington Reserve Group & Blueskin Baywatch
(environmental advocacy), Blueskin Market, Bland Park A & P Society, and the Truby King
Reserve Committee (public amenities and recreation). These small, devolved groups have
each grown out of a genuine community concern or need and are efficiently run by volunteers
with no salaried positions or overheads. Any money fundraised is spent directly within the
community on the cause that it was explicitly fundraised for. Once the need has been met, or
if the group does not function to serve its stated purpose, social impetus dries up and the
group becomes defunct. This is a strongly self-regulating, community driven system of low
community impact and high, targeted, community gains. It is a highly appropriate model for
delivering community services, which has been demonstrated to work well throughout

Blueskin Bay.

BRCT was created (without demonstrable local demand} to “provide planning, structure
and governance for these local actions” and sought to do so at its inception. It should be
noted that this ‘top-down’ management structure was rejected and none of the
afforementioned groups have ever chosen to be associated with, supperted or represenfed by
BRCT as an umbrella organization. Members of these community groups can perhaps be
considered the portion of the community that are most motivated to be involved in Community
Support Activities. The fact that none of them have chosen to associate with BRCT, should
speak highly of BRCT's position within the community.

(2) Community uptake of consultation by BRCT has been limited and the
Blueskin Energy project is not well understood by locai residents. BRCT has directly
consulted a maximum of 8% of the Blueskin community (if no two people were consulted in
each individua! survey) and a maximum of 3% of the community in any one survey. Not for
the want of trying on the part of BRCT, uptake by the community io engage with the project
has been small. The strongest support gamered in 2008 (but <1% of the community
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surveyed) showed the ‘community’ be in favor of wind energy because (1) it would prevent
black outs and (2) it would provide cheap energy. This is because initial plan presented to the
community was of small turbines (not commercial wind farm sized) that would provide locally
generated energy to local homes, through devolvement from the naticnal grid, defiverable
through the Waitati Power Station. This was expected to provide cheaper, more reliable
power to ‘the community’. These ideals are not deliverabie through the proposed plan and so
the initial reasons for ‘community’ backing of the wind project are not supported. Many
members of the community who attended early meetings sfill believe the conditions of the
initial plan are in piace (small, local, cheap, reliable), or have been surprised recently that

they are not,

(3) Without a business plan, the potential benefit to the community via BRCT
cannot be assessed. BRCT have not developed a business plan for the proposed
development and the limited business model produced so far seems confusing and potentially
confounded. Their resource consent application states “The Blueskin Wind Farm will return
an annual dividend to Blueskin Energy Ltd’s sole sharehoider, the Blueskin Resilient
Communities Trust (BRCT), but their promotional video states that the money to build the
farm will be provided by ‘investors’. Several things are unclear and raise concem: (1) What is
the financial structure by which these ‘investors’ are not shareholders, enabling BRCT be the
‘sole shareholder'? (2) Where will the investors come from? Will investment come from
outside the community and so will the asset be ‘community owned'? Can sufficient funds
(NZ$6 million) be raised from within the Blueskin Community? Do the ‘tommunity’ get to
decide who invests? Via what means? In this case, what defines ‘community’? (3) What are
the likely financial gains (in real numeric terms) to the community, after meeting commitments
to investors? Without this financial forecasting, how can we decide if it is worth it while we

don't know what we are being offered?

(4) It is not clear that BRCT is a suitably robust organizational body to govern a
Community Support Activity. If the Blueskin Wind farm can be considered a Community
Support Activity, it is unclear that BRCT is a sufficiently robust organization to be responsible
for such a large financial asset, on behalf of the community, for 20 years. BRCT is a volatile
organization as demonstrated by the high level of turn over of board members since its
inception. Whether BRCT are representative of the ‘community’ is questionable because their
election process for board membership is not pubiic (there is no voting at a meeting or
otherwise) and new board members are elected speradically by the existing board, without a
set timetable or optimum tenure. If they do receive dividends from power production, who will
decide how this money is spent? As yet, there are no clear exira deliverables in addition to
what BRCT already provide. Do the ‘community’ want them?

In addition, BRCT have not demonstrated the financial vigbility of the proposed wind
farm. No business plan or financial forecasting is available from them. Isolated wind farm
ventures that are not buffered by belonging to a larger corporation are especially vulnerable
to changing markets and margins for such projects in NZ are forecast to be slim. In this case,
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the Blueskin Bay project is especially susceptible to the decommissioning of the aluminum
smelter at Bluff, which will flood the market with renewable power from the Manapouri HEP.
Careful and transparent forecasting is necessary to ensure the financial viability of the project
before it can be considered capable of providing Community Support in the long term.

{5) The community should be using less, not making more power. In general | am
not ‘for' or ‘against’ wind farms and | am particularly interested in wind farms that lead to the
decommissioning or prevent further development of fossil fuel power generation. However
this is not the case in Blueskin Bay. Within Blueskin Bay, there is clear cammunity support for
initiatives that (1) lower home energy consumption (e.g. BRCT's very successfully completed
home insulation retrofit roll out, the national level Cozy Homes Initiative) & (2) provide
devolved power and heating options at the household level (PV electricity and solar hot water
heating) at cheaper cost by bulk-buying/ installing. These initiatives are already in place in the
Blueskin Community and warrant further support. They are home-grown from local
groundswell, available to those who want them but do not impact those who don't, provide
direct, measurable services in a timely manner and they are self-regulating as if at anytime
the community no longer wants them, they will go defunct. in addition, they do not require
proceeds from a potentially risky commercial venture to fund them to ensure their success in

providing community support.

Because of these points, | do not believe that the wind farm proposed by Blueskin
Energy Ltd/ BRCT can be considered a Community Support Activity, nor is it a suitable
pathway for implementing stronger communities for great social wellbeing in the Blueskin Bay
area. Resource consent for the wind farm should be sought under the same legislation and

scrutiny of procedures that would apply to any other small commercial wind farm.
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= ' | SUBMISSION FORM 13 R
) Submission concerning resource consenﬁ” hm!éﬂal?.eﬂ gpﬁl&%?ﬂ under
A Sections 95A, Resource Management Act 1991

To: Dunedin City Council, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058

Resource Consent Number: LUC-2015-469 Applicant: Blueskin Energy Limited |~
Site Address: 147 Church Road, Merton
Description of Proposal; Establish 8 community wind farm comprising three turbines BY
-
QWe wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent application:
¥
Your Full Name: QOAC I‘HH GS W Mu RSQ'
Address for Service (postal accress): __RRREEEEEEEEE
Post Code:

Email Address:

I: Support/ Neutralthis Appfication i Do Not wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
(Delete the above statement if you would not consider presenting a joint case at a hearing)

Please use the back of this form or attach other pages as required
The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

My submission is [Include the reasons for your views]: ’<\ /

N4
/

N
o

The decision I wish the Council to make is [give}precise detalls, including the parts of the application you wish to have amended
and the general nature of any conditions sought]: iy

C

/

f

FA) f|
Signature of submitter: ' O(/ SU‘/{"\-— Date: O?_"" \2, —‘02015,_

(or person authorigefijto sign on behalf of submitter)

Notes to Submiiter;
Closing Date; The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December -at 5pm. A copy
of your submission must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after the service of your submission on the
Dunedin City Council. The applicant’s address for service is 1121 Mount Cargill Road, RD 2, Waitati 9085,

Electronic Submissions: A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means. Submissions can be
made online at http://www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma or sent by email to planning@dcc.govt.nz

Privacy: Please note that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are available to the
media and the public. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the notified resource consent process.
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Appendix To Submission Form 13, Resource Consent Number: LUC-2015-469

The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are: (sut not limited to}
3.1. Access

-5.3. Parties Consulted

- 8.3. Ecology

My submission is:

-3.1. Access

Porteous Road is not a practical road for transporting components of the wind generators and
construction machines at all because of the steep grade and tight turns.

As | pointed out in an e-mail to Scott Willis on 26-11-2015 the price that Fulton Hogan quoted will be
for transporting the components of the wind generators not including the transport of construction
machinery te the job site.

Transporters for the crane body counter weight and boom sections will need a completely different
upgrade again. Those upgrades will greatly affect my property. The road has to be changed and cut
through my land. Trees, my trees would have to be felled to get around the bends.

am very happy with where my trees are and the way Porteous Road is at present. For those reasons
I will not consent to any changes that will affect my property.

- 5.3. Parties Consuited

On 01-11-2015 Scott Willis rang me and told me that the “project” is going ahead. When | asked him
about access to the site he assured me that: “Just one tree down the very bottom of Porteous Road
would have to be chopped off and the rest of the road just needs a bit of gravel.” He is obviously and
intentionally misleading affected parties by sweet talking. As he is well known for.

| have been in the crane business for more than 30 years and offered him free assistance in getting
realistic costing and what sort of machines are required.

Scott did not accept.
- 8.3. Ecology

In 2001 | planted out shelter belts with native plants like cabbage trees and flaxes. As the plants
matured | noticed that more and more bids such as Tuis showed up to enjoy the shelter they enjoy
as well as the flowers of the flaxes they feed on.

| am very proud and happy to hear and see these pretty birds and would be very upset when this
changes because of the proposed project.

The decision wish the council to make is: ‘)

Not to grant consent for the proposed wind farm on Porteous Hill. *

-11-201S
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é DUMEDIN CITY Submission concerning resource consent on publicly no’:ified application under

section 953—_-‘"’* F e ey :
Cfru MO ; i 5l JIVY
AR Sections 95A, Resource Management Act 1p91. Chiioillirmrn
- Hm?qmmnm,' ) )
To: Dunedin City Council, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058 i U 2 o
Resource Consent Number: LUC-2015-469 Applicant: 3lué$lﬁ§1 Enerqugwqegms AT
Site Address: 147 Church Road, Merton D A S S
Description of Proposal: Establish a community wind farm comprising threefturbines T AL -
N

I/We wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent application:

Your Full Name: _Bﬁm&}_&ﬁs_ﬁ_jgﬂﬂ&ﬁ/\} _

Address for Service (Posta! Address):

— Post Code: 90{4]

Email Address:
@ Neutral/#Oppose this Application

K i = =0
{Delete the above statement if you would not consider

@ PeNot wish to be heard in suppart of this submission at a hearing
derpreserting-aioint-sasa-with them at-a-hearing.

presenting a joint case at a hearlng)

Please use the back of this form or attach other pages as required
The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

e pm ct‘r“—mc_\n&d sl« ee;)(’

My submission is [include the reasons for your views]:

See obtoched sheet

The decision I wish the Council to make is [give precise details, including the parts of the application you wish to have amended
and the general nature of any condltlons sought]:

See  oathdred sheets

Flain. \

AW
Signature of submitter: KA,\ / Date: O "7—/ (‘L/ 15

{or persdn auth risg@tw,u_m-baﬁalf of submitter)
Notes to Submitter;

Closing Date: The closing date for serving submigsions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December at 5pm. A copy
of your submission must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after the service of your submission on the
Dunedin City Council. The applicant’s address for gervice is 1121 Mount Cargill Road, RD 2, Waitati 9085,

Electronic Submissions: A signature is n uired If you make your submission by electronic means. Submissions can be
made onlfine at http://www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma or sent by emall to planning@dcc.govt.nz

Privacy: Please note that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are available to the
media and the public. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the notified resource consent process.
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The specific part of the application that this submission relates to are:

- the way in which this innovative and visionary proposal supports the
community in which it is located

- the way in which this proposal supports the intention of the Dunedin
Spatial Plan,

- the way in which this proposal is supported by the underlying principles
of the RMA

- the nature of the development which has minimised the environmental
impact of the wind turbines involved.

My submission is:

That this venture has the potential to help secure the future of the communities
in the Blueskin area. The Resource Consent, if granted, has value for the
charitable company Blueskin Energy Ltd (BEL) which is wholly owned by BRCT.
That Resource Consent becomes BEL's ‘sweat equity’ in the project. BEL will
therefore get a return from the sale of the electricity generated as will all other
investors. That return to BEL is to be channelled back into the Blueskin
communities involved through a mechanism like the Otago Community Trust.

Such a venture is carbon neutral once constructed and fulfils the Dunedin Spatial
Plans desire to support “Local energy generation, both energy and electricity
{from renewable resources) [that] not only contribute to reduced carbon emissions
but also assist in creating greater community energy awareness and an ability to
respond faster to energy challenges and constraints while maintaining productive

capacity” (p17)

The objectives of the RMA are met by this proposal. The act sets out to ‘promote
the sustainable management of natural and physical resources’. This proposal
seeks to manage a sustainable natural resource - wind - for the benefit of the
communities in which the wind is ‘captured’.

This is a low impact development. The report from Di Lucas regarding the visual
impact on the landscape supports the view that the visual impact will be minor
or less than minor.

The acoustic assessment also indicates that the noise generated will be ‘very low
and within standard'.

The decision I wish the Council to make is:

To approve this innovative and visionary scheme which has been planned so that
it minimises the auditory and visual impact it has upon the communities in
which it stands and returns to those communities a proportion of the profits
from the electricity generated.

Itis perhaps appropriate to also point out that the proposed wind turbines will
be visible from my house in Purakaunui.
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Submission concerning resource consent on publicly notified application under

é D EDIN C‘T? section 95A

Sections 95A, Resource Management Act 1991

LT PR S T i asacsivasiady
, T 7 DUNEIN CiTY
To: Dunedin City Council, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058 %} il :
Kaimibang-prohe 4 Crapee!
Resource Consent Number: LUC-2015-469 Applicant: Blueskn Energy Limjted :
Site Address: 147 Church Road, Merton - DEC 2["5 .
Description of Proposal: Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbings - ° \ - VL
Gﬂﬂe wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent applicatioh: A—

Your Full Name: ﬁ%“\-@ﬁ TSABEL JotHNSTON

hddress for Service (ostal adoress): _ | NN
Post Code: QOB l
Telephone:

oy |

I: Support/Nawteal AOppode this Application I: 87 Do Not wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing
- , ) " ; . . ) .

d KR8 ita ’I-"O’

- a () LT = ] 5 2 g
{Delete the above statement If you would not consider presenting a joinf case at a hearing)

Please use the back of this form or attach other pages as required
The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

That Huis pneposd @ffers divect bevefats To the local

Comrnunf?o‘ﬁ ’%r’auﬁh «’pman‘S ﬁfam e <aie 6)0_, da&f'm‘c}'[‘g_

My submission is [include the reasons for your views]s

That +lis clra'i%}?e?%( O{F&fs ’oag_*ff&rm refuips 1o Hee

community.
N,

That by harnaéém@ w ind 6% 5 Carboyy emissions
Can b preduced.

Tt~ g A vzsident in dte Blueskin Bay area 1

aceept e relativedy  minor isual ‘fﬁfwwf' s

Al W&z{ wind- furbines '

The decision I wish the Council to make is [give precise details, Including the parts of the appiication you wish to have amended
and the general nature of any conditions sought]=

To approve this ;,ra'm’mw

Signature of submitter: 6 M Date: /"“ /;-2 - /é—

(or perigﬂ}zfthorised to sign on behalf of submitter)

Notes to Submitter:
Closing Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December at S5pm. A copy
of your submission must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after the service of your submission on the
Dunedin City Council. The applicant’s address for service is 1121 Mount Cargill Road, RD 2, Waitati 9085.

Electronic Submiissions: A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means. Submissions can be
made online at http://www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma or sent by email to planning@dcc.govt.nz

Privacy: Please note that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are available to the
media and the public. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the notified resource consent process.
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1 December 2015

RECEIVED
- 2 DEC 2015

Dunedin City Council
P O Box 5045

Dunedin

Desr Sir/Madam
Re: Wind Farm — 147 Church Road -LUC-2015-469
Location of site:

147 Church Road, Merton, being legally described as Lot 1-2 DP 473199 held in Computer Freehold
Register 646829

| oppose this submission.
1 own with family members a property at Doctors’ Point Road, Waitati.

Blueskin Energy Ltd is proposing to construct and operate a “community” wind farm at Blue skin Bay,
to the north of Dunedin, Otago. It 1s not a “community” project with benefits tor most people in this
community.

Blueskin Energy Ltd do a variety of good things for the community, but this is not a reasonable
proposal. It is a non-complying activity under the operative Dunedin City Council plan and should
remain so. This should not be a discretionary restricted activity under the 2GP.

Reasons for objection:

A small number of people may support this wind farm but it is of no value to the community. It will
not reduce our electricity charges, nor change how we get out electricity or change things for the
better for the locai community.

It will make the area less attractive as a place to live.

It is a quiet rural area but has a reasonable number of houses in the area and one as close as 500m,
which would be significantly affected by the wind farm.

It may result in a large number of wind turbines in the future (if a larger company bought this
Company out) and have a detrimental impact on the community.

This development will have a major visual impact on this beautiful Otago coastline.

Light pollution will be an issue if the wind turbines are to be lit at night for aircraft that pass through
this corridor on a regular basis.

As house dre relatively close to the turbines | know the impact it will have on the nearby homes,
such as vibration, noise and lights at night. People need peace and quiet at night.
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The area is a picturesque part of the Otago Coast and the coastal bays (eg: Blueskin Bay and
Warrington) are tidal feeding areas for wading birds. The bays have a huge variety of native and
other birds that feed and nest in and around the bay, for example Royal Spoonbills, Kingfishers,
Bellbirds, Fantails, Kereru, Gulls, Shags, Oystercatchers, Black fronted Terns, Penguins and even
young Seals. Bird strike will affect other birds such as the Godwits, falcons, harriers.

Part of the Wind farm site are located within the North Coast Coastal landscape Preservation area
and though the wind turbines are outside the boundary it will have an impact on peopie, their home
life and the bird life in this area.

The decision | wish you to make is to refuse the Blue skin Energy Ltd’s proposal of a wind farm at
Porteous Hill.

As | live in Tauranga do not wish to be heard in support of my submission

Yours sincerely

B

Jillian Gay Borrie




‘) Submission cosnlt‘:leBrh:;[nsEeos:ul:;Rc':niznan pl.m ?y nal?ieggp #ca?on under

DUNEDIN CITY section 95A /@ D”r""“‘! --i-......._
Sections 95A, Resource Management Act 199 & B !
Kaunlhm-a-mheoonepsﬂ . ‘ e e, Ju;rq,yw‘;a
To: Dunedin City Council, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058 2
Resource Consent Number: LUC-2015-469 Applicant: Blugskin Energy legceg ms
Site Address: 147 Church Road, Merton
Description of Proposal: Establish a community wind farm comprising three tu ines -

I/We wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent application:
Your Full Name: _ W ave A A\ Bolndasa

Address for Service (Postal Address):

Telephone: _ Facsimile: "

Email Address: —

I: Soppert/NESkR/ Oppose this Application  1: Do/ Eoxait wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing

If others make a similar submission, I wili consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
(Delete the above statement If you would not consider presenting a joint case at a hearing)

Post Code: “Aliq4q ___

Please use the back of this form or attach other pages as required
The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

De  Lxswae ok o whnl Lovm o~ Gordecns KM

My submission is [Include the reasons for your views]:
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The decision I wish the Council to make is [givebrecise details, including the parts of the ‘application you wish to have amended =~ ——)
and the general nature of any conditions sought]: W‘D N
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Signature of submitter: LEé? Date: 3D MNZmber LOIS
Y6r personduthorised to sign on behalf of submitter)

Notes to Submitter:

Closing Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December at 5pm. A.copy

of your submission must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after the service of your submission on the
Dunedin City Council. The applicant’s address for service is 1121 Mount Cargill Road, RD 2, Waitati 9085. o

Electronic Submissions: A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means. Submissions can be
made online at hitp://www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma or sent by email to planning@dcc.govi.nz

Privacy; Please note that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are available to the
media and the public. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the notified resource consent process.
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(yWe wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent application:

Submissi

SUBMISSION FORM 13 Y

& . myE iy s SUbMIsSsion concerning resource consent on publidy ﬁeﬂn:-;iﬁe,d.a lication u dél;
Sections 95A, Resource Management Act 1991

e SR O, i
To: Dunedin City Coundil, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058

Resource Consent Number: LUC-2015-469 Applicant: Biueskin Energy Limited
Site Address: 147 Church Road, Merton
Description of Proposal: Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines

Your Full Name: 7 ; LRI Y

Address for Service (Postal Address):

retepnone: [

Emagail Address:

I: Support/Neutral (Opposeéjthis Application” ((1: Dogg Wbtwish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing

If others make a similar Submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. v
(Delete the above statement if you would not consider presenting a joint case at a hearing)

Please use the back of this form or attach other pages as reguired
The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are: -

Post Code: ?é é 2

Facsimile:
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The decision I wish the Coundli to make Is [give precise details, incfiding 1 '-a?a‘rl's of the application you wishohave €inended ]

and the general nature of any conditions sought]s .
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Signature of submitter: %“\ Date: 2 M—- A0/ J

(or persén atithorised to sign on behalf of submitter)

Notes to Submitter:

Llosing Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December at Spm. A copy
of your submission must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after the service of your subrmission on the
Dunedin City Council. The applicant’s address for service is 1121 Mount Cargill Road, RD 2, Waitati 9085,

Electronic Submisslons: A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means. Submissions can be
made online at hitp://www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma or sent by email to planning@dcc.govt.nz

Brivacy: Please note that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are available to the
media and the public. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the notified resource consent process,
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International Trade"', World Politics (Yol 28, No.3, April 1976), Also se¢ R.F. Harcod, The Life of
John Maynard Keynes (London: Macmillan, 1951).

29. The international implications of the New Deal are dealt with in several passages in Arthwr
M. Schiesinger, Jr., The Age of Roosevelt, esp. Vol. I, The Coming of the New Deal (London:
Heinemann, 1960). Charles Meier, **The Politics of Productivity: Foundations of American
International Economic Policy after World War 11", in Katzenstein, op.cit,, discusses the relationship
between the New Deal and the post-war ideology of world order. Richard Gardner, Sterfing-Dollar
Diplomacy: Anglo-American Collaboration in the Reconstruction of Muitilateral Trode (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1956) shows the link between New Deal ideas and the institutions of world economy
set up after World War 11 in the Bretton Woods negotiations.

30. The basic point I am making here is suggested by a passage in Gramsci's Prison Notebooks
which reads: ‘Do international relations precede or follow (logically) fundamental social relations?
There can be no doubt but that they follow. Any organic innovation in the social structure, through its
technical-military expressions, modifies organically absolute and relalive relations in the international
field too."’ Gramsci used the term *‘organic”’ to refer to relatively long-term and permanent changer,
as opposed to ““conjunctural”. Selections op. cit., pp. 176-177. In the critical [talian edition, the
orjginal is to be found in vol 111, pp. 1562.

31. E. J. Hobsbawm writes: “The men who officially presided over the affairs of the victoriouns
bourgeois order in its moment of triumph were a deeply reactionary country nobleman from Prussis,
an imitation emperor in France and a succession of aristocratic landowners in Britain.”” The Age af
Capital, 1843-1875 (London: Sphere Book, 1977), p.15.

32. Among analysts who concur in this are Karl Polanyi, op. cit., Gunnar Myrdal, Beyvond tke
Welfare State (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1960); E.H. Carr, Nationalism and After, op. cit.;
and Geofirey Bacraclough, Introduction to Contempeorary History {(London: Penguin, 1968),

33. George Lichtheim, fmperiafism (New York: Praeger, 1971) has proposed a periodisation of
imperialisms, and I have taken the term “‘liberal imperialism'’ from him.

34. ‘“The Imperial State System’’ paper presented to the American Political Science Association,
‘Washington, D.C., August 1980. )

35. Max Beloff was perhaps the first to point 1o the mechanisms whereby participation in
international organisations altered the internal policy-making practices of states in his New
Dimensions in Foreign Policy (London: Allen and Unwin, 1961), R.W. Cox and H.K. Jacobson, et a,
The Angtomy of Influence: Decision-making in International Orgenisation (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1972) represented the political systems of intemational organisations as including
segments of states. R.O. Keohane and 1.S. Nye, '“Transgovernmenta! Relations and Internationsl
Organizations’”, World Politics (Vol. 27 October 1974) pointed to the processes whereby coalitions are
formed among segments of the apparatuses of different states and the ways in which internationgl
institutions facilitate such coalitions, These various works, while they point 10 the existence of
mechanisms for policy co-ordination among states and for penetration of external influences within
states, do not discuss the implications of these mechanisms for the structure of power within states. §t
is this structural aspect I wish to designate by the term “*internationalisation of the state®. Christian
Palloix refers to *‘L’internationalisation de P’appareil de ’Etat nationa, de certains lieux de cet
appareil d’Etat . . . " (L infernationalisation du capital, Paris, Masperc, 1975, p. 82) by which he
designates those segments of national states which sesve as policy supports for the internationalisation
of production. He thus raises the gquestion of structura! changes in the state, though be does not
enlarge upon the point. Keohane and Nys, subsequent to the work mentioned above, linked the
transgovernmental mechanism 1o the concept of “‘interdependence”, Power and Interdependence,
(Boston: Little, Brown, 1977), 1 find this concept tends to obscure the power relationships involved in
structural changes in both state and world order and prefer not to use it for that reason. Peter
Gourevitch, op, cit., does retain the concept interdependence while insisting that it be linked with
power struggles among social forces within states.

36. There is, of course, a whole literature implicit in the argument of this paragraph. Some
sketchy references may be wuseful. Andrew Shonfield, Modern Capitalism (London: Oxford
University Press, 1965) illustrated the development of corporative-type structures of the kind I
assaciate with the welfare-nationalist state. The shift from industry-level corporatism to an enterprise-
based corporatism led by the big public and private corporations has been noted in some industrial
relations works, particularly those concerned with the emergence of a “new working class’, e.g. Serge
Mallet, La nouvelle classe ouvriére (Paris: Seuil, 1963), but the industrial relations literature has
generaily not linked what I have elsewhere called enterprise corporatism to the broader framework
suggested here (cf, R. W, Cox, *Pour une étude prospective des relations de production”, Sociologie
du Travaif, 2, 1977). Erhand Friedberg, '‘L’internationalisation de I'économie et rmodalitds
d'intervention de 1'état: la *politique industrielle’ ', in Planification et Saciété (Grenobte: Presses
univetsitaires de Grenoble, 1974}, pp. 94-108, discusses the subordination of the old coporatism to the
new. The shift in terminology from planning to industrial policy is related to the internationalising of
state and economy. Industrial policy has become a matter of interest to global economic policy

154
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—~ SUBMISSION FORM 13 Submission Pg S180

Submission concerning resource consent on publicly notified a lication under

é‘w DUNEDIN CITY o e ok oc application ¢

i | TR -

i b3 b Sections 95A, Resource Management Act 1991 e ey

et ; ” .: Kaunitera-a-rohe o Dtepotl )

To: Dunedin City Council, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058 -

Resource Consent Number; LUC-2015-469 Applicant: Blueskin oA~

Site Address: 147 Church Road, Merton e

Description of Proposal: Establish 2 community wind farm comprising three turbines

I/We wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent application:
Your Full Name: RO_S.S Af\ a)r”e o j ac L—S @

Address for Service (Postal Address):

Post Code: 20 ! !f:

Telephone: Facsimile:

Email Address:

I: Support/Neutral this Application  I: Dol@ish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing
If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
{Delete the above statement If you would not consider presenting a joint case at a hearing)

Please use the back of this form or attach other pages as required
The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:
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My submission is fincluge the séasons for your views]: o )
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The decision I wish the Council to make is [give precise defalls, Including the parts of the application you wish to have amended
and the general nature of any conditions sought]:

T‘a | v N own _Hhis comSed -

Signature of submitter: /L

(or person §ughorised to sign on behalf of submitter)

Date: 27//“/ /Sh

Notes to Submitter:

Closing Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Councll is Wednesday 2 December at 5pm. A copy
of your submission must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after the service of your subrission on the
Dunedin City Council. The applicant’s address for service js 1121 Mount Cargill Road, RD 2, Waitati 9085,

Electronic Submissions: A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means. Submissions can be
made online at http://www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma or sent by email to planning@dcc. govt.nz

Privacy: Please note that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are available to the
media and the public. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the notified resource consent process,



T SUBMISSION FORM 13 §ub ission Pag S181
e Submission concerning resource consent on plm,gv notified gpplication under
-z DUNEDIN CITY section 95A

SR Sections 95A, Resource Management Act 1991

SfEera e Ksunihers-a-rohe o Otepot!

To: Dunedin City Council, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058

Resource Consent Number: LUC-2015-4569 Applicant: Blueskin Ene g Limited |
Site Address: 147 Church Road, Merton ‘L’J:
Description of Proposal: Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines

J/We wish to lodge a subcrgl_s‘gl‘pn on the above resource ﬁge’_ient application:

Your Full Name: _ S MON RyAN and Taumired ACHRY
A 4

Address for Service (Postal Address):

Telephone: ___ [N Facsimile: —
email adaress: _ | R

Wi¢.SupportENeuiral /Oppose this Application  Wg Do /Be-Not wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing

= : : preseRtHga-ott-case A efi-at-erfearing.
statement if you would not consider presenting a joint case at a hearing)

Post Code: _PSH

(Delete the above

Please use the back of this form or attach other pages as requirerd
The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

The  Subwission relofes 4o e whole 0,!.” He q'pPh'ca-Fn‘an

My submission is [Include the reasons for your views]:

Subwiscion and Gﬂp&d-‘cer aftoe hed

The decision I wish the Council to make is [give precise detalls, Including the parts of the application you wish to have amended
and the general nature of any conditions sought]:

To_ 4turn down  fhis alp'ph'ca-f-'an .

Date: 2 December 2015

Signature of submitter: - ﬂ
{or pefSon authorised to@gn on behalf

Notes to Submlitter:

Closing Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December at 5pm. A copy

of your submission must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after the service of your submission on the

Dunedin City Council. The applicant’s address for service is 1121 Mount Cargill Road, RD 2, Waitati 9085,

Electronic Submissions: A signature s not required if you make your submission by electronic means. Submissions can be
made online at http.//www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma or sent by email to planning@dcc.govt.nz

Privacy; Please note that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are available to the
media and the public. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the notified resource consent process.




RESOURCE CONSENT NOTICE L
Submission Pg S182
Public Notice of Application for Resource Consent
Sections 95A Resource Management Act 1991

The Dunedin City Council has received the following application for a resource consent:
Resource Consent Application No: LUC-2015-469
NMame of Applicant: Blueskin Energy Limited

Location of Site: 147 Church Road, Merton, being that land legally described as
Lot 1-2 Deposited Plan 473199 held in Computer Freehold
Register 646829

Description of Application: Resource consent is sought to establish a community owned
wind farm on Porteous Hill near Warrington. The proposed
facility will comprise 3 turbines. The full height of the
turbines from ground level to rotor tip will be between 80-
102m in height. The locational layout of the turbines is
identified in the application as indicative and subject to
adjustments. Layout adjustments will not result in the
turbines being moved closer to dwellings.

Earthworks will be required for the project to construct access
tracks and excavate foundations., These are estimated to bhe
up to 6500m? in volume. Parts of the site are located within
the North Coast Costal Landscape Preservation Area but the
turbines are located outside the landscape area boundary.

The proposal is assessed as a non-complying activity under
the operative Dunedin City District Plan as wind farm activities
are a utility that is not provided for in the operative Plan.

The Proposed Second Generation District Plan (2GP) was
notified on 26 September 2015. Community wind farms are
intended to be a discretionary restricted activity under the
2GP. The proposed rules do not have immediate effect and at
this time there are no relevant rules to consider. The 2GP
objectives and policies must be taken into account.

The application contains an assessment of effects that incudes
expert reports on landscape, noise and ecological effects.

The application may be inspected online, at the City Planning Desk at the Dunedin City Council
Customer Service Centre, Civic Centre, 50 The Octagon or at the Blueskin Bay Library. Please contact
John Sule on phone 03 477 4000 if you have any questions about the application.

Anyone may make a submission on the application. You.may do so by delivering a written submisslon
to City Planning, Dunedin City Council, at 50 The Octagon; submitting electronically at the website
below; emailing to planning@dcc.govt.nz; or mailing to PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058, A
signature is not required if you submit by electronic means. The submission must be in Form 13.
Copies of this form and the application document are available from the Dunedin City Council’s website

via www.dupedin.govt.nz/rma

Submissions close on 2 December 2015.

You must serve a copy of your submission on Blueskin Energy Limited, the applicant, whose address for
service is 1121 Mount Cargill Road, RD2, Waitati 9085, as soon as reasonably practicable after serving

%n:ission on the D?nedin City Councll.

Signature on behalf-ef Dunedin City Council

ZJH'/IS'

Date
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LUC-2015-469 Applicant: Blueskin Energy Limited

Site Address: 147 Church Road, Merton

Description of Proposal:

Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines

We: Oppose this Application

We: Do wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing
This submission relates to the whole of the Application

The decison we wish the Council to make is:

To turn down this Application

Simon Ryan and Jennifer Ashby

Preamble

The submission being made on our behalf by Karen Price of Chancery Green and her legal
team represents the full range of our concerns, including landscape and visual effects,
acoustic effects of wind turbine operation, construction effects, vibration effects, shadow
flicker and blade glint, bird strike, and electromagnetic effects on radio and satellite
communication. Our personal submission below is confined to specific points of the proposal
as they affect our domestic and farming amenities, present and future livelihood and the well
being of our family and our environment.

Our situation

We live with our 15 year old daughter, Naomi, at I V< have lived here
on our small farm property of 25 ha for 10 years. Qur submission sets out in detail the
considerable investment of time, labour and savings which we have already put into the
creation of a sustainable and resilient mode of living on this area of coastal land. We both
lead busy professional lives in our work in Dunedin and most of our free time is taken up with
our farming and conservation activities. Our daughter, Naomi, has two further years at high
school and will go on to tertiary study while living here. She has her horses here and spends
a lot of time outside on the farm. Our three other children have left home quite recently. They
are finishing their university studies or working in Dunedin and are frequently here with us. A
major motivation for our investment in this rural coastal property is so that when we are
deceased we may provide them and any of their future offspring with a well-planned and
resilient organic farm environment and a possible form of refuge from at least a part of the
economic and environmental struggles faced by their generation. Qrganic food can be
produced here in abundance. If the wind farm project is consented, we may be forced to
leave our home.

Our property is located only 200m from the nearest of the proposed turbines, which is 471m
from our residential dwelling. We consider this close proximity to be an unreasonable and
unfair burden and restriction of our right to enjoy the amenities of our beautiful coastal
property, which offers magnificent sea views out to Taiaroa Heads from one aspect and the
rolling and hummocky terrain of Omimi and the Silverpeaks from other angles.



Submission Pg S184



Submission Pg S185

View of 30 Pryde Rd showing house and farm buildings 2011

Distances of dwellings around Pryde Rd area from proposed turbines.
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We have for many years firmly held the view that wind generation has a positive role to play
in New Zealand's sustainable energy future. However, for the reasons set out below we are
adamantly opposed to the siting of wind farms where they are close to dwellings, in locations
where they can cause such adverse effects as noise and visual disturbance (even if strictly
"legal"), ground vibration, damage to water catchment and soil quality, bird strike, light
pollution, shadowing or flickering, the lowering of landscape gualities and the destruction of
wild-life habitats. We have been planning our own transition to photevoltaic generation for
some time now and remain convinced that in hilly locations like the Blueskin Bay coastal area
solar generation is the least environmentally damaging and most resilient option for individual
and small-scale community energy projects. {As a model for this see the Biueskin Nurseries
solar generation installation). It strikes us as ironic that we are now faced with opposing a
wind farm application for an inappropriate site on Porteous Hill so close to our home.

Adverse effects on our land use

As committed environmentalists’ we have undertaken to improve the water quality and
reduce the carbon footprint in a small but significant way. We have fenced ali water courses
and planted riparian borders.

We have undertaken extensive tree and shrub planting. We practice composting and do not
use chemical fertilisers so as to enhance earthworm activity and support soil biclogy. We
have begun to install solar-powered electric fences and lights. Our hill paddocks (closest to
the wind turbine site) are home to large numbers of skinks, the survival of which we have
assisted by control of cats and the planting of coprosmas. Porteous Hill in general and our

! Member of Farest and Bird 1D APPXA2015

Supporter of Oil Free Otago {featured on news item at a protest Port Chalmers)
Member of Labour Party Environmental Group.

Subscriber to Soil and Health
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property specifically is home to numbers of birds including eastern falcons, black backed
gulls, kereru and tui, grey warblers and many exotic species.

Future land use(s)

Soil tests on our flat paddocks have shown that our soil is high quality volcanic soil, rich in
mineral content with very good soil biology. As we are running the property organically our
soils are not polluted by cadmium and as we have now established shelter belts, the land is
beginning to be suitable for growing food and tree crops. In terms of the sustainability and
foed security of the Dunedin region, cur property has long-term significance as a future
source of food for local residents and bird life.

We are approaching retirement from our professional lives and have been making plans for
organic food production from our unit to sustain ourselves, our whanau, and potentially the
community. We are in communication with the loca! "Our Food Network” to consider the
establishment of a community garden, when Simon retires in approx, 2-3 years time.

Farm from south western slopes of our property approx. 200 m from proposed turbine site.
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Tree planting to stabilise soil and sustain skinks.

In this context we are understandably distressed and angered at the prospect of large
industrial turbines so close to our home. The noise and visual effects the of turbines will make
working in gardens outdoors a trying experience and will put others off from working on our
property. | consider that the noise pollution detracts significantly from the amenity value of our
property. It also contradicts Policy 2.2.2.1 ¢ and Policy 2.2.2 ¢ of the proposed 2GP.

We also have plans to begin a homestay tourist business. Our house already has an ensuite
and is of suitable quality for this purpose The turbines will dominate the formerly breathtaking
views and will make this means of earning an income from our property impossible.
Europeans especially come here to our region to get away from wind turbines!

The seaward view from our upper Porteous Hill paddocks after snow
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Instability of Hazard Zone Level 2 Terrain and Water Concerns

We have been researching the effects of ground vibration of wind turbine platforms through
soil and water and have significant concerns that poor environmental management of the
land, which includes the turbine site, prior to this proposal, will exacerbate the adverse effects
and loss of amenities which this proposal already represents. Slips and inundation from water
stored in the illustrated pond have the potential to cause considerable damage to our
property. This slip iliustrated occurred in 2013 after prolonged rain flooded the pond above us.

2013 landslip looking directly towards site of proposed Turbine 3 - approx 200m away
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The property on which the turbines are proposed to be sited is a rather barren dairy farm run
off with poor pasture, unfenced water, erosion from overstocking and cuttings, crude
excavations for water catchment (which has caused stock drownings) and erosion and
removal of native bush, which has caused further damage to soil and stability. This is not the
case for the surrounding properties including ours which are planted in bird friendly trees and
shrubs and which attract many birds.

One of our many shelter belt plantings

While the run off may be considered a suitable site for turbines in terms of its windswept and
relatively harsh environs, the surrounding lifestyle blocks and small farms are rich in
biodiversity and bird life making them unsuitable to be marred by noisy unsightly turbines
dominating the skyline and making the properties unliveable.

The photographs below illustrate the present condition of the land immediately beneath the
turbine sites bounding on our property. The pond was first excavated above our property
around 2005. Land mismanagement there has already caused two slips. The 2013 slip
destroyed two spring outlets. The pond and slip are approximately 200 metres from Turbine 3
as shown on Pg & of Appendix 1 of the Application.

We have concerns regarding the effect of ground vibrations from turbine platforms on this and
other unstable areas along the hill boundary. lllustrated is one of the two spring collection
points which were destroyed due to the 2013 slip.
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Defunct spring outlet 2015

Excavated pond below propesed Turbine 3 site. Qur boundary is the fence.
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Boundary edge of pond. The low part of the clay bank is where the big Inundation began.

Pond from above.
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As can be seen in these photos, the management of the water is not optimal on the property
on which the turbine sites are proposed. We are anxious with regard to the potential for
further inundation by this water which could cause even larger slips and pasture damage. As
can be seen, this pond is already unstable, prone to overflowing and could be affected by the
added vibration of construction and operation of the proposed wind farm or alteration to
drainage patterns.

The hill slopes above our house are in Hazard Zone, level 2. The previous owners were
required by the DCC to plant trees to mitigate this before the building site was consented.
Constructing huge vibrating structures up on top of this hill and woolshed/yards seems
unwise and violates policy 2.2.2.3 of the 2GP. Some large rocks were dislodged during the
Christchurch earthquakes and rolled down to the lower fenceline, so we are well aware of the
land movement possible on our hillsides.

Such effects make this proposal inconsistent with the 2GP 2.2.2.3.11. Kai Tahu desired
outcomes, Natural hazards, erosion (p 15).

Bird Strike

As bird lcvers we enjoy the variety of birdlife on our property, especially the falcons, which in
the last twelve months have increased in number, due probably to the cutting of pine forests
on the western SH1 side of Porteous Hill providing them with piles of suitable debris as
nesting sites. On researching the potential for bird strike, we consider the proposed siting of
three turbines in a triangulated pattern and low on the horizon from the Blueskin Bay angle, to
be a potentially deadly hazard, particularly to the falcons and black backed gulls. We have
learned that other residents or Porteous Hill and Warrington are concerned for the wading
birds and migratory birds (godwits), which live in the estuary all or some of the time.

Kereru are frequent visitors to our garden (2015)

10
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In the mornings the black backed gulls circle at the top of Porteous Hill orientating themselves
before flying out to sea. Instead of watching these birds with pleasure, we are now filled with
dread to think what the outcome will be for them. Reading the 2009 DOC “Impacts of wind
farms on birds: a review” (See Appendix B) has identified manifest hazards in relation to the
inappropriate siting of wind turbines and this site appears to us to possess all the identified
risk factors. The Application describes the risk to birds as minor, but we have seen no
substantial justification for this conclusion in the Ecological Assessment Report for this claim.
Endangered eastern falcons may not survive here with even 2-3 deaths a year, when this is
combined with trucks on SH1 running them over, sadly already a common occurrence.

| note Powlesland's comments:

“a precautionary approach to wind farms at coastal sites, windfarms can have a negative
impact on the abundance of shorebirds"

“the most important factor that influences raptor (eg falcons) collision rate appears to be the
topography....elevation and...ridges and slopes."

"the issue of these lights atiracting or confusing nocturnally migrating birds and resuiting in
them colliding with turbines is a concern for wildlife agencies.”

"although waterfowl and shorebirds seem to avoid turbines, significant numbers have been
known to collide with associated power lines especially when located near wetlands".

“there have been large mortality events at a variety of lit structures as a result of nocturnal
migrant birds being disoriented... when forced to fly at low altitude by rain and mist.”

"Studies of bird collisions at coastal wind farms have generally reported higher numbers of
collisions, which may reflect higher bird densities at coastal sites."?

This issue alone makes this site unsuitable and likely to cause distressing impact to
sensitive coastal ecosystems with consequences for tourism and quality of life. [t
makes this proposal inconsistent with Kai Tahu Outcomes desired for the Coast, 2GP,
Kai Tahu, 4, Coast (p. 11).

Lighting of turbines

The Applicant has provided contradictory and somewhat irrational explanations in relation to
the lighting of the turbines. When speaking to my husband at our home in 2013 as part of the
“consultation” he informed Simon that he "would get used to the lights". Later (Public Meeting
19/11/15) the Applicant has contradicted this by saying that BEL do not plan to light the
turbines. These confusing, dismissive and contradictory messages give us no confidence that
this is a well-planned or rational project or that our very valid concerns are being taken
seriously.

? Powlesland, R. G "Impacts of wind farms on birds: a review: Science for Conservation” Department of
Conservation 2009,

11
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Visual Dominance of Turbines and the Question of Scale

We comment here on the Landscape Assessment Report only as it relates to our home and
enjoyment of outdoor amenities at 90 Pryde Rd. We note the description, “the entrance to
Scurr Quarry, [Pryde Rd] provides the most direct public view to Turbine 2 just 860 m away,
with Turbine 3 set back further ..." (p. 12). This essentially depicts our view of the turbines
when working or walking on that area of the farm. In our house and garden, we are some 400
m closer, working or walking in the paddocks on our Porteous Hill slopes boundary, we are
only 200m away.

It will perhaps assist the panel to gain a much less rosy sense of the oppressive visual
presence of the proposed turbine towers above our home and farmland, when one notes that
the tallest structure in Dunedin and its most prominent landmark, the transmitting station mast
on Mt Cargill, measures 104.5-metres (343 ft), aimost exactly the elevation of upper reach of
the blade tips of the Gamesa-G58 wind turbines referred to in the Application. The scaling of
the relative height of the turbine towers in Simulation 2 (p.11) conveys an inaccurate
impression of the actual height of the proposed turbines in relation to 90 Pryde Rd. It requires
little imagination to gauge the adverse visual effects of three industrial structures the size of
the Mt Cargill transmitting tower visible from every viewpoint around our land and house. The
Application is seeking a height ceiling of a further 20 m above this. The descriptors cited
under the images below may be amusing in another context. In relation to the dominance of
our land and skyline, the language used amounts to a grotesque and inhumane denial of the
inescapable and oppressive visual presence that these industrial structures will have on our
daily existence.

"slim towers projecting above the lana” (9); “a rather boulique situation” (9); "graceful sculptural structures” (10) 777

The landscape assessment notes that “[plerception is affected by the relationship to the
installation™ (p.11). Further “[wlhereas an external corporate's instaliation is more likely seen
as intrusive, as a community installation, the cluster will likely be seen with pride.” This
statement is used to support the conclusion that “any adverse visual effects ... will only be of
minor significance” (p. 11-12).This conclusion appears quite erroneous from the visual

12
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perspective of 80 Pryde Rd. We contend that the adverse visual impact on our lives will be
major.

Consultation by Blueskin Energy Limited and Claim of Wide Community Support

We have both noted in the Application that claims of wide community support and the
frequent use of the term ‘community’ as it pertains to Activity Status as a discretionary
‘Community Support Activity’ are prominent and constitute a central justification for the pursuit
of this wind farm proposal. Many questions relating the claims around the ‘community project’
were put to the BEL’s Project Manager at the Warrington Public Meeting on 19.11.2015. As
some of the residents of Porteous Hill most directly affected by the proposal, we briefly outline
for the panel our experience of communication, consultation and community engagement with
Biueskin Energy Limited up to the notification of the Application by the DCC (received in post
6.11.2015).

Some three years ago, the Project Manager of BEL arrived wanting to talk about a wind farm
project when Simon was home sick. Mr Willis talked to him for 40 minutes or so about the
intentions of Blueskin Energy Lid to construct 2 community wind farm on Portegus Hill.
Simon's many questions were met with responses which appeared dismissive of concerns
about any adverse effects the turbines might have on the environment, our family,
neighbours, and our quiet rural existence. Apparently the wind farm was going to happen
anyway, so there was not much to really discuss. The turbines would generate noise and be
lit at night. Simon was told that we would get used to having them close to our home. Mr
Willis stated that at most the towers would be 45 m. or so high and the rotor tips around 60 m.

It is difficult to understand how such communication can be viewed as open and positive
‘community consultation’ about a ‘community’ project of this scale. Questions which ran
counter to BEL’s wind energy vision were ignored. Simon was told that the ‘community’ was
already sclidly behind it. Some local public meetings had taken place but neither we nor our
neighbours, as we have recently leamed, knew about these meetings or could have attended,
if they had. The Project Manager supplied Simon with no printed information, promotional
material or even a business card with a website address. Simon gave him his work email. Up
to the time of notification we received no further communication from anyone connected with
the Blueskin Resilient Energies Trust or BEL. We now have substantiai grounds to believe
that this experience of BEL’s consultation practices is representative of many residents in the
surrounding area. A telephone call from the DCC less than a month ago to request
permission for a technician to enter our property to take reference-level acoustic
measurements in relation to the Application came literally out of the blue for us and our
neighbours around Pryde Road and Porteous Hill.

The Appendices of the resource consent have made interesting reading. The consuitation
responses shed considerable light on the actual feelings of the community, many of whom
were already voicing very similar concerns to our own back in 2011.

We present here a selection from the Application (Appendix B3) in which residents reflect
such concerns. These are set out in full in our Appendix A. It is important that these
expressions of concern over adverse effects of the proposal are also taken into consideration
and we politely request the pane! to carefully examine the Appendix.

13
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A brief sample of these responses from:
Community Consultation Document: What did the community signal in April 2011°

‘I think it's good so long as the area and the communities aren't adversely affected there has
to be you know those over riding benefits to agree and you wouldn't want to be in a position
where it was actually splitting the communities because you know as | said before small
communities are fairly tight and yeah they do have their views.” (R16)

“From here wherever a wind turbine is situated it's not going to be a visuai obsiruction to us
so | suppose it's very easy for us to say we are in favour of it if you had it sitting in view all of
the time then | can see that people might not be so happy about it.” (R3)

‘I guess the main things for me would be just that | felt that they were placed appropriately
and I'd definitely not want them placed in some of the iconic landscapes that we have around
here on some of the skylines.” {R6)

“Can we be reassured that someone is looking out for the birds? What is the risk to them?”

“Experience in Germany suggests that turbines can result in health impacts if located too
close to houses (R4).

“ know they sort of looked around for funding and the Hikurangi Foundation came along and
said that they would provide funding but only specificaily for a wind turbine so that's kind of
channelled the thought processes and the energy towards a wind turbine whether that's kind
of the most appropriate thing to begin with or not that's just where the moneys at so that's as
far as 1 know why there’s the focus on the wind turbine.” (R6)

“It doesn’t make me anymore amendable towards somebody sticking a bioody great big wind
turbine up on that ridge.” (R8)

To summarise: While we acknowledge that a form of community consultation was undertaken
by BEL and the Trust, we contend that the repeated claims made in the Application in relation
to wide community consultation and support are not supported by our experience, that of our
neighbours here, or that of most of the 85 local residents of the Porteous Hill, Warrington,
Evansdale and Waitati area who attended the rapidly organized public meeting in the
Warrington Hall on 19th November 2015. Neither are these claims supported by a close
examination of the survey and meeting exit straw poll material accompanying the Application.
The claims for positive and widespread community support for a wind farm on Porteous Hill in
their executive summary and eisewhere are significantly undermined by a large number of the
written comments actually submitted. It is also interesting to note from the information in the
Application that the number attending the 19.11.2015 Warrington meeting immediately
following the DCC's notification of BEL's actual consent application almost equalled the total
number of 90 or so people who attended the three public meetings in the area conducted by
BEL after 1,000 invitations had been distributed. Many people have only in November 2015
learned for the first time what is actually being proposed by BEL. There are therefore many
substantial questions still to be addressed about the actual community benefits which may or
may not result given that the proposed form of generation, the scale, siting, ownership,
accountability, use and distribution of the power generated differ greatly in the Application
from what we have recently learned many in the local area understood as a locally owned,

® Application Appendix B3, Gorrie Seth, Blueskin People Power: Community perspectives on the BRCT energy
project. 2011

14
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small-scale energy project. Three wind turbines with a potential upper blade tip reach of 125
m hardly matches the ordinary citizen's sense of something ‘small-scale’. The energy will not
specifically or exclusively power Blueskin Bay. There will not be cheaper local electricity or
guaranteed security of supply for our community. The distribution network remains
unchanged. We contend that the evidence of public responses provided by the Applicant in
Appendix B3 does not justify the claim for widespread community support for a2 wind farm on
Porteous Hill but rather serves to substantially contradict it.

Are the residents of Warrington, Porteous Hill, Waitati and Doctors’ Point, who are opposing
this proposal, not also members of the Blueskin Bay communiiy?

To conclude

We question the environmental and economic justification (small amount of electricity
generation into the grid in an already over-supplied and flat market) and the ethical and iegal
precedents, which this proposal may establish®. Further to this, as a member of the Dunedin
community | hope to prevent the stress and anguish, which this proposal has caused my
family and |, from occurring to other Dunedin residents.

We consider this proposal to be a violation of sustainable principles and fair, equitable and
resilient community relationships. The very principles which are laid out in the 2GP regarding
food security, resilient communities, water conservation and ecological care are contradicted
by the way in which this proposal has evolved from a community project, to a more
commercial utility and by the hazardous site chosen and the selective use of consultation. |
cite Naomi Klein on new models of sustainable economic development: ". it is clear that we
need an economy that starts from the premise that our goal is to protect life, to protect the
living system that supports us and build from that. The common thread is caring for people
and caring far the earth".

While we believe that the Blueskin Resilient Energy Trust began with sound and positive
principles, we, and others in the community, now consider what has emerged to be a divisive
and potentially destructive project which has altered profoundly in the course of its
development, but which still draws upon past claims to community involvement, sustainability
and local energy resilience to gain approval and support for consent. We note that several
original members of the Trust are now opposing this proposal.

We also contend that this proposal violates the Policies 2.2.2.1 ¢, 2.2.2.3 b of the proposed
2GP (the aim to support small and large scale renewable energy generation “in appropriate
locations”) and is in violation of Qutcomes 5 and 11 desired by Kai Tahu, (p. 13) relating to
hazard management and biodiversity in a number of ways which we have described above.

In summary, we strongly oppose the granting of this consent to Biueskin Energy Limited for
many reasons, including the following:

1. Our amenity values significantly reduced.

2. Badly chosen coastal site, just above a notified Hazard Zone, level 2, also increasing risk of
bird strike.

3. Noise and visual pollution will impact severely on our outdoor work.

4. Precedent for more of these structures to be sited 200-400m from dwellings and work places.
5. Eliminates our property as a tourist home stay destination and restricts our ability to continue
to make a living when retired.

* ODT 14/10/12 "Green power out of the blug" - "If we get this right, it could be just one of a number of community
wind turbine clusters that appear throughout the region and the country," Mr Freear said.”

15
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6. Landscape values diminished; this property is part of a significant landscape, the turbines
look oppressive, out of place and overbearing even in the Simulations, which appear far from
accurate in relation to 90 Pryde Rd.

7. I =5 positive community values, e.g. local food production, future community
gardens, biodiversity - falcons, gulls, skinks etc.

8. The disruption of spring water sources on which we and others depend.

9. Patchy, sometime patronising community consultation, ignoring or overriding many voices.
10. Lack of transparency from BEL in spite of explicit claims to community status.

11. Production of social division and unpleasantness in the community.

12. Negative impacts on tourism and future home buyers; fourists come to Dunedin to get away
froim wind turbines, future home buyers/builders wili not invest.

Thank you for your attention.

16
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Appendix A

Sample of Community Engagement Responses from Application, Online
Appendix B3.

22
Community Division

| think if they try and do it there will be a lot of community unrest and that's what they have got
to weighup against.” (R8)

| can see from the people in Waitati's point of view that there might be really good value in
this and it's not going to impinge on their lifestyles too much but for the people over here it will
and | think that if they did try and push ahead it would cause a great deal of unrest | think."
(R8)

“Oh there will be people who don’t want it and who will fight it every step of the way because
they will think that the big windmill will ruin their life and you know I'm not looking forward to
the community battle really to get the thing through because it will alienate, there is probably
some people who | know and | won’t agree with them but I'l! still be sad that they’re pissed off
and think that everybody else is their enemy and so you know I'm not actually looking forward
toit.” (R14)

Anything renewable is good renewable sustainable but I'm possibly more interested in energy
efficiency and reduction of consumption then building more generation.” (R5)

" think it's to be encouraged and it's not a case of not in-my backyard | mean | think that as
much as we can we should use renewable forms of energy but we have also got fo use
energy in a way that doesn’t create as many bad effects as it's solving

o yes it's good to use renewable energy but not if your adding to poliution or visual pollution
or any other of the you know it could be noise pollution and so there is a whole lot of other
considerations just because something is renewable doesn’t make it the gold standard it has
to be a whole suite of things | think.” (R8)

it isn't just good because it's renewakle energy and we are all free huggers you know that
doesn’t make it automatically good it has to actually be viable as well.” (R14)
3.31

3.35.2

Turbines

| probably am capable of opposing a wind turbine though | mean I'm only saying that there
may be some effect of the wind turbines that | don’t quite understand that | wouldn't like.”
(R14

New Zealand
Experiences
1

when you get right up close you think ‘shit they’re big’ yeahit kind of seemed surreal
somehow these things on such an almost not unspoiled but such a bare landscape these big
manmade things in the middle of it kind of felt weird.” (R5)

Do you know how high the one in Karori is because | have seen that one so | can gauge it
(R6)
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“Yve seen ones in Wellington when they were fairly new and being erected and seen the odd
one here and there but haven't ever lived close enough or lived within a community being
affected in that way.” (R16

| haver’t got anything against the turbines it's just where you put them.” (R8)

“| think putting it in a place that would desecrate the view of our entire community like in the
Osbome Purakaunui area | think that's really stupid.”

(R8)

| mean ! think they should stick them all up in Wellington
“| don't even know where they are planning to put them.” (R10)

Specific Sites
“Oh right yeah no | don't know the new proposed sites.” (R1)

These ones well that’s the sanctuary there so that's another worry | guess that one there is
pretty good because that's the closest to the substation because does it have to go through
that?
n (R2)

| don't know any of these | don't know any of the other spots

" (R5)

»| wonder about the visuals of that in terms of that's why it would be good to sort of see mock
ups in terms of and with mock ups it would be good to see them from a couple of a

ngles to.” (R11)

Not In My Backyard
Because you'd say ‘yes I'd agree to that if it wasn't in your backyard’ type of thing.” (R1)

{ don't feel that it should be a problem, however t don’t have to live underneath them and if |
did | might feel differently.” (R4)

“Well | would specifically oppose this site here which is directly out our window | guess as |
say at the risk of sounding selfish | probably wouldn't be too concerned about Double Hill."
(R9)

Comparing energy types
“Yeah | guess and again it would be a trade-off of how much environmental damage you are
preventing by having a wind farm." (R7)

When you are effecting an entire sort of place in terms of it's natural beauty | mean | don't
think we should be scarring it's like saying well gold is a really good thing but you don't go
around digging up all of our National Parks to get gold and | think it's the same thing here
renewable energy is a really good thing but hell we don't want to destroy what we have got in
the process and so | guess I'm sort of on that Graham Sydney kind of thing where nothing
against the renewable resource as a concept but lets not destroy what makes us New
Zealand in the process.” (R8)

“Absolutely | mean again I'd want to make an informed choice so you'd be comparing visual
disturbance versus profitability and viability.” (R11)

Effects
4.1
Design,

It is really important so that it doesn’t end up annoying anyone which | imagine is going to be
pretty difficult because there is already so many or so much residential so many lifestyle
blocks and stuff so scattered around | mean my vision for a iandscape is much more like have
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a village and then have more like clusters of residential areas and lifestyle blocks and that
enables you to have other areas which are more like farms and orchards and things and then
forestry and then perhaps energy generation areas that aren’t going to get in the way of
people enjoying the landscape or having residencies being annoyed by the negative aspects
of generation.” (R6)

That's what | mean it's more the visual pollution that would you know be even more important
to al! of those people than the noise pollution [ think

"(R1)

“Like well if they were here [Mopanui] and then the people in Warrington would definitely ses
them.” (R2)

The bottom line would be the visual desecration of the view if you like.” (R8)

‘| don’t want anything visually intrusive in my little patch so as selfish as that may be that is a
fact because it's a very natural setting here.” (R9)

“We've got such a beautiful scenic area around here and it's like how we can choose
locations that leave a sort of most visually, most wild and free looking landscape still looking
like that yeah | don’t know. That's why | say it's all academic when you see visuals and then
you go ‘oh yeah that works' or ‘oh nah that's bad'.” (R11)

“With the wind turbines it's really just the visual thing that that would concern me.” (R13)
“Only the ones you know if they stuck up on you know the Mopanui ridge if we could sort of
see them from this side then yeah it would be that visual thing really that’s just to me
anyway.” (R13)

Noise
Noise pollution does come into it but it's only in the immediate sort of vicinity you haven't got
that ‘whoosh whoosh” you know it'd get bloody annoying.

(R1)
“Well yeah but you know um the big, the wind turbines and that are not as | mean there is the
noise pollution factor and they are especially those big ones you know

Yeah oh | don't think | would be too upset by them | don’t know how noisy are they?” (I know
people oppose them because of the noise from them and they are unfortunate and | think
there shotild be compensation in those cases.” (R8)

“Anything that impairs the view here | would be totally opposed to.” {R9)

“So it would be purely a visual thing that it would be.” (RQ)

I'm only opposed to it if it impacts on the scenery really.” (R9)

“Noise would | suppose.” (R10)

“| have heard that wind turbines can be really noisy sc | think that is a huge issue.” (R11)
“Most people live out here because they like the quiet and you can tell city dwellers when they
move out here because they will be really noisy because when you live in the city you make it
and they setile down and they realise how quiet it is here and that sound travels so thinking
about sound travelling like up on a hill where the wind blows will that socund come because
noise yeah | really like the quiet and most people | know out here really like the quiet so we
are fairly intolerant of noise so that would be a big issue | would imagine in terms of location
and design.” (R11)

“| don’t know whether you'd probably hear them here would you if they were way over there, it
would be annoying though if you were sort of sitting outside having a barbeque or something
and you hear that noise all of the time.”

(R13)

“| don’t particularly have any personal understanding of things ||ke noise pollution from wind
turbines and whether they can stop you sleeping at night.”

(R14)

I'd be surprised if we could hear them from here." (R15)
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The sound that would annoy me if there was you know a lot of noise or a constant sound.”
{R16)

“So it'd be a bit like the trains going past they are unpredictable we don’t know but | think that
like you know with a train going past it's there and it's gone and you just don't hear them
anymore because it's part of your lifestyle but if it

was a constant sound yeah it's a bit like a local band practicing you know if you hear them
start up at nine o'clock at night you know they are only going to go for a couple of hours and
that's it and you know they have done all they can to sound proof where they practice um
which has been really thoughtful but yeah | don’t know how I'd cope with the unpredictability
and the constant noise it'd be interesting to you know probably hear something like a tape.”
(R16)

“You know like this is what like for you to sit underneath one that is already erected and say
well this is what it sounds like at half a kilometre, this is two kilometres and this is five
because when | talk about any sound or any noise and someone else talks about it we can be
talking about different things.”

(R16)

4.4

Scale

“Yeah no | think I'd rather prefer you know the small on the smaller scale than the larger
scale.” (R1)

| think that | would like to know more about the pros and cons of like you said befare about
three big towers or multiple smaller ones I'd like to know more about the advantages and
disadvantages.” {R5)

If it's got to be a certain size or there has got to be a certain number of them then | think if
that's made really clear and everybody is educated about that then everyone well most
people or the people who are into it will understand

why that's happened whereas | know like a surprise ‘why the hell did they have to put ten of
the dam things up there’.” (R6)

| don't like the mega big ones | don't like the amount of infrastructure needed to be taken in
by road the roads that get put in to build these enormous structures and then and the
servicing of them the wind towers themselves are one thing to look at but it's the destruction
to the ground environment because they are big I'm really anti big things.” (R11)

I'm really interested in little wind turbines so we can use wind in a way that isn't completely
violating the site that you put it on for other peoples benefit and the way that historically Otago
has been dammed so that people in Auckland can have power and you know or the Waitaki
gets ruined or you know there is just so many projects | don't like the big projects | like the
idea of the small turbines that aren’'t you know locking at one or two or three small turbines it
is not a sea of mega turbines and if we could have lots of little places generating power close
to where ii is being used.” (R11)

“| like the idea of small turbines close to environments where people live rather than large
turbines because if you put them somewhere where no one can hear them you've probably
just munted some beautiful environment.”

“] think local is the best and more small in lots and fewer large, yeah | don’t think they should
build anymere big hydro dams | don’t think they should build the big wind farms.” (R12)

“The scale of it is just | mean it's not just the turbines it's the roads it's the people going in and
out and the what is a quite a deserted area will become.”

(R12)

“So that type of mega energy that's for somebody else you know even if it is renewable | find
is distasteful and an intrusion into my living space.” (R14)

sensible.” {R14)

“I'm not sure you know what numbers there would be or what sizes and | guess all of that
does make a difference to anybody’s decisions on how much they would like to look at them
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but | think that you know if the numbers there were solely providing power for this community
| can’t imagine that there would not be so many that it would be a huge issue.” (R15)

39

“Obviously the smaller it is the less visually annoying it is and aiso 1 don’t know but | have
heard that they can make a lot of noise so | am assuming that the smaller they are the less
noise they make but I'm not certain of that.”

(R11)

4.5

Height

In termsof the size of the turbines again | don’t think it really should matter but as | say | don't
have to have it on my property.” (R4)

| don’t know encugh about wind power to know what the height does for you in other words
does it just allow it to have larger blades.” (R7)

Yeah the smaller the better”

(RO)

"Okay so thirty metres | might just write that down be

cause | wasn't sure so sort of the personal use is about ten metres and then thirty metre is
like the community one.” (R11}

46

Quantity

if this is just all we are doing is trying to meet the needs of the local community then I'm not
certain that | know in fact | can tell you that | don’t know how many turbines we would need at
all so that is some information | would need to know before | made a decision.” (R4)

“| would rather see none but | guess if there was a cluster over here or over there it would be
less intrusive than a whole line.” {R9)

“Yeah two turbines is okay and two vou know the thirty metre or whatever they are the New
Zealand one sounds good.” (R12) '

Wildlife

“| would be concerned if | felt that this one here,pointing to the one above Orokonui
Ecosanctuary if | felt that that was going to have any impact on the birdiife there

Well the Godwits come in over here | don't know whether they come in and around and down
to there, 1 would have a concern if it caused problems for the wildlife yes but a
s far as people are concerned| think we just have to get a grip.” (R4)

Well | think thatl know that the sanctuary is hoping to increase some of the native bird
populations | mean including ones that might not just stay in the area or not just stay in the
sanctuary

| wonder if they develop some like because | know that most turbines don't have any sort of
cages around them because like | mean that is sort of being considerate of birds and that but
| mean there is hardly ever birds and that there is just magpies and hawks...
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How do wind farms impact on birds?

Wind geaeration iz poised for rapid expansion in New Zealal,
being expected (o supply up to 20% of New Zealand’s energy needs
fry 2020. However, nothing 1s known about the likely impacts

of winid favais on our bird populations, This literature review
shouas that the mals impacts of wind farins on birds in other
caiidries fnclude collision fatalities, babitat loss and disturbance,
A Koy frinding a5 lbar wind farms bave variable effects on birds,
degending o sfecies, season and site, and no fwo wind farms are
the same making ii difficult to generalise from studies carried out
tiz Oiber couitivies, therefore, it is finperative that we gain more
frefurmalicon about the New Zealand situation,

Powlesland, R. 2009: Impact of wind farms on birds: a review, Science for
Cornservation 289. 51p.

New Zealand Government
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Impacts of wind farms on birds:
a review

Ralph G. Powlesland

Research and Development Group, Department of Conservation, PO Box 10420,
The Tetrace, Wellington 6043, New Zcaland. Email: rpowlesland®@doc.govt.nz

ABSTRACT

The impacts of wind farms on New Zealand bird species and populations are
unknown. This document reviews available literature on the impacts of onshore
wind farms on birds, based on studies in other countries. A key finding is that wind
farms tend to have variable effects on bird populations, which can be species-,
season- and/or site-specific. The impacts include collision fatalities, habitat loss
and disturbance resulting in displacement. The main factors that contribute to
collision fatalities are proximity to areas of high bird density or frequency of
movements (migration routes, staging areas, wintering areas), bird species {(some
are more prone to collision or displacement than others), landscape features that
concentrate bird movement, and poor weather conditions. In many instances, the
numbers of carcasses reported are likely to be underestimates, as they are often
based only on found carcasses, without accounting for scavenging and searcher
efficiency. Habitat loss as 2 result of wind farm construction seems to have a
minor impact on birds, as typically only 2-5% of the total wind farm area is taken
up by turbines, buildings and roads. However, the cumulative loss of sensitive
or rare habitats may be significant, especially if multiple large developments
are sited at locations of high bird use. Disturbance of birds as a result of wind
farm development may arise from increased activity of people at the site,
and/or the presence, motion and noise of turbines. The level of disturbance to
birds has been shown to vary, depending on the availability of alternative feeding
or breeding habitat. Although some of the findings from this review may be
relevant to the New Zealand situation, it is important to realise that each wind
farm tends to be different as a result of topography, weather, habitats, land use,
bird species and turbine characteristics.

Keywords: wind farm, turbine, review, collision fatalities, habitat Iloss,
displacement, migration routes, weather, lighting, mitigation

© Copyright January 2009, Department of Conservation. This paper may be cited as:
Powlesland, R. 2009: Impact of wind farms on birds: a review. Science for Conservation 289.
Department of Conservation, Wellington. 51 p.
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Introduction

The levels of carbon dioxide (CO,) and other greenhouse gases in the atmosphere
have become the focus of international concern, being linked to observed and
predicted climate change. Atmospheric CO, concentrations were approximately
constant until the industrial era began in about 1750. Since then, they have
risen by around 35% and are currently increasing at 0.4% per annhum on average
(Ashby 2004). Most of the increase is thought to have come from burning of
fossil fuels. Most governments now accept that climate change is a reality and
that it presents serious environmental threats, including threats to human health,
food production and biodiversity. The Kyoto Protocol was established under the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change as an international
response to the climate change issuc. The New Zealand Government ratified the
Kyoto Protocol in December 2002,

The Kyoto Protocol commits New Zealand to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
by at least 5% of 1990 ievels between 2008 and 2012. Renewable sources of
eneigy offer an opportunity to reduce the deleterious environmental impacts of
climate change arising from over-reliance on fossil fuels. Of the most advanced
renewable technologies, wind energy is set to make a modest contribution
to energy generation in many countries. Already, some state governments
in the USA are setting targets for large utilities to purchase a minimum
proportion of their electricity from renewable sources (Nijhuis 2006), and the
UK Government has set a specific target to derive 10% of energy from rencwable
sources by 2010, of which 7-8% will be from wind energy, and has set a goal
of doubling that by 2020 (Drewitt & Langsten 2006; Morley 2006). In contrast,
in 2007 the New Zealand Government said it aimed to have 90% of electricity
generated from renewable resources, such as wind and hydro power, by 2025

(www.stuff.co.nz/print/421735827693.html; viewed 27 August 2008).

New Zealand probably has the best overall accessible wind resource of any nation
(Ashby 2004). Large parts of New Zealand have good mean wind speeds for
generation year round (Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment 2006-
figure 3.1). However, a wind turbine with a rated capacity of 1 MW will not
produce that output all the time, due to variation in wind speeds. Worldwide in
2002, the average capacity factor was 23%, i.e. the amount of electricity produced
by turbines was equivalent to them operating at 23% of their rated capacity.
By comparison, capacity factors achieved so far in New Zealand are 40-50%
(Ashby 2004). Major providers in the energy industry see wind as being able
to supply up to 20% of New Zecaland’s energy needs safely, economically and
reliably within the next 10 years (Rodgers 2006).

Unfortunately, although wind power is a cleaner option for energy production,
its impact on wildlife remains unclear. In New Zealand and Australia, developers
often voluntarily commission wildlife surveys before beginning construction,
but studies often span inadequate time petiods, details are rarely made public
and robust results from impact surveys following construction have not been
reported. Although some state governments in the USA have established
permitting processes and guidelines for wind farm development, monitoring
remains weak and haphazard (Nijhuis 2006). Thus, conservationists and scientists
often find themselves in a difficult situation, As Nijhuis (2006) asked, ‘How can
they support and encourage the rapid spread of wind power, our most promising

Powlesland—impacis of wind farms on birds
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source of clean, renewable energy, while ensuring that the industry minimises
its damage to birds and other wildlife?’.

As a result of concern over the negative impacts that wind-energy developments
could have on wildlife, especially threatened species, efforts have been increasing
to avoid establishing new developments at locations that are likely to pose
significant risks to birds, and to accurately quantify the impacts of wind farms
on birds at existing wind farm sites (Percival 2005; Morrison et al. 2007).

In New Zealand, energy production by wind farms is still in a much earlier stage
of development than in Europe and North America. However, it is poised for
rapid expansion, to make a significant contribution to total energy production.
Thus, this is an opportune time to learn from the observed effects that wind
farms have had on birds elsewhere. In some areas, wind farms have had adverse
impacts on birds, ¢.g. 1143 carcasses of more than 40 species, including
threatened species, were found following searches around 4075 turbines at the
Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area, California, USA, during May 1998 - May 2003
(Smallwood & Thelander 2004). However, many wind farms exist where recorded
bitd mortality has been non-existent or minimal, including facilities in Africa,
Asia, Europe, Australia, Canada, USA and South America (Kingsley & Whittam
2005). For example, in the UK, there have been ne significant! ornithological
problems reported at wind farms, despite there being some 101 wind farms in
operation comprising about 1234 turbines with a capacity of 979 MW in 2005
(Drewitt & Langston 2006), mainly because they are sited away from important
bird populations (Percival 2005). Therefore, the challenge in New Zealand is
to identify which species are likely to be adversely affected by wind farms, the
locations at which adverse impacts are most likely, and the particular features of
the environment and wind farm structures that increase the risks to birds, so that
adverse effects can be appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated in a way that
meets the purpose of the Resource Management Act (Anen. 1991).

This report reviews literature, both published and unpublished, about the
impacts of wind farms on birds. The review was undertaken at the request of
the Corporate Services Group of the Department of Conservation to provide
background information on the topic for the Group and other Department staff
dealing with consent applications for the building of wind farms by New Zealand
wind energy generators. This report includes information about features of wind
farms that may contribute to impacts on birds, collision fatalities, disturbance
leading to displacement, loss of or damage to habitat, and barrier effects. It is
restricted mainly to the impacts of onshore wind farms as, at present, most wind
farms throughout the world are onshore facilities, and although offshore wind
farms are likely to make up a significant part of the future wind farm development
in Furope with further technological advances, no offshore facilities are
currently present in New Zealand. Many reports referred to in this review were
commissioned for particular purposes and have not been through a peer-review
process. However, because of the paucity of published studies on the impacts of
wind farms on bird populations, much information in this review emanates from
these non-peet-reviewed unpublished reports. Thus, I recommend caution about
drawing firm conclusions from the results provided in these reports.

Common and scientific names for New Zealand bird species used in this document
follow those of Turbott (1990).

! Throughout this report, ‘significant’ is used either in a statistical sense or to refer to an impact on a
species that occurs at the population level,
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Features of wind farms that may
contribute to impacts on birds

A number of features of wind farms may contribute to their impacts on birds and
their populations. These include the scale of wind farms, wind farm configuration,
construction and operation, turbine design and dimensions, lighting, blade speed
and motion smear, associated structures, and landscape features.

SCALE OF WIND FARMS

There is little relationship between the scale of a wind farm and the amount of
bird mortality that has occurred (Kingsley & Whittam 2005; Percival 2005). A
large, appropriately sited wind farm may kill fewer birds than a small, poorly
sited one. Considered in isolation, it is unlikely that small numbers of fatalities
per year at 2 wind farm would be considered significant, unless some of those
fatalities were of threatened species, in which case impacts might occur at
the population level (although it should be noted that cumulative effects
of small numbers of fatalities at two or more wind farms may be sufficent to
result in population impacts). In contrast, a large facility may kill many birds
in total, thus impacting at the population level, especially when threatened
species are involved. Even relatively small increases in mortality rates may be
significant for populations of some birds, especially longlived species with
generally low annual productivity and slow maturity, and particularly when
already rare (Percival 2000; Langston & Pullan 2003; Everaert & Stienen 2007),
c.g. blue duck (Hymenolaimus malacorbynchos) and kaka (Nestor
meridionalis), When considering potential impact, it is important to consider
the average effect of each turbine, the cumulative effect of the total number of
turbines and associated structures (overhead power lines, meteorological masts;
sec section 2.4) on a farm, and even the cumulative impact of other
wind farms in the range of a bird populatien, particularly where rare or
threatened species are concerned (Australian Wind Energy Association 2002;
Everaert & Stienen 2007).

As the area of the farm increases (density of turbines remaining constant),
the potential for adverse effects, other than fatalities, also increases. Large
facilities may cause more bird habitat to be lost or compromised, so that
foraging and breeding birds may be more inclined to avoid the area. Even in
New Zealand, a large wind farm can occupy many square kilometres in area:
e.g. Hawke's Bay wind farm near Napier—75 turbines, 30.0km? Project
West Wind near Wellington—62 turbines, 55.8km?; Project Hayes near the
Lammermoor Range, Otago—176 turbines, 92 km?. Percival (2005) considered
that direct habitat loss from wind farm construction was usually small-scale and
unlikely to have a significant impact on bird populations. However, a considerable
proportion of habitat may be lost if a particularly scarce and important habitat
type was affected, or if there was potential for the effects to extend into the
wider area (e.g. through disrupting the hydrology of a wetland).

Powlesland—Impacis of wind farms on bivds
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WIND FARM CONFIGURATION, CONSTRUCTION
AND OPERATION

The configuration of turbines at onshore facilities is most often dictated by the
wind resource, and thus far no one has examined how overall wind farm
configuration may affect birds. Percival (2001) considered that, in general, spacing
between turbines should be greater than 200 m in order to avoeid inhibiting bird
movement (barrier effect). This recommended distance is also often the amount
of spacing required by industry to reduce wake effects of large turbines on
neighbouring turbines (Kingsley & Whittam 2005). However, spacing turbines
widely in an attempt to reduce the likelihood of blocking bird movement may
potentially increase the area from which birds will be displaced by disturbance.
Given that most New Zealand operational and planned wind farms occur on
open/modified landscapes (habitat occupied mainly by common and widespread
bird species), the displacement of such bird species from portions of a wind farm
is unlikely to have population consequences.

Although it has been suggested that some species are more disturbed by clusters
of turbines than strings, clusters may be more advantageous, as mortality
could subsequently be reduced (Percival 2001). For large projects, a possible
solution is to provide wide corridors between clusters of closely spaced turbines
(Langston & Pullan 2003). Winkelman (1992b) also considered that wind farm
layout was probably an important determinant of collision risk, arguing that a
(dense) cluster of turbines was potentially less damaging for wintering, feeding
and possibly breeding birds, because it tended to dissuade them from flying
amongst the turbines. Larsen & Madsen’s (2000) study of foraging geese supported
this. However, for migrants, Winkelman (1992b) considered that a line formation
paralle!l to the main flight direction or a loose cluster was the best arrangement.

The high degree of disturbance normally associated with construction of a
wind farm is temporary. The time taken to construct a wind farm is dependent
upon several factors, including the scale of the project, the terrain and climate.
However, construction typically takes 9-18 months (Kingsley & Whittam
2005), making it likely that some of this time will coincide with bird breeding.
Construction usually begins with the development of roads, followed by the
excavation and pouring of the concrete foundations for the towers. Typically,
this is followed by digging trenches and burial of underground electrical cables
where soil conditions allow. Substations and any other buildings are then built,
and lastly the turbines are assembled and tested. The erection of a turbine usually
takes I day.

As most wind farms are completely automated, disturbance by people at a site
is minimal once construction is complete, with only a few on-site personnel
required on an occasional basis. However, some wind farms are promoted as
tourist sites {e.g. Meridian Energy’s Te Apiti wind farm on Saddle Road, near
the Manawatu Gorge), which may result in substantial human disturbance. The
activities associated with decommissioning of turbines could also disturb birds
at the site.

Although wind energy is considered ‘clean and green’, it does produce waste
materials during all phases of a facility’s life (construction, operation and
decommissioning). Potential pollutants include various lubricants that are used
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in the turbines, such as gearbox oils, hydraulic fluids and insulating fluids. These
materials pose little threat to birds if handled appropriately, but contamination
can arise from spills during routine maintenance and fluid leaks if the turbines are
not regularly inspected. Decommissioning creates a great deal of waste, as all of
the turbines must be dismantled, any above-ground wires removed, and any other
equipment and waste removed from the site and disposed of appropriately.

TURBINES

Design and dimensions

Most commercial-scale wind turbines
consist of a three-bladed rotor that
rotates around a horizontal hub facing
upwind in front of the generator and
tower (Fig. 1). Most towers these days
are of tubular steel construction and
arc bolted to a concrete foundation.

Blade

Blades are made of fibreglass or wood ica
epoxy. The hub is connected to a /-..,
gearbox and generator, which are Rotor - ,_j
all Iocated in the nacelle, The tower X
of a large wind turbine may have an
internal elevator to transport workers
to the nacelle for maintenance. The
nacelle on top of the tower contains a
generator turned by the blades, which

in turn produces electricity.

As  wind-power generation  has
developed and the associated

. . |- Tower
technologies advanced, rotor diameters
and tower heights have increased and
are likely to continue to do so, as taller (A
towers allow turbines to intercept =
wind that is less turbulent. During Figure 1. Basic features of 2 wind turhine.

the 1980s, relatively short turbine

towers were installed, with few exceeding 18 m in height (Kingsley & Whittam
2005). In contrast, typical tower heights today for commercial-scale turbines
(1-2MW capacity) are 80-100m. The length of the blade is usually about
half the height of the tower (Ashby 2004), making the tallest turbines in
New Zealand about 150 m in total height (Meridian Energy Ltd 2007). Experience
with communication towers and skyscrapers in the USA suggests that turbines of
this height have the potential to interact more frequently with migratory birds
(Kingsley & Whittam 2005). However, it is unknown whether turbines greater
than 150 m in height in New Zealand would cause increased bird mortality.

Small turbines are often used in remote areas, where they meet the electricity
needs of a settlement, field station or family. These turbines often have tubular or
lattice towers, and range between 18 m and 40m in height. They also tend to be

Powlesland—Impacts of wind farms on birds
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variable speed turbines with quickly turning blades (usually 10-50 revolutions
per minute (rpm), but can be as great as 300 rpm). Typically, the use of such
turbines would be on a small scale, and their effect on birds is likely to be reduced
if sited correctly.

Laboratory research has indicated that high contrast patterns on turbine blades
{Mclsaac 2001) or a single black blade paired with two white blades may reduce
collision risk by increasing the visibility of the rotating blades (Hodos et al. 2001,
cited in Sterner 2002). However, it is not known to what extent these features
might avert collisions, especially in conditions of poor visibility. Furthermore,
such measures may be unacceptable on landscape grounds.

Wind turbines can be mounted on either lattice or tubular steel towers. In the
past, it was believed that lattice-type towers encouraged raptor perching, which
led to increased mortality (Percival 2000). MHawever recent risearch suggesis
Hai e dpesific tipeol wnline dues-non influence the Might. perchiag belodivnr
Gr raie af collistons of raplers. Ratner, it1s the placement of turbines withia the
landiscape that appears 10 be the major factor indflusscing raptor behaviouwr and

death Morrsun €1 ai 20073

Lighting

In general, turbines are required to have some form of lighting, either individually
or collectively as a wind farm. The lighting specifications differ between
countries. In New Zealand, the lighting required has been specified by the
Civil Aviation Authority of New Zealand (CAA) on a case-by-case basis. Generally,
each turbine in New Zealand at either end of a line has a light, but more may
be required to have lights depending on factors such as proximity to an airport
and low-level flight zones. The lights are usually medium-intensity obstruction
lights, and they have to be installed and operated in a way that minimises their
visibility at ground level. As a result, low-intensity steady red lights are used that
are directed upwards (shielded downwards) and installed on top of the nacelte,
To minimise the risk of the lighting causing problems for wildlife, white lighting
is not allowed.

Ligeptia s gsmaitract bieds, thevehy potendally inger

g the visk of cellision,

pogtUrsal ezt Sons ¢ whies Fforced 1o By '

i doay altindde by raen eatory & Pullan 2008 Hnghley & Whitaw

ativaciin G gmoctnial migrapes®, leading to collisions with tall structures. Various
explanations have been put forward for the apparent attraction of birds, especially
nocturnally migrating passerines, to artificial lights (Avery et al. 1976; Verheijen
1985}, though none of these has been conclusively established. Perhaps the most
plausibie relates to a ‘trapping effect’ of light rather than actual attraction (Avery
et al. 1976): on entering an illuminated area, especially on a foggy night, passing
migrants are reluctant to leave; on approaching the edge of the illuminated area,
they are hesitant to fly into the darkness beyond, and instead fly back towards

2 Migration refers to the regular seasonal journeys undertaken by many species of birds, often between

breeding and wintering sites. It includes movements within national boundaries and between
countries.
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the light. Sdalid or blinking med lights seem to atomet Gitds more than white
strobesd awhich fash every 1-3 seconids (Ogden 1996; Sicraey 20025 Therefors
the trapping effect could be minimised by reducing the intensity of the light to
a minimum, and having the intervals between flashes as long as possible (Hotker
at al. 2006; Huppop et al. 2006). It has been suggested that the hazard of lighting
attracting or trapping nocturnally active birds could be reduced by shielding, but
this needs to be tested to ensure that it meets the requirements of navigational
safety and does not introduce an unacceptable collision risk for birds. The issue
of these lights attracting or cenfusing nocturnally migrating birds and resulting
in them colliding with turbincs has been a concernn for wildlife agencies, and
therefore needs to be considered in detail when assessing risk.

A el Rl nvieRGa s Hhaikaie s e e nigehi e TErd
A U Lo RGO othe TR R S RGiat ) Gl et
SE B e RS i Cwvere Killed atarhe Fan Ciive reave,
WireGhsamgnithe nights ol fghng oo SEptentiyner T9h & K eoiser g GEnesay,

such large-scale mortality events have almost exclusively occurred at guyed
and lit communication towers greater than 150-180 m (500-600 feet) in height
(Avery et al. 1980; Kerlinger 2000). The number of nocturnal migrants reported
dead at North American wind turbines is a2 small fraction of the number killed
by communication towers (Kerlinger 2004). Similarly, none of the wind turbine
studies in the USA listed in Erickson et al. (2002) reported large or significant
numbers of nocturnal migrants colliding with wind turbines, and some reported
no collisions; the reported fatality incidents mostly involved collisions of single
birds. The reason so few nocturnal migrants have been found to collide with
wind turbines to date compared with tall communication towers is likely related
to the shorter height of wind turbines, their lack of guy wires and their minimal
lighting (Avery et al. 1980; Kerlinger 2000).

Blade speed and motion smear

The rotor on a 1.5 MW capacity turbine turns at a speed of about 19 rpm. In
contrast, smaller machines, such as the 225kW Brooklyn turbine, turn at
40-45 rpm (Ashby 2004). To avoid damage, turbines automatically shut off when
the wind reaches a speed of about 25 m/s (c. 90 km/h).

There dre szecinl ressens whyisicds may coli
corditions of good wisibility, with the mos: obvious Leing bt they sxd unabice
W) detect the spinning blades, Two hypathescs, snplvins alnby W eaptons ave
BEen suggesied to explain WiF The first is motion smear, or motion blur, which
occurs when an object moves with increasing speed, becoming progressively
more blurred. This phenomenon is apparent at the tips of turbine blades because
the speed at the tip is much greater than at the base of the blade, so that the eye is
unable to detect the individual revolutions (although it is not clear whether this

perceived problem is based on human vision or bird vision). Fhigsed 6ad s pathicsis

wirh wind nebings ducne

B the mabilty of hirds 16 divide their attention between honiing and IRONITHrN
fie horize: forobstacles. Hodos (20635 cansidercd it hitely that huating raptors
re able o focus on bBedi e
avedl reglons, sae fo Ssatalivision and themibes far locking dowi However,

observations of hunting raptors by L. Barea (Department of Conservation,

pers. comm. 15 February 2008) si Giae Livids

arounag end (he horizon, as thelr EVEE Bave fwo

et O Cilixe B LT AT
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the ground they are searching or prey they are pursuing that they sometimes
fail to see objects in front of them, such as power lines, resulting in collisions.
Therefore, although motion smear is considered by some to be the main reason
birds collide with moving turbine blades during good visibility (McIsaac 2001;
Hodos 2003), it is probably not the only reason.

Tes dlate, woast stodiey of $he effecis oF tarbeie biasle s On bird monalits nive
seen hasedan olden, vackihlespecll IRREEES. These turbines, which have
c.3-m-long blades, can have very high blade speeds of over 60rpm, making
motion smear an important issue. However, wind turbine technology has
changed significantly, such that the ¢. 11-m-long blades of large turbines (> 1 MW)
now rotate at a much slower speed of 15-30rpm. Even though the tips of the
11-m blades revolve faster than those of 3-m blades, the longer blades seem to
be more visible to birds (Kingsley & Whittam 2005), lessening the potential risk
of collision. Nonetheless, no studies to date have examined the effect of slower
blade revolution on birds (Kingsley & Whittam 2005).

All new wind energy developments should ensure that blade revolutions per
minute are minimised, to avoid motion smear and promote blade visibility during
the day. Laboratory research indicates that appiying certain designs to turbine
blades will enhance the ability of birds to see rotating blades, and thus potentially
reduce fatalities (see McIsaac 2001: figure 9 for design examples).

ASSOCIATED STRUCTURES

The following structures, which may occur at wind farms, have been responsible
for avian fatalities: overhead wires (power transmission and distribution lines),
guy wires, lighting and uninsulated electrical equipment,

Based on fatality rates reported in other studies, Erickson et al. (2001) estimated
that tens of thousands to 174 million bird fatalities occurin the USA each year due to
collision with overhead wires. Several groups of birds appear to be susceptible to
collision with wires, most notably waterfow], shorebirds and raptors (Curtis 1977;
Anderson 1978; Olsen & Olsen 1980). Although waterfowl and shorebirds seem
to aveid turbines, as evident by the low recorded incidence of fatal collisions
involving these groups of birds (Percival 2005), significant numbers have been
known to collide with associated power lines, especially when located near
wetlands (Anderson 1978; Moorehead & Epstein 1985, cited in Kingsley &
Whittam 20053). At a power plant in Illinois, 200-400 waterfowl (0.2-0.4% of the
peak number present) were killed each autumn during 1973-1975 as a result of
colliding with overhead power lines (Anderson 1978). However, it is important
to keep in mind the fact that impacts are site- and species-specific, and there are
no data for New Zealand situations.

The maximum anher of bipd Salities renorted i w singd farm 35 0 secoatly
reparted cvext thar involved 27 birds at three turbines: aod o antation
{Kerlinger 2003). The event occurred on a foggy night and was| in all probability,
caused by oo sodium vapour Japsps fhat were mounted on the substation,
which was near the middle of the turbines (Kerns & Kerlinger 2004), as once
the substation Iamps were turned off, no subsequent multiple fatalities occurred
(Kerlinger 2003). At another wind farm, 14 fresh carcasses (all passerines) were
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found underneath two adjacent turbines (Johnson et al. 2002). Although carcass
searches were conducted at 14-day intervals at the site, a severe thunderstorm
during the night before the search was suspected to have forced the migrating
birds to fly at a lower than normal altitude and into the turbines.

Although evidence from US studies suggests that nocturnal bird migration
typically occurs at heights above most wind farm structures (see section 5.2.3),
collisions still occur with structures less than 100 m in height (Avery et al. 1980).
For exampie, Wykie (1977) found 7% dead Sicds renicsentine 7 St sies alb an

it DPe LeWer IoRowing a night of fog, and min T

T B0y ey g vsed e @ orid e
At c B0 ma s i I was considered that thie e nleiiinn weathers ad e toweer
being on @ ndge 0 high clevation cContrimmresd m 1oe moralitny - even though
the tower was unlit and relatively short. This example emphasises the site- and
weather-specific nature of some occurrences. Therefore, the altitude at which
nocturnal migrants, such as waders, fly in New Zealand during different weather

conditions needs to be determined for species of concern.

Another possible risk to birds is electrocution from perching on uninsulated
equipment. For example, the ‘Falcons for Grapes Project’ in Marlborough
released 19 young falcons (Falco novaeseelandiae) in vincyards of the
Wairau Plain during 2005/06, of which five were electrocuted during their
tirst few months of flight as a result of perching on uninsulated transformers
(www.falconsforgrapes.org; viewed 4 September 2008). However, transformers
on wind farms are large and insulated, and the conductors, which are uninsulated,
are well spaced from anything that could earth them, making electrocution of
a perched bird in such circumstances impossible (5. Faulkner, Connell Wagner
Ltd, pets. comm. 30 January 2008).

Reducing the amount of above-ground wire at wind farms will reduce the potential
risk of collision to birds in the area. However, it is not always practical to place
cables underground. Furthermore, in areas where the risk of bird collision is low
and where sensitive habitat exists, the placement of wires underground may
cause more damage to local bird populations through habitat destruction than
overhead wires would cause through collisions. Where it is unavoidable to have
above-ground wires at a wind farm, bird deflectors (brightly coloured plastic
balls) should be attached to wires, to alert birds to their presence. However,
these will only work during the day.

Powlesiand—Impacts of wind farns on birds
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LANDSCAPE FEATURES

Physical features on the landscape can strongly influence bird movement and
behaviour. For example, diurnal migrants tend to follow coasts, shorelines of
lakes, rivers, ridges and other linear features (Richardson 2000). During the day,
peninsulas and islands can host concentrations of nocturnal migrants that have
been migrating over large bodies of water, and coastal islands and headlands
provide essential resting and feeding habitat during layover times for these birds.
Islands of habitat (plantations) can act in a similar fashion, concentrating migrants
in otherwise hostile environments, such as in open agricultural landscapes and in
industrial areas. Thus, the placement of turbines close to prominent landscape
features may positively or negatively influence the number of birds moving
through a wind farm, particularly migrants and wetland species.

Weather conditions and collision
fatalities

Many studies Bave shown that certain weather cenditicns (¢.g, stronyg winds Wt
WTect the ability to control fight manoeustabiiis, o roteeed visdbiliog incrcase
ihe pecurrence of collisions with artifieisl structyres, sspecially commaundeaiion
romers (Case et al. 1965; Scets & Bohlen 1977; Elkins 2004). The majority of
collisions at wind farms have involved single birds (Kingsley & Whittam 2005),
and even in poor weather conditions there have been very few multiple bird
kills reported. The gresiest mortality repocted in Mordh Anienica on a stngle nighs
was 27 Birds whick ocoursed ar she Mountmnesr sie in West Mirgini on a
Fuds nighil the birds being found at three turbines and a brightly lit substation
(Kerlinger 2003). Aaapher lige mogtailty e oo i ey siar dfegs sylmtrdam
Waw of 14 birds found & two adlcent mivhii s win ol socilic s durise v
ienderstorne (Erickson et al. 2001). Mortality events of such magnitude are rare
phenomena, but can occur during periods of poor weather. Winkelman (1989,
cited in Percival 2003; 1992a) showed that most collision fatalities at two sites
in The Netherlands were found following nights with poor flight and visibility
conditions.
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Possible bird and wind turbine
interactions

COLLISION FATALITIES

Dlrect martality gt wind fanns resalts from birds striking revolving bisdesg
LoRvETs, fidcelies and assockaied powerlines andg mcieoroivgical masts, There
i adsa evidencr of Binds being vislestly foroed {0 the Wround B arbwlenos
Bbehind the turbine cveated by the moving blades (Winkelman 992y
Drewitt & Langston 20081,

T wind farm accas bave become syvaonymons with collision fatalitics: altaraent
Fass in Cabfornie and Tarifz in sonthern Spain. Larse sumbors of sagtars hage
woilided wvith rurbines at these sites, including substantial nuibers of gotdey
cagles(Aquila chrysaetos) at Altamont (Thelander et al. 2003), and griffon
vultures (Gyps fulvus) at Tarifa (Barrios & Rodriguez 2004), both of which are
long-lived species with low reproductive outputs. While the numbers of collisions
per turbine at Altamont and Tarifa have been relatively low (considerably less
than 1 bird per turbine per year for each), the total number of collisions has heen
significant, as a result of the large number of turbines (c. TG0t a1 Alvamohit and
GO AT ATy, Also, and of particular importance, freth S1pes SUpRpG important
rant restusces that ettt rapiors, resaiting in birds of these species foraging. -
wiilin the pollision sisk 2ene of tathings (Thelander et al, 2003). This, i ol
the scale and sititg o1 the wingd farme are inappropriate given the Specihes’

sehaviouy fleige soaong spedies with poor flight foataeayrabiiivy swlhich males
hemvalnerabie o coltiding with trbsines, 2t (heir d.fmf'-:pr;p"‘ﬂc-e which makel
heir mapuelations vyl

Table tosmatl incrpades dn maniality (Pescival 20050

Most other studies completed to date suggest low numbers of bird fatalities
at wind farms (Australian Wind Energy Association 2002; Kingsley & Whittam
2005; Percival 2005). No other ‘Altamont-type’ problems have heen reported
elsewhere in North America (Erickson et al. 2001; Kingsley & Whittam 2005).
Likewise, studies at upland sites in the UK have generally reported extremely low
collision rates (<0.1/turbine/year), with some finding no collisions at all (Meek
ct al. 1993; Percival 2005), probably reflecting the generally low bird densities
present in these areas. (o comprdnisoty, studics of Bisd collisions at coasral wind
Farens have geacrdly re poricd highor numbers of collisions, which 2y reflegy
Faplhier Gard densities at coastal sites (Percival 20030 o7 preater frequeney of hird
movemenis o such sites for example, studies at Blyth Harbour, Northumberland
(Painter et al. 1999), and at Zeebrugger Harbour, Belgium (Everaert et al. 2002;
Everaert & Stienen 2007), revealed collision rates greater than one bird per
turbine per year, with most casualties at both sites being terns and gulls. &g

TS resnlls stress the importance of site chavacivristics

Infortunately, in many mfances thefe nunibers ars Bkele 1o be uj’-*i_'!*‘rtp;rir:'

nd s{::u'th:r tfﬂcncnw Several smdlcs hav:: indicated rapid removal of carcatses
W SCivengery (Langston & Pullan 2003). For example, in the USA, Kerlmger
et al. (2000) foupd o mest passedoae 4
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but that large carcasses remained for at least 1-2 months. Search efficiency of
observers was also shown to be variable, 5 d

pedvg fotimd, but TEMN of mElinEEs1Zed Cd
(large vaprorss heing tound (Keilinger cPal Sos
Ridge, USA, it Was Tound thal geaven
7 days (Osborn et al. 2000) and observers had a search cfﬁcu:ncy of 79% in
grasslands and cropped land. These and other studies highlight the potential for
underestimating collision rates, particularly for passerines, and the consequent
need to correct measures of collision rates for the confounding variables through
experimental work (Smallwood 2007).

The following figures provide an indication of the range of collision fatalities
per turbine per year from a variety of studies. Except for figures reported by the
American National Wind Coordinating Committee (2004), it is not known whether
these values have been corrected for scavenging rate and/or search efficiency. An
estimated mean of 2.3 birds have been killed per turbine per yearin parts of the USA
outside California (based on 12 studies), with rates varying from 0.63 (agricultural
site) to 10.00 (fragmented mountain forest site) (National Wind Coordinating
Committee 2004). Ty apmbec ol callision fataliiiesin diffceent enshore European
wind farmis has varizd from tess than one bird per turbine pervear ups 1o 125 birds
per turbine per YEaT Langston & Pulian 20403 Percival 2005; Everaert & Stienen
2007). The results from 48 studies summansed by Percival (2005) indicated that
most wind farms have resulted in less than one fatality per turbine per year:
10 studies resulted in no carcasses being found, 24 of < 0.1 fatalities/turbine/year,
7 of 0.1-1 fatalities/turbine/year, 5 of 1-10 fatalities/turbine/year, and two of
> 10 fatalities/turbine/year.

Erickson et al. {2001} estimated that 33000 birds would be killed by wind
turbines in the USA in 2001 (based on an average of 2.2 fatalities/turbine/year
where scavenging rate and séarcher efficiency had been taken into account, and
a projection of 15 000 operational turbines), 26 600 of which would be killed in
California (where the Altamont Pass wind farms occur). These estimates were
based on ten studies of 0.4 to 3.7 years’ duration during 1988-2001. Although
this may seem to be a large number of bird deaths, the impact is relatively
small compared to the millions of birds that die annually due to collision
with transmission lines, vehicles, buildings and communication towers. For
example, it is estimated that 80 million birds are killed on US roads each year
(Erickson et al. 2001, 2002). However, it should be remembered that this may
be partially due to the relative scarcity of wind farms in the landscape at present
compared with other structures (Evans 2004), as can be seen by breaking down
mortality with other structures on a per structure basis. For example, using
the numbers provided by Erickson et al. (2001), it appears that roads result in
9-12 bird deaths/km/year, buildings and windows result in 1-10 bird deaths/
structure/year, and communication towers result in 50-625 bird deaths/tower/
year. &% wind power becomes more popular and wind farms became wmore
abundany oollsion numbers will increase. Indecd, given corren documented
average mostelite rates of abont 2 bisd deathp/nriine/vesr, The proiccied impact
of turbines in the USA could be in the mnge «f 1-3 mithon sinds peryear by 2025,
if large numbers of wind turbines become part of the landscape (Evans 2004).
This makes proper siting imperative to help reduce bird mortality and therefore
population effects.
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An important issue is whether or not the collision fatalities at wind farms are
sufficiently great in number to cause population declines. Even when collision
rates per turbine are low, collision mortality at a wind farm may be considered
high, especially when composed of hundreds or thousands of turbines
(Langston & Pullan 2003%), (fhe curuianve mortality

may aiss caatribute ta poreiiiios deciines o su

frosn savlaiple wingd farns

eptilFle specics, sush ag
sonpng raptors Huni et all 1658) Furthesnore, tven relatively smoall imcreases

In morzlity vates may huve a sigrificant impadt on some populations of Birds,

st ag thireptenmd spiies or Tlong lved spedies with lew aanual prodiaciivicy

and SHOW mafuindy (Langsion & Fuilan 20039, such as uliny New Zealand svaders,

Ay gt g ageiac g bese sy o & gt L |
Priticuiarly when adulss are Billed |

The strongest evidence of collision mortality affecting populations comes
from studies of particularly vulnerable species that are present in relatively
high numbers in the vicinity of wind turbines. ¥fesnos valoerable species
aperar to be those highly susceptible 1o colfision and with low productivies
(e g barpe saptors, seabisds), making them less able 1o compensate for mereasged
feveli of vl sortdity. For example, a longterm study of golden eagles at
Altamont Pass, California, showed that the incidence of collision mortality had
reduced productivity in the local population to the point were it had become a
sink, dependent on immigration for its maintenance (Hunt & Hunt 2006). Similarly,
evidence from a study of nesting terns at Zeebrugge, Belgium, estimated additional
mortality of at least 1.5% for two species as a result of colliding with turbines as they
returned to their nests (Everaert & Stienen 2006). Dierschke et al. (2003, cited in
Drewitt & Langston 2008) suggested that such increases in mortality of greater
than 0,5% could have serious population impacts.

There appear to be four main (and often interacting) factors that contribute to
avian mortality at a particular wind farm site (Kingsley & Whittam 2005):

ssesssitpsol iieds: In general, there are more opportunities for birds to
collide with turbines when there is an abundance of birds or high frequency
of movements. This does not mean that high bird density or frequency
of movements necessarily translates into greater bird mortality; a direct
relationship between the number of birds in an area and collision rate has
only been documented by one study (Everaert 2003).

2 e sgocriess Particular species or groups of birds appear to be particularly
prone to collision with structures such as wind turbines. Jizse geaaps selude
swans and ducks (Anseriformes), ¢upless L=ccipitridae), particularly large
soaring species, owls (Strigiformes), and nocturnally migrating passerines
(Thelander & Rugge 2000; Erickson et al. 2001; Langston & Pullan 2003:
Stewart et al. 2004). Sece section 5 for further discussion.

3. Ranidsiose foatuses: Some landforms at wind farm sites, sitth 38 rifiRes. Soep

siepes, sxddies and valleyws, may inceease the degree of ictermction hetwesn
AE s Buas g or moving through an area, although some debate
exists around this point (Barrios & Rodriguez 2004; Smallwood & Thelander
2004; Drewitt & Langston 2008). Fhe presenice of oiher landforms, such 45
peninsas snd Bhorelines Can foonel Biarnal bivd vaovesagst which may also
affect collision rates, although this has yet to be studied. These features can
combine with high bird abundance to create high collision risk.
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4. JE000 T xonddicans: At many sites, colhslons by nocturnal migrants
Vﬁibi{% Although

T

tend to occur during episodes of pmﬁ‘%@i@?
most examples appear to be isolate 1nc1dcnts 3 1
be kept in mind if 2 wind farm is Defiag- ﬁ%ﬁ@m{i in fn g, |
Luge suwmber of poor visibility days (< 2()0 m vzsm,M M@@

autmnva (oedods OF migration), and hz i
numbers of nocrnal migrants and lag;

See suciinn 5 for furtiher discussion.,

It is difficult to determine the potential magnitude of wind turbine-related bird
fatalities at New Zealand wind farms by extrapolating from studies elsewhere,
because there is no information available about the rate of collision fatalities at
New Zealand wind farms where the removal of carcasses by scavengers or the
efficiency of observers at locating carcasses have been quantified. Also, as far
as I am aware, no studies have modelled collision risk for birds at New Zealand
wind farms. Therefore, there is an urgent need for comparative data from
New Zealand wind farms to determine the extent to which native species,
particularly threatened species, are being killed. It is alse mpanian shar e
gtk cgrmade at Altaen? s Tari are not repeated jn Mew Zealand, avd that
e characiensucs of e bad populations ai proposcd wind furm locations wre
determnined, and potennal problem sites identified and aveided, This is crucial
when plagniog New Sealand wind farms. given shie inteney of the indusery and

lack of #obust data from which 10 make predictiogs

HABITAT LOSS

oo faren devclonmentwill result in bubitat loss Tor birds (Percival 200648 Land
will be taken up By arbise Basen and sccess roads, and secondary effects. such
as aitered bediology, are passible. In the UK, habitat loss or damage as a result
of wind farm infrastructure is not generally perceived to be a major concern
for birds outside designated sites of national and intermational importance
for biodiversity (Percival 2005). Typically, actual habitat loss only amounts to
2-5% of the total development area (Fox et al. 2006), and careful positioning
of turbine bases and routing of access roads, together with the use of proven
restoration technigues, should ensure that any loss is minimised. However, the
cumulative loss of or damage to sensitive habitats may be significant, especially if
multiple large developments are sited at locations of high bird use. Furthermore,
direct habitat loss may be additive to displacement.

The scale of habitat loss, together with the availability and quality of other
suitable habitats that can accommodate displaced birds, and the conservation
status of those birds, will determine whether or not there is an adverse impact on
populations (Anon. 2006). The possibility that wintering birds might habituate to
wind farm structures has been suggested (Langston & Pullan 2003), but there is
little evidence and few studies of long enough duration to show this (Stewart et
al. 2004; Drewitt & Langston 2006). Differences in behaviour between residents
and migrants have been observed in some studies (Kingsley & Whittam 2005;
Drewiit & Langston 2006), but not in others (Langston & Pullan 2003; Percival
2005). Unfortunately, very few conclusive studies are available because most
lack well-designed procedures incorporating observations both before and after
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construction (e.g. Ketzenberg et al. 2002). Furthermore, very few studies have
taken into account differences between diurnal and nocturnal behaviour, only
assessing daytime activity (Anon. 2006). This is inadequate for those species,
including many in New Zealand, that are active at night, and which may behave
quite differently at night compared with by day.

DISTURBANCE AND DISPLACEMENT

Although coliision rates buve heen the primay focus of research and menitoring
i Wgeth America, the effects of distorbance muey have @ preater impac :
on birds (stewart et al. 2004; Kingsley & Whittam 2005), and yet this is the
least studied aspect of wind farim impacts on birds. Behavioural research on
disturbance impacts is lacking for some bird groups. However, the available
information suggests that some groups of birds (e.g. seaducks) may be
mere sensitive to disturbance from wind farms than others (Percival 2005;
Drewitt & Langston 2006).

Pisporbvimot asHacrrrenn may arise from incteased Aty by Propic ai
a wind D duiing constraction and maisizeoance. as well zs feom improved
Fese e Cats a8 A v sudt of the wingd taom developmend, especially i arcus where
theme sigs Hatle Byman activing before the wingd fanz existoid, Honds may alsd
HNProve dccess ol predators of ground-dwelling or ground-nesting birds, such as
wandering dogs (Canis lupus), possums (Trichosurus vulpecula) and hedgehogs
(Erinaceus europaeus). Vi - oS iy acise of turbines may deter binds from

FLN T Lol CY T4 B aro i o Pk e e B 1§

Some studies appear to show little or no behavioural impact of wind turbines
on various bird species. In some cases, this apparent lack of evidence may be
an artefact of such things as the type and intensity of monitoring. However, in
Britain the majority of recent studies have also found no disturbance effects
(Percival 2000, 2005) and there is an increasing body of evidence that wind
farms generally do not affect bird distribution. For example, no significant
adverse effect was reported on birds breeding in upland sites at Bryn Tytli, Carno
or Cemmaes in Wales, at Ovenden Moor in the south Pennines, or at Windy
Standard in southwest Scotland (Percival 2000). The Ovenden study showed
how useful longer term monitoring programmes can be, as the 23-turbine wind
farm was constructed following 2 years of breeding-bird surveys that had shown
that the site held good numbers of upland birds, particularly golden plover
(Pluvialis apricaria). The wind farm was constructed in 1993 and further
surveys were carried out in 1995 and again in 1997, to determine the effects
on these birds and their populations. Whilst numbers in a nearby control area
remained constant, numbers at Ovenden actually increased (Percival 2000).
The distribution of the birds suggested that they were unaffected by the wind
farm; there was no significant difference in distribution pattern in relation to the
turbine positions, and no cvidence of any disturbance zone. Similarly, Thomas
(1999, cited in Percival 2005), who surveyed breeding birds at ten wind farms
in England and Wales, found no significant disturbance effects on any species,
including curlew (Numenius arquata), lapwing (Vanellus vanellus), meadow
pipit (Antbus pratensis) and skylark (Adlauda arvensis).
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In other studies, a reduction in bird numbers has been reported as far as 600 m
from turbines outside the breeding season, and up to 300 m from turbines during
the breeding season (Percival 2005). Such variation was found during two studics
on the barnacle goose (Brania leucopsis) population. The first study, which
was carried out on the birds’ spring staging grounds in Sweden, where they
fed in close proximity to wind turbines (to within 25 m), found no significant
disturbance effect (Percival 1998). However, the second study of the same
population on their wintering grounds in Germany found that few geese fed
within 350m of turbines, and there was a reduction in numbers up to 600 m
from the turbines (Kowallik & Borbach-Jaene 2001). The most likely explanation
for such different results is that geese avoid turbines when there is easy access
to alternative feeding habitat, but will be less selective when resources are
limited (Percival 2005), Similar results of birds becoming more tolerant of
disturbance as resources become scarcer have been found in other studies of
disturbance of wintering waterfowl (Percival 1993), and studies to date have
shown that substantial displacement by wind turbines seems to have occurred
primarily in farmland habitats, where there would typically be alternative
feeding areas within easy reach (Percival 2005). Other results suggest that
disturbance can lead to reduced breeding productivity (Madsen 1995), reduced
survival or a reduction in available habitat (Woodfield & Langston 2004, cited in
Percival 2005), so disturbance may be significant for some species in certain
situations.

Studies of birds’ responses to turbines at night, using thermal and passive
imaging equipment plus radar, revealed that more flight reactions occurred with
headwinds (87%) than with tailwinds (29%) (Winkelman 1992b). Winkelman’s
(1992b) observations in daylight indicated that over 75% of all reactions took
place within 100 m of the turbines, with ducks reacting at the greatest distance
and passerines reacting closest to wind turbines. Flights were mainly at the
height of turbines (up to 50 m) at sunrise during dispersal from nocturnal roosts
to feeding areas, at the end of nocturnal and start of diurnal migrations and,
to some extent, at sunset as flights to roost and nocturnal migration started
(Winkelman 1995). In comparison, observed flight reactions to wind turbines in
Schleswig-Holstein, Germany, indicated that waders, terns and waterfowl reacted
200-500m from the turbines, whereas gulls reacted at a distance of 100-150m
(Koop 1997). Gulls and waders increased their flight height or changed direction
to fly over or around turbines, whilst waterfowl manoeuvred to fly between
turbines. Observations of diurnal flight behaviour by gulls and common terns
(Sterna birundo) at two sites found that they flew between the turbines to and
from their breeding colonies and marine feeding areas (van den Bergh et al.
2002; Everaert 2003). Breeding adults tend to fly much closer to structures when
making frequent flights to feed chicks than at other times, and they may sustain
collisions as a consequence (Everaert 2003; Everaert & Stienen 2007).

Relatively long lines of turbines or large wind farms can become important barriers
to the local or seasonal movements of birds (Langston & Pullan 2003). The effect
of birds altering their local flight paths or migration routes to avoid a wind farm
is a form of displacement. This effect is of concern because it may result in
increased energy expenditure when birds have to fly further to avoid a large
array of turbines, and it may disrupt linkages between distant feeding, roosting,
moulting and breeding areas (Drewitt & Langston 2006). The magnitude of the
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effect will depend on species, type of bird movement, flight height, distance
between rows of turbines, layout and operational status of turbines, time of day,
and wind force and direction. The impact can range from a slight ‘check’ in flight
direction, height or speed, through to significant diversions that may reduce the
numbers of birds using areas beyond the wind farm (Drewitt & Langston 2006).

Several studies have shown that some species alter their route to avoid flying
through wind farms, e.g. tufted duck (dythya fuligula) and common pochard
(Aytbya fering) at Lely in The Netherlands (Dirksen et al. 1998). While this may
reduce collision risk, it could result in the wind farm acting as a barrier to bird
movements. However, such effects are not universal; for example, at Zeebrugge,
large numbers of birds regularly fly through a wind farm without diverting around
it (Everaert et al. 2002), and van der Bergh et al. (2002} and Everaert & Stienen
(2007) concluded that a line of turbines did not act as a barrier to the daily flight
paths of breeding gulls and terns. In contrast, studies of bird movements in
response to offshore developments have recorded waterfowl taking avoidance
action between 100m and 3000m from turbines (Christensen et al. 2004,
Kahlert et al. 2004a,b). These findings highlight the species- and site-specific
nature of wind farm impacts on birds.

Some birds will fly between turbine rows, as seen with common eider (Somateria
mollissima) at Nysted, where the turbines were 480 m apart (Kahlert et al.
2004b). However, their ability to do so will depend on the distance between
turbines. Although evidence for this type of response is limited, these observations
have implications for wind farm design. Generally, spacing between turbines
at onshore wind farms is recommended to be a minimum of 200 m apart to
avoid inhibiting bird movements (Percival 2001). This recommended distance is
often the minimum spacing required by industry to reduce wake effects of large
turbines on neighbouring turbines (Kingsley & Whittam 2005).

For a small wind farm (< 10 turbines), the ecological consequences of any barrier
are unlikely to be a problem, with minimal diversion distances involved. For
larger sites, however, the barrier effect has the potential to be more important.
Thus, it is important to consider new wind farm proposals on a case-by-case
basis, and to assess the patterns of resource availability and the potential loss
through disturbance for each. However, it should be noted that a review of the
literature suggests that none of the barrier effects identified so far have had
significant impacts on populations (Drewitt & Langston 2006).

Powlestand—hmpacts of wind farms on birds
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Observed impacts of wind farms
on various groups of birds

HABITAT GROUPINGS

The following is a review of the impacts of wind farms on various groups of birds,
largely in reiation to the main habitat type they occupy. For each group, findings
from other countries are related back to the New Zealand situation, particularly
where relevant to a New Zealand species.

Waterbirds

Waterbirds include species that are typical of terrestrial wetland habitats,
including ponds, lakes and rivers. This category excludes seabirds, waterfow]
and shorebirds, which are discussed separately. Waterbirds of New Zealand
include grebes, shags, herons, egrets, rails, gulls and terns.

There have been few reports of waterbird fatalities resulting from collision impacts
at wind farms, but in many cases the methods used to detect them have been
imprecise (see section 4.1). Gulls and terns have been identified as being especially
vulnerable to mortality due to wind turbines because they often fly within the
height of the rotor sweep zone (Langston & Pullan 2003). However, despite their
perceived vulnerability, very low numbers of gulls and terns have been reported
as colliding with turbines, with the exception of three sites in Belgium (Everaert
2003; Everaert & Stichen 2007). At one of these sites, Zeebrugge, Everaert & Stienen
(2007) calculated that the mean number of collision fatalities (mainly gulls and
terns) per turbine per year in 2004 and 2005 was 20.9 and 19.1 birds, respectively,
after taking into account the number of dead birds found under turbines and the
correction factors for available search area, search efficiency and scavenging.

There is little information available regarding the behavioural impacts of turbines
sited near wetlands on waterbirds. Wind farms could have a marked negative
impact on waterbirds where a significant proportion of a local resource, such as
nesting or foraging habitat, is no longer available because turbines were placed
on or too close to it (Percival 2001). Some species feed close to their breeding
colonies, while others may forage some distance away (shags, gulls, terns). More
research is needed to examine the potential effects of disturbance caused by
wind turbines on waterbirds, particularly colonial nesting waterbirds.

The black shag (Phalacrocorax carbo) and cattle egret (Bubulcus {bis) are the
only species of waterbirds occurring in New Zealand that were listed by Kingsley
& Whittam (2005) as having been found fatally injured after colliding with a
wind turbine. However, Kingsley & Whittam (2005) did list representatives
from several genera that are represented in New Zealand: Larus (gulls), Sterna
(terns), Ardea (herons) and Nycticorax (night heron). Three such waterbird
species occasionally forage over pasture near wetlands and are threatened
(Hitchmough et al. 2007): the red-billed gull (Zarus novaebollandiae) (gradual
decline), black-billed gull (Larus bulleri) (serious decline), and black-fronted
tern (Sterna albostriata) (nationally endangered). Therefore, any wind farms
sited in pastureland that may have deleterious impacts on the populations of
these three species would be of concern.
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I'have not found any records of Procellariiformes being killed as a result of collision
with wind turbines, or offshore wind farms resulting in their displacement. This
probably reflects both the fact that in the Northern Hemisphere, where most
wind farms occur, there is little overlap in the distribution of such seabirds and
wind farms, and the difficulty of locating seabirds killed by collision at offshore
wind farms. Even so, fstcciianiiforsec s paricalanly the kuger speies, may be
just as vulnerable to turbine collision fatalities as soaving raptory, becduse these
seabivds ave wdippted (o sustained high speed flight with siow saneenvaabilive in
unobstucted enviroaments, la gddiiion, many have delaved nhataeity wnd low

productivity, making their populations sensitive te incressed mostalisy.

I am not aware of any applications to develop offshore wind farms about
New Zealand. However, there have been applications and investigations for the
establishment of wind farms at coastal sites {sece Appendix 1). A few colonies
of Procellariiformes remain on the main islands of New Zealand. Most occur
on headlands or coastal cliffs, e.g. roval albatross (Diomedea epomophborea)
at Taiaroa Head near Dunedin; small colonies of the sooty shearwater
{Puffinus griseus) on Banks Peninsula, Cape Wanbrow near Oamaru, and
headlands along the Otago coast and west coast of the South Island; and small
colonies of the grey-faced petrel (Pterodroma macroptera) on scattered
headlands of the northern North Island as far south as New Plymouth on the
west coast and Gisborne on the east coast] fisc PiGUl iesl Ehasvit calains
are SRR 30 Dy iepadied Ty owind facig e oS nee pinsinid svithineg
kilinmnotie 0 2o af tigie colosiss, Two species fly some distance inland to their
colonies: the nationally endangered Hutton's shearwater (Puffinus buitoni),
which flies to the Seaward Kaikoura Range, and the range restricted Westland
Petrel (Procellaria westlandica), which flies to the coastal foothills of the
Paparoa Range. Obviously, any turbines erected in the flight paths of these two
species, both of which have restricted colony distributions, would be highly
likely to result in collision fatalities. In addition, both species fly to and from
their colonies at night, particularly around dusk and dawn. It has been found that
nocturnal seabirds, especially fledglings, can become disorientated, especially
during periods of fog, and are then prone to being attracted to artificial lights,
such as street lights. #tius Lighting ca taibines would ineiease the visk of coiliston
Jerthese pociurnally qetive seabicds i¥ wind facrms svere siccd near their colonivs

OF Gtk s evwenn the sey gnd their cologhes.,

Waterfowl

The effects of wind turbincs on waterfowl (e.g. ducks, shelducks, geese and
swans) have been examined at a few wind farms, particularly in Europe.
Even though waterfowl are regarded as prone to collision with turbines
(Langston & Pulian 2003), the presence of large numbers of waterfowl near wind
farms does not necessarily mean that large numbers of fatalities will eventuate
(Erickson et al. 2002; Kingsley & Whittam 2005). In some cases, seaducks are
believed to have learned to avoid turbines, resulting in fewer collisions over time
(Percival 2001). Sites in the USA with year-round waterfowl use reported the
most fatalities of dabbling ducks (Anatinae) (Erickson et al. 2002), and at these
sites waterfowl made up 10-20% of all fatalities (Erickson et al. 2002). However,
numbers of fatalities were still low, especially in relation to the number of ducks
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that used the areas. Moorehead & Epstein (1985, cited in Kingsley & Whittam
2005) identified large wetland birds, such as geese and cranes, as being especially
susceptible to collisions with wind farm installations. They emphasised that
collision potential varied with a number of factors (weather, terrain, turbine
placement, and rotor design and speed), and identified the provision of visual
cues and the selection of sites outside critical areas among their recommended
mitigation measures.

Disturbance is an important factor to consider when siting a wind farm near
significant waterfowl areas. The most comprehensive study of the effect of
wind turbines on waterfow! took place in Denmark and inveolved a modern,
10-turbine offshore facility in an area where large numbers of common eider
(Somateria wmollisstma) and black scoter (Melaniita nigra) fed. It was
found that these diving ducks exhibited avoidance behaviour towards the
turbines, which was accentuated in poor weather (Guillemette et al. 1999;
Tulp et al. 1999). Eiders generally avoided flying or landing within 100m of
the turbines, and avoided flying between turbines that were spaced less than
200 m apart, preferring to fly around the outer turbines. Similarly, two diving
duck species, common pochard and tufted duck, were tracked at night using
radar and were found to avoid flying near turbines, passing around the outer
turbines instead (Larsson 1994; Dirksen et al. 1998). In a meta-analysis of
19 studies into the effects of wind farms on bird abundance, Stewart et al. (2004)
found that wind farms seemed to reduce the abundance of many bird species
and that Anseriformes (swans, geese, ducks) experienced greater declines than
other bird groups, suggesting that a precautionary approach should be adopted
to wind farm developments near aggregations of Anseriformes.

The observations of avoidance behaviour are not restricted to studies at offshore
wind farms. In the Yukon, a single turbine was placed at the edge of a river valley,
past which large numbers of waterfowl migrated. No collisions were recorded,
but the birds avoided flying close to the turbine (Mossop 1998). Amongst
waterfowl], reactions to onshore wind turbines appear to be species-specific, with
even closely related species showing very different reactions. For example, pink-
footed geese (Anser brachyrbyynchus) were reluctant to forage within ¢. 100 m of
turbines in Denmark (Larsen & Madsen 2000), whereas barnacle geese (Branta
leucopsis) in Sweden foraged to within 25 m of the structures (Percival 2005).

The Canada goose (Branta canadensis), domestic goose (Anser anser), mallard
(Anas platyrbynchos) and mute swan (Cygnus olor) are waterfowl species that
occur in New Zealand and were listed by Kingsley & Whittam (2005) as having
been found fatally injured after colliding with wind turbines. In addition, the
following genera are represented in the mortality list of Kingsley & Whittam
(2005), all of which have members in New Zealand: Podiceprs (Australasian
crested grebe P. cristatus), Tadorna (paradise shelduck T. variegata) and Aytbya
(New Zealand scaup A. novaeseelandiae).
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Shorebirds

In North America, observed mortality of shorebirds (waders) at wind farms has
been low (Kingsley & Whittam 2005), possibly because few sites are located
in shorebird habitat. In contrast, Sl et ab (ZU04) foumd ihat wind farns

can laye o mopntbee dmpact on e abuedanes =f shesebinds, ans! advecated

3 precaunfiGawy apiproach wowind faym development 4t coastal sites whede
aggvepations of shioreturds occiv, This result was derived from a meta-analysis of
six studies: two in the USA, and one each in Germany, The Netherlands, Scotland
and England.

Each species of shorebird appears to have a different threshold to disturbance.
For example, at Blyth Harbour wind farm in the UK, purple sandpipers (Calidris
maritima) did not seem to be disturbed by either the construction process
or the operation of wind turbines (Lowther 2000). In contrast, studies in
The Netherlands and Denmark ¢xamining the effect of turbines near important
staging areas for many shorebird species found that the birds avoided the turbines
and were at a relatively low risk of collision (Pedersen & Poulson 1991, cited in
Drewitt & Langston 2006; Dirksen et al. 1998). Some studies have shown that
shorebirds avoid turbines up to 500m away (Winkelman 199%), while others
have shown no significant effect on shorebird distribution (Thomas 1999, cited
in Percival 2005). It is not known whether this inconsistency in behaviour
between species is related to the abundance and proximity of alternative suitable
habitat: a species may be more likely to move away from turbines if there is
ample suitabie habitat nearby.

The med ovstercarcher (Haewmataps osivalegusy is the only shorehird spocies
Urar eaiues 1w Mew deatend that was lsied by Bingsley & Whittam (20055 a6

wing Been faund fafaiy ajwed after colliding il @il 1urbigls. Other

gemeTd LRl are renreseniod 0 the monabiy lsts and beve represeniatives an

wiews Beatanae Charadeiss ddniiersls) and Soviatis {oloversy Many endemic

and native shorebirds occur in New Zealand. Givin Hha tiireaiene ! siziis of sonie
endemic species (Hitchmough atal 2007) ang our ik of knowledpe about theig
valnerabiliny o wind e dovelopineiis, & precaumioniyy Appreach shoald e

LHECa whaen § cring any witid fzam diveleomenisin shornebisd habitats aed
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Diurnal raptors

Collision has been the focus of raptor studies at wind farms, due to the high
collision rates observed at a small number of sites. One study at Altamont,
California, USA, which involved observations and carcass searches over
six seasons and covered c¢.16% of the 7000 turbines, found 183 dead birds
(0.05 birds per turbine per year), 65% of which were raptors (Orloff & Flannery
1992). Of these deaths, 55% were attributed to turbine collisions, 8% to
electrocution and 11% to wire collision; for 26%, the cause of death could not
be determined (Orloff & Flannery 1992). There has also been significant raptor
mortality at Tarifa, Spain (0.34 birds per turbine per year) (Percival 2003). This
site is near the Strait of Gibraltar, and forms a bottleneck that concentrates
bird migration between Europe and Africa in the Mediterranean basin; at
least 30000 raptors and large numbers of storks pass through the area each
autumn (Marti 1995). There are several wind farms in the area, with a total of
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268 olderstyle turbines (lattice tower, with a relatively fast rotor speed) in
operation (Marti 1995). Many bird collisions with the turbines have been
recorded, including an estimated 106 deaths in a single year, most of which
occurred on days with high visibility (Marti & Barrios 1995, cited in Kingsley &
Whittam 2005). However, a subsequent study at a different wind farm at Tarifa
resulted in only two carcasses being found over 14 months, suggesting that death
rates can vary with year and wind farm (Janss 2000).

Very few raptor fatalities have been reported at other sites. In parts of the
USA outside California, raptors comprised only 2.7% of turbine-related deaths
(Erickson et al. 2001; Kerlinger 2001). However, even though this percentage
seems small, an increase in mortality of greater than 0.5% could have a serious
impact on a population of long-lived raptors with low productivity (Dierschke et
al. 2003, cited in Drewiit & Langston 2008).

e pauss dmposiapl faoige iy iafluences raptor collision rate appears o
e wopography, o particair elevation and the presence of ridges and slopes
(Anderson et al. 2000; Morrison et al. 2007). The low aumbers of raptor fatalities
ohserved ot ths insiogity of wind farms is most lkely due to improved siting of
waelines, away Sors proslom topography and high raptor concentrations. It has
been speculated that the construction of tubular (as opposed to the lattice type)
towers and slower rotor speeds may also have helped to lower raptor fatalities,
but no studies to date have shown a significant relationship between mortality
levels and turbine type (Anderson et al. 2000). Percival (2003) considered that
the high mortality at Altamont and Tarifa resulted from a combination of sensitive
species (soaring raptors) flying through the area in large numbers (important
feeding areas and migration route, respectively), and turbine layout thundreds
in densely packed formation) and design (lattice towers attractive to raptors as
perches).

There is no information available on how raptors react behaviourally to turbines
(Kingsley & Whittam 2005).

Although no raptor species that occur in New Zealand are represented in the

maortain i of Ringsiey & Whittam (200953, the genera Clreus and Paleo are

LY, - T I - o R et e o e AR R ST E s S o A=l e
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Landbirds

Amongst the landbirds, passerines are the group most commonly affected
by wind farms in parts of North America outside California. Protected
passerines comprise 78% of all fatalities documented at wind farms in the USA
(Erickson et al. 2001). This proportion would be even greater if it included
unprotected species, such as the starling (Sturnus vulgaris) and house sparrow
(Passer domesticus). Grassland bird species with aerial courtship displays,
such as the horned lark (Eremophila alpestris), appear to be particularly
prone to collisions with turbines, as they fly high enough when displaying to
collide with turbines (Kerlinger & Dowdell 2003). However, during migration
most passerines fly at night and at an altitude in good weather (1000-1500 m;
Alerstam 1990) that takes them well above turbine height.
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The greatest threat from wind farms to migrant passerines in North America was
found to be habitat loss (Kingsley & Whittam 2005). In contrast, the impact of
turbines on forest-nesting passerines was found to be low, with several nesting in
the forest within 20-30 m of the turbines, although a few species were found to
avoid clearings where turbines were located, and some appeared to move further
into the forest (Kerlinger 2003). However, since there has only been one study
to date into the effect of wind turbines on forest-nesting birds, more studies are
needed to understand these effects.

Turbines may displace some grassland species of landbirds. Leddy et al. (1999)
found that there were fewer nesting grassland birds within 100-200m of
turbines than beyond, and densities decreased by more than 50% within c. 50 m
of turbines. In contrast, Devereux et al. (2008) found that the distribution of four
functional groups of wintering farmland birds (granivores, corvids, gamebirds
and the skylark Alauda arvensis) was unaffected by turbines in East Anglia,
England (in 150-m-wide blocks), at distances ranging from Om to 750 m. They
also measured occurrence in areas 0-75m and 75-150m from the turbines, and
found no evidence that the four functional groups of farmland birds avoided
areas close to turbines.

Gamebirds (pheasants and quail in New Zealand), which are a subset of the
landbirds group, are vulnerable to habitat destruction and fragmentation, and
disturbance of local breeding populations as a result of human-induced changes
in the landscape, such as wind farm developments (see Kingsley & Whittam
2005). In North America, much of the remaining suitable habitat for gamebird
species is located in remote areas or where topography makes agriculture
difficult. Some of these sites may be suitable for wind farms, and so turbines
and associated structures could adversely affect sensitive and wvulnerable
gamebird species (Kingsley & Whittam 2005). In agreement with this conclusion
is the finding of Devereux et al. (2008) that the distribution of the pheasant
(Phasianus colchicus) was negatively cffected by turbines. $.M. Percival (Ecology
Consulting, pers. comm., 5 March 2008) considered that there is a low risk of
gamebirds colliding with turbine towers.

The feral piason (Colissiag i, rook (Oorins fragilesrs; skvbark (M e
arvensic), blackbird (Turdus mevilis;, soog Sheash (Tuedas pastlaneiag,
starling, chaffinch (Fringilla coelels), grecninch (Cardelis chioris) and house
SunFrevanrantaR el i aies Al deeniniiNeys Foslandenndeware disted by

Kingsley & Whitian (260%) as huvdig been found Baally injused aftee colliding
witho et irbiacsgln addition, the genera Hirundo and Antbus are represented
in their mortality list, both of which have representative species in New Zealand
(welcome swallow H. tabitica and New Zealand pipit A. novaeseelandiae). Most
species mentioned above are introduced and none are threatened.

The California quail (Callipepla californica), chukor (Alectoris chukar)
and pheasant (Phasianus colchicus) are gamebird species that occur in
New Zealand and were listed by Kingsley & Whittam (2005) as having been found
fatally injured after collision with wind turbines. All of these gamebirds were
introduced to New Zealand, and all except the chukor are widely distributed
(Heather & Robertson 2005).
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SEASONAL GROUPS

Breeding birds

In general, birds breeding near wind turbines have been reported to have lower
collision rates than non-residents (Kingsley & Whittam 2005). In part, this is
probably because local birds become familiar with turbines, whereas individuals
passing through the area would not have that familiarity and may be unable
to detect turbines before a collision occurs if weather conditions are poor,
e.g. during fog. However, wingd farmis are likely 1o Iave a sreater impact on

brooding

recdivgy birds g 2 result of halntat loss, obstrnction of reswiar gl pade

Jisturleanes Dy poode sctviciag rbines and ohsiraction to imiporctant feedin
) 1 i

ArCas (purfi'.'ul:—u'h' i!‘npnrmni i coastal arcasy,

Bird productivity (breeding success) does not appear to be negatively affected at
many wind farms. For cxample, in one study, mean productivity at a 66-turbine
site, was the same as in surrounding areas (Guyonne & Clave 2000, cited in
Kingsley & Whittam 2005). However, few such studies have been carried out
(Kingsley & Whittam 2005).

Reduced breeding bird populations were noted at a few wind farms where
breeding habitat was destroyed during installation of turbines, and where people
and vehicles were continuously present in the area (Percival et al. 1999, cited
in Percival 2000). It has also been found that many grassland birds avoid nesting
within 100-200m of turbines (Leddy et al. 1999). Ketzenberg et al. (2002)
investigated the breeding densities and spatial distribution of the common skylark
(Alauda arvensis) and some species of breeding waders (Eurasian oystercatcher
Haematopus ostralegus, northern lapwing Vanellus vanellus, common
redshank Tringa totanus and black-tailed godwit Limosa limosa) before and
after installation of wind farms in four coastal areas in Lower Saxony, Germany.,
They found no consistent pattern in the change in number of breeding pairs
following construction, with some decreases but also some increases: for some
species of waders, the numbers increased near wind turbines because of the
change in farming practice post-construction, emphasising the need to consider
other changes contemporary with wind farm development. Similarly, there
was no significani difference in numbers of breeding pairs of ducks (Anatinae),
waders (Charadriiformes), Arctic skua (Stercorvarius parasiticus), gulls (Laridae)
and small passerines between the year of installation of a 3-turbine cluster and
the subsequent 8 years at Burgar Hill, Orkney Islands (Meek et al. 1993).

Many seabirds, including coastal species such as gulls and terns, are readily
disturbed by the activities of people near their breeding colonies, so that the
presence of turbines may cause the abandonment of a site. Although I am not
aware of studies that support this suggestion, it is of note that English Nature
(the UK government agency that promoted the conservation of wildlife until
2006, when it was integrated into Natural England) recommended that turbines
should not be located within 20 km of sensitive or important colonies of seabirds
(e.g. albatrosses, petrels, shearwaters), and should not be within 1 km of sensitive
or important gull or tern colonies (Percival 2001),
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Wintering birds

The numbers and movements of sedentary species remain much the same year
round, particularly for mest forest-dwelling and open-country species. However,
physical or biological factors, such as localised habitat and/or food supplies, may
act to concentrate birds such as waterfowl and shorebirds. Thus, depending on
the site of a wind farm, bird densities in the vicinity may remain much the same,
increase or decrease during winter. For example, studies at Urk, The Netherlands,
found reductions in density within a wind farm area in winter for four duck species
(mallard Anas platyrbynchos, tufted duck Aythya fuligula, common pochard
A. farina and common goldeneye Bucepbala clangula), which extended to
300 m away from the farm (Winkelman 1989, cited in Percival 2003). In contrast,
there was little or no effect on great-crested grebe (Podiceps cristatus), Eurasian
coot (Fulica atra) or common gull (Larus canus), and increased numbers of
black-headed gulls (Larus ridibundus) and greater scaup (Aythya marila).
At Blyth Harbour wind farm, UK, great cormorants (Phalacrocorax carbo)
were temporarily displaced from their roost during construction, but returned
once the farm was operational. Numbers of great cormorants, common eiders
(Somateria mollissiima), purple sandpipers and gulls were comparable before
and after construction (Still et al. 1995, cited in Langston & Pullan 2003). This
wind farm is sited in a commercial harbour and comprises nine turbines built at
200-m intervals along the estuary’s breakwater. The harbour is a Site of Special
Scientific Interest because it hosts a large winter roost of the purple sandpiper,
and the estuary it protects adjoins a Ramsar site.

Wind farm layout can also affect avoidance behaviour. For example, for pink-
footed geese, the avoidance distance was c. 100 m for lines of turbines, compared
with c. 200 m for clusters of turbines, and geese did not enter the area between
turbines arranged in a cluster (Larsen & Madsen 2000).

Migrating birds

Although longdistance movements ol lbinds can oceur in 2oy mondy. the pericds
DI peak migranos wmNew Zealatd ccourin spring. sumeacr and auiurei (Dowding
& Moore 2006; Williams et al. 2006). Different species, and possibly different age
and sex categories of the same species, migrate through the same area during
different periods. Migration can also occur in winter, e.g. northward movements
following unusually severe southerly storms that bring snow to sea level, In
summer, there can also be movements of subadult birds or failed breeders
from nesting arcas to staging areas {coastal sites), or to wintering sites further
north. Thus, the pattern and timing of migration can be highly unpredictable
(Kingsley & Whittam 2005). The broader the spatial and temporal scale, the
more predictable migration movements appear, but with regard to a particular
local area on a given day, it is very difficult to predict whether migrants will be
present (Mabey 2004).

Meteorological conditions can have a large influence on the numbers of birds
involved in migration. In Canada, numbers of birds migrating have been shown
to vary 10-fold or even 100-fold from one day or night to the next, depending
largely on weather (Richardson 2000). A bird may migrate several hundred
kilometres in a day or night when the weather is favourable, and then may not
migrate for several days when the weather is poor (Richardson 2000). Migrant
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numbers appear to be greater at times with (or following) light tail winds than
when winds are strongly opposing. Such winds allow birds to travel a given
distance more quickly and with less energy expenditure than would be required
while flying into a headwind (Richardson 2000). There is also a close interaction
between migration and other weather variables such as temperature, humidity
and pressure, and it is not well established which specific variables cue birds to
migrate rather than remain on the ground (Richardson 2000).

In the case of migrants, flights once underway tend to be at high altitude, well
above turbine height, to maximise flight and energy efficiency. Birds wait
for suitable conditions before embarking on migration, but may be forced
to lower their flight altitude if they encounter bad weather during migration
(Newton 2007). Thercfore, migrants are at risk of collision with wind farms
mainly during takeoff and descent, when their flight paths take them through the
height range of the rotor-sweep zone (Drewitt & Langston 2008).

Many coliisions repotted ot wind firms in Nocth Amierica involve migrating birds,
For example, Johnson et al. (2002) noted that 71% of carcasses were migrants.
Sites in different regions differ in the magnitude of bird migration and the
influences on this migration. For example, in western North America, there is littie
evidence that tall human-made stroctures kill large numbers of night-migrating
birds (Evans 2003), whereas this is a well-documented phenomenon in eastern
North America. The reason for this regional difference is unclear, although it
may be due to lower densities of nocturnal migrants in the west, or differing
meteorclogical conditions leading to different avian behaviour. Whatever the
reason, this is an important peint that must be considered when comparing
mortality studies from sites outside the general area of a proposed wind farm.

Inclement weather can ncreass the risk of migrant collision with wind farm

For vxample, 4 ol celing that drops to near or below the height

Direes wikh atl mgh-afntede nugration, inducing migrants to move at or

;;.,In 5 treeiop tevel, hepefors inereasing the probability of collisions with

iall chstaci=a (Robbins 2002; Langston & Pullan 2003; Kingsley & Whittam 2005).
Dirirzle and fog irpeic vismbility, and cause birds to fly at lower altitudes and

follow topcepraphicsl cues. The eambination of such weather with lighting at
wind f&rmos may aitract migrating birdgs, and so increase the collision rate. Thus,
i therse s a figh proportion of fogpy days during a period of migration at a

proposed wind faoa sike oo 8 o0 o migration route, there is likely to be an

imeregsad sk of cotlision

Wind Germs situated on prominen! landforms can also represent grcaten potential

risks ro migratng hirds, Boatures that nse abrupily f6 Gie andsoape. such 48 bigh

:and mountains, san influcnce bisd movements, and 1 wind faras are sited

ar high clevations, terbbioes may end up st 2 neight that enlers the aliftadinat

stratn vypicably used by migrantd, Tor example, the tarbine 10101 sweep gont
of 100m sowers locnied on 5 cidge 200 08 above the surroncding landscipe arfe
TNy
ﬂ}f{ng (Kingsley & Whittam 2005],

-
i

modn e e and At an alntude where noctureal nigeanss may be
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Diurnal migrants

Soric groaps of birds, e.g. raptors: are principally digrnal migrants (Kingsley &
Whittam 2005). Dieri! migrants tnat use thermals (ising warm air caused by
the sun heating the earth) (o reach their preferred aliliude do so Lo facilfiate
Aoarig Audl Ceaserve energy. As a result, the number of such migrants tends
to decline in the late morning and through the afternoon. Diurnal migrants can
be more constrained by topographical features than nocturnal migrants, and
tend to concentrate along linear features, such as coastlines, rivers, ridges and
valleys (Richardson 2000). Birds will often divert by as much as 45° from their
preferred course in order to fly along such a ‘leading line’ (Richardson 2000).
The greatest concentration of birds often occurs at these features when there is
a crosswind relative to that feature. Yherefure, tive placement of wind farms ot

such topographical features may icsult ininteractions with diurnai migrants,

Nocturnal migrants

sany Livd specios mugrate 8 night (e.g. gichvs, duvks iails, waders. cockoody,
There are three main reasons why birds flying at night collide with wind turbines,
and these are often inter-refated: height of the structure (and the landform it
is located on), lighting and weather (Kingsley & Whittam 2005) (see sections
2.3.2 and 3). The flight heights of nocturnal migrants are quite variable and
not well understood, even in North America and Europe (Kingsley & Whittam
2005). According to Kerlinger (1995, 2000), the majority of migrants fly between
90m and 900ma.g.l. (above ground level), with small numbers flying above
1500 ma.g.l., and few below 150-180ma.g.l., except during landing and takeoff.
Able (1999) stated that most nocturnal migrant songbirds usually flew below
600 m when cver land. Cooper {20043 found that 16% of migrants flew at or below
turbine height (<125 m), with most passing at 250-750 m. Similarly, Richardson
(2000) believed that most nocturnal migrants flew well above turbine height
(50-1000ma.g.1.). These data suggest that only a small percentage of nocturnal
migrants passing over a wind farm with tall turbines (150 m) would fly within
the rotor sweep zone. However, migration altitudes are affected by weather,
with birds tending to fly lower when heading into opposing winds than when
flying with tailwinds. Therefore, numbers of migraiing hirds Aying ai v
heighit mas e 24 groal of oven greaior wiheno winds are oproesing ihan when

they are SHowing, cven though lotal numbers sloft tend (o be much reduced

whikh apposing winds Kingcdew & SWhapam 20055 Poor weather (eloud and iR

increases she alfecy o lehting and alao lowses 1

Te flight altituds of migrines 5o

iar greater nunbors iy g tarbine height,

Many UK and North American nocturnal migrants continue to migrate for at least
part of the day, but do so at lower altitudes, tending to stay within 20-30m of
the ground (within or near vegetation) to avoid predation (Kingsley & Whittam
2005). On a typical day during migration, birds move between higher and lower
altitudes at dawn and dusk, and it is during these times that birds may be at
risk of colliding with wind farm structures (Richardson 2000; Langston & Pullan
2003). At daybreak. or just before it, nocturnal migrants drop rapidly from higher
altitudes (>200m) and fly at or above treetop level (<200 m) until they find a
suitable location for landing, features of which will depend on the conditions
and the requirements of the individual birds (Ketlinger 1995).
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There appears to have been only one comprehensive study calculating the collision
risk for nocturnal migrant birds (Winkelman 1992a). This was performed in
The Netherlands, and collision risk was calculated by means of observed collisions
(using thermal image intensifiers). The results showed a high nocturnal collision
probability, with 1 in 40 (2.5%) birds passing at rotor height. Daily searches for
collision fatalities during the migration periods, together with systematic field
observations of passing birds, could lead to a better picture of the behaviour
and collision risk of birds (Everaert & Stienen 2007). The use of night vision
devices and/or radar, and thermal image intensifiers are regarded as necessities
(Everaert & Stienen 2007).

Staging areas

Some types of migrants, such as shorebirds and waterfowl, flock at restricted
arcas of suitable habitat while resting and feeding between migratory flights.
These ‘sraging arens’ are often kes, muarshes. estuarics, g flats or other arcas
thay can provide toodand/or shelier for large numbers of birds (Richiedson 2000),
Once a migrant decides to stop, it is constrained by the availability of habitat and
resources within the local landscape. Stopover sites are not necessarily large
expanses of high-quality habitat, such as mudflats where thousands or millions
of birds congregate; they can also include marginal habitat when nothing else is
available in the immediate area. For example, a flock may be forced to land and
stopover at a marginal site during bad weather (Mabey 2004).

Al staging areas flights of adgrants are often coacentrated dnio corvidors when
the Lirds ave eined aking off or gppioaching 1o jand (Richardson Z006), Thy
Highy beaglid of these wpigrants is often at the heighi of wind surhines. Some
birds, like swans, typically climb only veiy gradually, and may remain low for
a considerable distance after takeoff from the stopover area, while other birds
climb more rapidly (Richardson 2000). Therefore, the distance from the stopover
area within which flight altitudes will be low enough to be at risk of collisions
with turbines will depend on the species (Kingsley & Whittam 2005).

Collision with wind farm structures is not the only potential effect on migrating
birds. Disturbance can also affect migrants if turbincs arc located ncar important
staging areas. Additionally, the alteration or destruction of habitat used by birds
during migration can also contribute to adverse environmental effects.
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Mitigation of impacts

heanost useful way to ensure minimal negative effects of wind farms on birds
i elwose ik apnropiiaie sie. However, a number of mitigation measures
have been suggested to reduce collision fatalities at operational wind farms,
although it must be emphasised that most have yet to be tested to determine
their effectiveness.

Mitigation may involve on-site and/or off-site measures. Temporary shutdowns
of turbines during periods of high bird activity, especially at migration
bottlenecks and staging arcas, and near breeding or wintering concentrations,
have been proposed (Smallwood & Thelander 2004; Everaert & Stienen 2007:
Hotker et al. 2006). Since turbine shutdown has yet to be routinely implemented,
it is not known to what extent it would reduce collision fatalities, although
stationary blades are likely to pose less of a risk to flying birds than rotating
blades (Drewitt & Langston 2008). However, because collisions also occur with
turbine towers, this does not remove the need to avoid siting wind farms on
migration routes or at other sites where concentrations of species vulnerable to
collisions occur. In this regard, it is of note that in response to a 2004 lawsuit
filed against the Altamont turbine operators (California, USA) over raptor kills,
wind-power companies and local county officials agreed to shut down half the
turbines during winter months, and permanently remove 100 turbines over
5 years (Nijhuis 2006).

It has been suggested that scaring devices, such as playback of alarm calls, could
be used as 2 deterrent (Drewitt & Langston 2008). Howcevcr, this is likely to be of
short-term effectiveness and unacceptably intrusive close to human habitation.
Radar- or andio-activation of possible risk-reduction measures, such as alarm calls
or turbine shutdown, has the potential advantage that it could be initiated when
a hazardous situation is developing, as birds approach (Evans 2000 Drewitt &
Langston 2008). However, given that such scaring devices have not been trialled
at wind farms, much development and testing would he required before they
could be accepted as an effective method for deterring bird species from wind
farms in New Zealand.

It has been proposed that the visibility of rotating blades to birds could be
increased by having high contrast patterns on blades (McIsaac 2001; Hodos
2003). This proposal requires field testing, but even if it reduced collision risk,
such obvious turbine blades visible from urban areas may not be acceptable to
the general populous (Langston & Pullan 2003). The use of ultraviolet paint has
also been suggested as potentially helpful in alerting birds to the presence of
rotors while not increasing their visibility to people (Drewitt & Langston 2008).
However, results from limited trials have been equivocal, perhaps because of
different species’ sensitivities to different UV wavelengths (Hotker et al. 2006).

Smallwood & Thelander (2004) found that turbines at the ends of lines and
cdges of clusters killed disproportionately more birds, and so hypothesised that
a pair of poles could serve as dummy turbines beyond the end of lines and edges
of clusters. These poles would be placed 5-10m apart, just beyond the rotor
plane of the end turbine and upward to the maximum height of the rotor, These
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‘flight diverters’ would be expected to encourage birds to fly around or over
the operating turbines (Smallwood & Thelander 2004). Another suggestion to
overcome this problem is to relocate turbines that kill disproportionately more
birds because of where they are located (Langston & Pullan 2003).

Another suggested mitigation measure could involve adjusting turbine tower
height te minimise collision rates (Anderson et al. 1999; Hotker et al. 2006).
Taller or shorter towers could expose fewer birds to collision, although little
research has been conducted on this factor. It would require detailed knowledge
of the variability of flight altitude of species prone to collision mortality at the
site to determine whether such an adjustment would be effective.

Reducing collision mortality of resident species could involve making the site
unsuitable for use by birds or a specific bird species through changes in habitat
(Anderson et al. 1999). This action has been effective in reducing bird abundance
on grassed airfields, where mown swards were made unsuitable to foraging and
roosting species by being left to grow long (> 230 mm) (Caithness et al. 1967).

Off-site mitigation can involve actions taken to increase the security of at-risk
species at sites away from wind farms (Percival 2003; Smallwood & Thelander
2004; Kuvlesky et al. 2007). This might involve creating or improving habitat
near a wind farm to encourage birds to use it rather than the wind farm site,
An alternative procedure could involve management to improve adult survival
or fledgling production, e.g. by carrying out mammalian predator control for
New Zealand species (Ashby 2004). Ideally, where an assessment has quantified
the level of adverse effect on a bird population, there may be an opportunity to
carry out management to mitigate against such effects (Percival 2003).

An essential aspect of any mitigation measure would be to monitor its impact and
test its effectiveness in either reducing collision fatalities or increasing numbers
of individuals above those lost to collision fatalities.
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New Zealand wind farms and
their impact on birds

During 2007, wind generation capacity in New Zealand almost doubled to
322 MW, representing 2.2% of total electricity generation (New Zealand Wind
Energy Association 2008). Installed wind generation capacity is expected to
grow to 494 MW by the end of 2009, and t6 supply up to 20% of New Zealand’s
energy needs by 2020 (Rodgers 2006). Lists of operational and proposed wind
farms are provided in Appendix 1.

As far as I am aware, there has been no report of carcass searches made at
New Zealand wind farms using a scientifically robust methodology. Instead,
reports only include anecdotal information. For example, in a popular article,
Rodgers (2006) noted that the only fatality at the Brooklyn turbine in more than
10 years of operation was a blackbird, and that ‘elsewhere the deaths of a few
magpies, gulls and blackbirds have been recorded’ (Rodgers 2006: 111). Similarly,
ten deaths (all magpies Gymnorbina tibicen) have been recorded at the Tararua
wind farm, while at Te Apiti five magpies and one kingfisher (Halcyon sancta)
died during 2004-06 (Clutha District Council 2007). Thus, post-construction
monitoring at New Zealand wind farms to date has been inadequate with regard
to searches for birds killed as a result of collision with turbines. Maintenance
workers are requested to document carcasses they encounter during their work
(Seaton 2007). However, this is unlikely to turn up many carcasses unless large
birds are killed, because carcasses can be lost due to scavenging, carcasses of
small birds can be concealed in vegetation, and untrained personnel, lacking a
systematic survey effort, find fewer carcasses than trained staff (Morrison et al.
2007). Since even a low impact can have significant implications for a threatened
species’ population viability, concerted cfforts need to be made to improve post-
construction monitoring at wind farms in New Zealand.

I am not aware of any reports or published papers detailing the effects of habitat
loss or disturbance on bird populations at New Zealand wind farms.
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Conclusions

A number of key findings have come from this literature review:

The effects of wind farms on birds are variable, and can be species-, season-and
site-specific. Thus, how applicable the information and conclusions provided
in this review are to the New Zealand situation is unknown. Although the
general conclusions from studies elsewhere may be pertinent to the New
Zealand situation, we need to carry out research at New Zealand wind farms
to have confidence in their applicability, particularly with regard to species
impacts.

The fuor main tackers that contribute 1o collision fataities at g wind Gicm are

iriis nr frenuency of movemenss thealieh it presence of

saupe fealures that coacentrmie
Divsl movement, and poeor weathor condifions,

Species sronps thar dre moest prone 1o collisinn faralities ot wind farms in
furape aind Morth Sapeiicn are Gorons and afiies, swans, geess, ducks, g
soarig raplors, gulis, ey, owls, and noctuomal migraai passerines.

While carcass numbers found at wind farms have been documented, these will
underestimate fatalities unless a systematic methodology is used, including
taking into account scavenger rate and searcher efficiency.

Loss of or damage to habitat as a result of wind farm construction (roads,
turbines, buildings) tends to be 2 minor impact, unless sensitive or rare
habitats are involved, or habitat management at the site changes as a result of
the development.

Disturbance of birds as a result of wind farm development and operation may
arise from increased activity of people and/or the presence, motion or noise

of turbines. Dsiurhance e et Bicdls frosn

#th disnlagamenss craxel

argus of sultaide habitar, The Gegree of disturbance can b highly variablie
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depeading oo the bird species, wind farm Gyout and availability of altemaiive
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TRl peartyy.

The choice of an approcint: s for o wiad farm is the most asefud vy 69
cnsure minimal negative culots on hirds

The amount and extent of ecological baseline data collected at a proposed
wind farm site should be determined on a case-by-case basis. A minimum of
3 years of detailed investigation should be carried out to determine which
bird species use the site, and how and when they use the site.

Any detailed study should ensure that seasonal, annual and weather variables
are suitably investigated, particularly if a site is found to be used by a species
that is threatened or likely to be at risk of disturbance or collision by an
operational wind farm.

Winid farin apout 3s probably impartans in reducing disturbance ami callision
nai e Dinds It has been suggested that wide corridors between clusters of
closely spaced turbines is the most appropriate layout to minimise collision
fatalities and prevent barrier effects for both resident and migrant birds.
However, a line formation parallel to the main flight direction of migrants has
also been suggested.
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* Wind farm developments should ensure that blade revolutions per minute are
as low as possible, to avoid motion smear and thus promote blade visibility
during the day.

* Bright white lighting is regarded as the main attractant of nocturnally active
birds leading to collision with tali buildings, so its use should be avoided at
wind farms. Ideally, the intensity of lighting should be minimal and be white
and flashing, with the interval between flashes being as long as possible.
In New Zealand, the lighting required on turbines is specified by the Civil
Aviation Authority on a case-by-case basis.

* Although a number of on-site mitigation measures have been suggested to
reduce collision fatalitics at operational wind farms (e.g. temporary shutdown
of turbines, bird scaring devices, high contrast patterns or UV paint on blades,
flight-diverter poles, and adjustments to tower height), almost all have yet
to be tested in the field to determine their effectiveness; therefore, these
should be considered with caution. Off-site mitigation measures could involve
habitat management to encourage birds to use sites away from wind farms
and/or to improve adult survival or fledgling production.

s Pusicopstroction foengtonng ai Mew Zoaland wind farms hys bren inageguats
to accurately determine bird fatalities as a result of collision with turbines
because neither systematic search procedures nor trained staff have been
used. Fatalities have been reported to involve magpies, gulls, blackbirds and
a kingfisher, but these results are probably not indicative of the full range of
species killed.

Although some of the findings from studies in other countries described above
are applicable to New Zealand wind farms, some are not (e.g. there are no large
soaring raptors in New Zealand). In addition, each wind farm site tends to be
a little different from any other because of variation in topography, weather,
habitats, land use and bird species present. Furthermore, our ability to draw
conclusjons from the review information is constrained because of changing
technology, such as turbines becoming taller, having tubular steel bases rather
than being of a lattice construction, and having a slower rotor speed. All of these
factors need to be considered when investigating possible impacts of wind farm
proposals on New Zealand birds. | Prescoiniztation assessimenissvith repard 2o
Britels shistald aiways be carcied ot bt rhe complexity of iha assessment regudond
sl depend on varicus staributes of the site, 300k us the hired gpeies present theiy
threat sitmnus, eollsion ol and wdnerabilits 1o disturbance. Post-construction
assessments should always be carried out when threatened or vulnerable species
are likely to be using the site, or population impacts are likely to occur.

Due to a paucity of studies, it has not been possible to relate habitat type to likely
wind farm impacts on birds in New Zealand. However, it is probable that the
ideal habitat for wind farms in New Zealand, from an ecological perspective, is
pastureland some distance from native forest, wetland or the coast, where it has
been shown that the site is not on a migration route. This is because pastureland
is largely inhabited by native bird species that are widespread and common
(e.g. Australasian harrier, black-backed gull Larus dominicanus and paradise
shelduck), and therefore are unlikely to be impacted significantly by disturbance
and occasional collision fatalities.
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There are major gaps in our knowledge with regard to impacts of New Zealand
wind farms on birds. For example, it is not known to what extent each species is
prone to wind farm development (collision, disturbance, barrier effect), which
species are suffering collision fatalities, which routes are taken by migrants, how
fixed these routes are in relation to varying weather conditions and time of travel
(northward to wintering sites, southward to breeding sites), and the extent to
which each species is able to avoid collision with turbines. Given that much
effort and funding will go into establishing wind farms in New Zealand over
the next 10-20 years (Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment 2006),
much effort also needs to go into filling gaps in our knowiedge to ensure that
wind farms are sited appropriately with regard to New Zealand bird species.

Recommendations

BIRD MIGRATION

The published literature on bird migration is considerable; however, much of
the information is very general and relates to the Northern Hemisphere. Specific
information relating to migration routes, timing and prevalence of nocturnal
movements for New Zealand species is lacking (Williams et al. 2006). The
following questions, in particular, need answering in relation to New Zealand
birds and possible impacts of wind farms on their populations:

« Are there identifiable migration routes that should be avoided when siting
wind farms?

= Do migrant birds follow or concentrate their flights along ridges, mountains,
coastal margins, waterways and/or through saddles?

= At what heights do diurnal and nocturnal migrants fly during various weather
conditions?

*» ‘What fatalities of migrant species are occurring at New Zealand wind
farms (location of wind farm, species involved, numbers and months of
occurrence)?

« How successful are birds in New Zealand at avoiding collisions with wind
turbines when involved in nocturnal migration during various weather
conditions?

¢« How will any cumulative detrimental impact (as collision fatalities) at more
than one wind farm on a species during migration be tnonitored and considered
when there is a further proposal for a wind farm along the migration route?

The isside of Wentfying important sigration ronies i Mow Zealand §s a crucial
o4t [t may be informative to overlay a map of annual median wind speed (which
would suggest where most wind farms will be located) with likely migration
routes and significant bird habitats (e.g. estuaries, freshwater wetlands) of
New Zecaland bird species. This information would enable a developer of a wind
farm to determine whether the prospective site is on the route taken by any
migratory species and whether a species’ flight characteristics would make it
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vulnerable to collision with turbines. The following would be required for this
project:

* Mapped routes for each species involved in migration.
pp

* Information about the migration of these species, including timing, altitude
of flight in relation to weather conditions, total number of migrants and flock
size (mean and range).

While various sources provide information on the timing of migration, and
departure and destination locations for some species (volumes 1-4 of the
Handbook of Australian, New Zealand and Antarctic birds (Marchant & Higpins
1990, 1993; Higgins & Davies 1996; Higgins 1999); Dowding & Moore 2006;
Williams et al. 2006), additional field studies would be required to provide
much of this information. For example, information on migration routes would
require telemetry studies, and determination of flight statistics (e.g. altitude,
flock size) would require the use of marine and/or meteorological radar scans
(Kingsley & Whittam 2005; Sun 2007).

Wikh suitable sitiag (Iack of tall structures and complex landforms nearby) and
in conjunction with computer-assisted data processing, the latest marine radar
units can apparenily reiiably detect smail birds (stariing (Sturnus vulgaris) size)
at a range of 3 nautical miles horizontally (5.6 km) and up to 1500 m vertically,
and medium to large birds (gulls, harriers) or flocks of smaller birds out to
6 nautical miles (11.1km) and up to 3000m vertically. This equipment would
be useful where there are large resident populations or significant seasonal
bird movements that require quantification for risk modelling. When used in
conjunction with audio recordings and observers, these systems can identify
species, range, direction of movement, speed of flight and altitude (if vertical and
horizontal radars are combined), and can provide highly accurate records of each
bird’s or flock’s flight path across the landscape. However, the radar is not able to
determine the number of individuals in a flock or identify the species when used
on its own (Fuller 2008; 8. Fuller, Boffa Miskell, pers. comm., 24 October 2008).
Meteorological radars can be used on a broader scale to determine the relative
size and direction of migrating flocks. Also, the development of PTTs (platform
transmitter terminal, satellite transmitter) or GPS (global positioning system) tags
may allow barometric pressure or temperature to be measured, which would
give an estimate of flight altitude. Before embarking on this migration research,
it is important that New Zealand prioritises the order in which New Zealand at-
risk species will be investigated.

COLLISION FATALITIES

Protocols for monitoring collision fatalities and analysing the results have been
developed (Anderson et al. 1999), but have not been used at New Zealand wind
farms in a systematic way that takes account of searcher efficiency, scavenger
activity, habitat type and cause of death. The prosent information for New Zealand
witd fuving it inadequare 1o aisess which species have digdas 2 sesnlt of collisiogs
with turbines and the number Killed per Laehine ge=r annum. Therefore, it is
important that New Zealand researchers collate information on species impacted
and mortality rates at several New Zealand wind farms in various habitat types
using the internationally accepted protocols that have been developed to detect
collision fatalities.
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AVOIDANCE RATE

Collision risk models have been developed to predict the theoretical numbers
of birds that would collide with wind turbines at a proposed wind farm in the
absence of any avoidance behaviour (Tucker 1996; Band et al, 2006). In order
to make realistic predictions about the number of collisions that may actually
occur, the inclusion of various avoidance rates (proportion of flights that might,
in theory, result in successful avoidance) has been advocated: 95% by Scottish
Natural Heritage (2008) and 97-99% by Percival (2007). Avoidance estimates
should include species that continue to fly during conditions of poor visibility,
when their ability to detect and aveid operating turbines is likely to be much
reduced (Madders & Whitfield 2006). The precise estimaticn of collision and
avoidance rates has proven difficalt to determine because the frequency of such
events is gecemliy yory low. Neveriheless, there is an wrgen need for stadics o
deiervine avaidances rales of New Zealind birds. New technologies to achieve
this are currently being developed, including the use of infra-red video cameras
to monitor collisions (Percival 2007). Until avoidance rates have been determined
for New Zealand species, a precautionary approach should be adopted, whereby
95% avoidance is assumed when calculating collision risk.

COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH

A collaborative approach to the research required into the impacts of wind farms
on New Zealand’s birds should be adopted, including in the development of
research programmes, data collection and analyses, and funding. The various
parties involved in the research should include wind-power generators, regulatory
bodies that are promoting the use of wind energy (central government) and
deciding the merits of particular sites (regional government and local authorities),
and the Department of Conservation, whose responsibilities include the
conservation of New Zealand’s indigenous flora and fauna that may be impacted
by wind farm developments. Since the membership of the New Zealand Wind
Energy Association (NZWEA, www.windenergy.org.nz; viewed 24 October
2008) includes most businesses involved in wind-energy generation, including
site development, service industries (law, finance and consulting), construction,
engineering and generation, this seems to be the appropriate body to promote
such a collaborative research programme among wind-energy businesses.
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Appendix 1

OPERATIONAL AND PROPOSED WIND FARMS IN
NEW ZEALAND

Operational wind farms

The following operational wind farms are listed in order of construction
(Ashby 2004; Rodgers 2006; www. windenergy.org.nz, viewed 7 October 2008):

Brooklyn, Wellington: a single 225 kW turbine, erected in 1993 by Meridian
Energy.

Hau Nui stage 1 near Martinborough: seven turbines each of 5350 kW capacity
(3.85 MW), erected in 1996 by Genesis Energy.

Tararua stage 1 near Palmerston North: 48 turbines each of 660 kW capacity
(31.7 MW), erected in 1999 by TrustPower.

Gebbies Pass near Lyttelton: a single 500kW turbine, erected in 2003 by
Windflow Technology.

Tararua stage 2 near Palmerston North: a further 55 turbines each of 660 kW
capacity (36.6 MW), erected in 2003/04 by TrustPower.

Te Apiti near Palmerston North: 535 turbines each of 1.65MW capacity
(90.7 MW), erected in 2003/04 by Meridian Energy.

Hau Nui stage 2 near Martinborough: a further eight turbines each of 600 kW
capacity (4.8 MW), erecied in 2004 by Genesis Energy.

Southbridge near Geraldine: one turbine of 100 kW capacity, erected in 2005
by Energy3.

Te Rere Hau stage 1 near Palmerston North: five turbines each of 500kW
capacity (2.5 MW), erected in 2006 by New Zealand Windfarms Ltd.

White Hills near Mossburn: 29 turbines each of 2MW capacity (S8§MW),
erected in 2006/07 by Meridian Energy.

Tararua stage 3 near Palmerston North: a further 31 turbines each of 3 MW
(93 MW), erected in 2006/07 by TrustPower.

Te Rere Hau stage 2 near Palmerston North: 14 turbines each of 500 kW
capacity (7 MW), erected in 2007/08 by New Zealand Windfarms Ltd.

Project West Wind near Makara: Meridian Energy has been given approval
to erect 62 turbines each of 2.3 MW (142.6 MW). Under construction, and is
expected to be fully commissioned by late 2009,
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Proposed wind farms

Planned farms for which rescurce consent has been granted or applied for, and
for which preliminary investigations are underway are as follows:

Titickura near Napier: Unison / Hydro Tasmania has been granted approval for
stage 1 (16 turbines, 48 MW), but construction is on hold at present.

Te Waka near Napier: 111 MW. On being declined by the Environment Court,
this application was modified by the developers (three turbines removed)
and awaits a hearing by the Environment Court after being called in by the
Ministry for the Environment.

Hawke's Bay near Napier: Wind Farm Developments, Hallblock Resources Ltd
& Lowe Family Interests have been granted approval for 75 turbines each of
3 MW, awaiting construction.

Taumatatotara near Te Anga, King Country: approval granted by council to
Ventus for a 20 MW wind farm in June 2006, awaiting construction.

Awhitu Peninsula near Waiuku: resource consent granted by the Environment
Court to Genesis Energy to build 19 turbines each of 1.0 MW turbines, but
construction on held at present.

Teviot Valley east of Roxburgh, central Otago: resource consent granted in
2007 to Pioneer Generation to construct a 1.5 MW (three 0.5 MW turbines)
wind farm at Horseshoe Bend on the Teviot River. Awaiting construction (this
apparently depends on availability of second-hand turbines).

Lake Mahinerangi of inland Otago: following feedback to a resource consent
application for a 200MW wind farm C(up to 100 turbines), TrustPower
submitted a revised application for a smaller wind farm in December 2006.
Awaiting outcome of an appeai to the Environment Court.

Taharoa C near Kawhia: 42 turbines (100 MW) to be erected by Taharoa C
Incorporation and PowerCoast; consent was granted in August 2006, but has
been appealed.

Project Hayes of inland Otago: Meridian Energy has been given approval
to erect 176 turbines (1.8-3.6 MW turbines, 630 MW in total) adjacent to
the Lammermoor Range, awaiting construction. May be appealed in the
Environment Court.

Motorimu near Shannon: resource consent application lodged by Allco
Australia to build 127 turbines of 500 kW each; local council commissioners
gave approval to erect 75 (109.7 MW), but has been appealed.

Te Uku near Raglan: resource consent application lodged by WEL Networks
for an 84 MW wind farm.

Epakauri on the Northland west coast: resource consent application lodged
by Meridian Energy for 18 turbines each of 2.74 MW (49.3MW) on land
adminijstered by the Department of Conservation, and surrounding farmland.

Kaiwera Downs near Gore, Southland: TrustPower applied in November 2007
for resource consent for a 240 MW wind farm (up to 83 turbines).

Puketiro near Upper Hutt: the Greater Wellington Regional Council applied to
dedicate land to 2 wind farm in June 2005. In 2006, RES NZ Ltd was awarded
the tender, and is now monitoring wind at the site. They propose to erect
about 50 turbines each of 2-3 MW capacity. Expected to lodge for resource
consent in 2009.

Powlesland—Impacts of wind farins on birds
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« Project Mill Creek in Ohariu Valley near Wellington: Meridian Energy has
lodged resource consent applications for the project (31 turbines each of
2.3 MW capacity, 71 MW combined capacity).

+ Project Central Wind near Waiouru: preliminary investigation by Meridian
Energy for a wind farm of 51 turbines.

+ Havauru ma raki, Waikato Wind Farm, between Port Waikato and Raglan:
consent application being prepared by Contact Wind Ltd for a wind farm
consisting of up to 220 turbines with a capacity of 540 MW in total (turbines
up to 3 MW and up to 150 m high at blade tip).

= Turitea near Palmerston North: feasibility study being carried out by Mighty
River Power and Palmerston North City Council for a 120 MW wind farm.

« Rock and Pillar Gorge in Otago: feasibility study being carried out by
Windpower for a 25 MW wind farm.

« Waverley near Wanganui: a wind farm of 135 MW is under investigation by
Allco Wind.
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To: Dunedin City Council, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058 .
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Site Address: 147 Church Road, Merton
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Landscape, Environment, Ecology

1. This development will have a major visual impact on a prominent hill 400 m high which will
be visible from most places in Blueskin Bay, including Warrington village, Coast Road, the
Kilmog, Waitati, Don’s Creek, Haywards Coast (Hayward Point to Doctor’s Point) and
Purakanui. -
2. The turbine site is visible from afar. It promises a stigma on the landscape which wilf put
people off wanting to settle in the area.
F\_ECF:LJ: v 2 Jtwill result in the physical destruction of a local landmark and the loss of amenity for all,
lile walking groups.
ight pollution across the landscape: the site is on an aircraft flight path. NZ Civil Aviation

Ay regulations require bright warning lights visible for many kilometres. Will the 100+ metre

turbines also have to be it from beiow? How does this new light poliution fit in with the
DCC’s recent Dark Skies strategy which aims at lowering night light emissian levels and
increasing the visibility of our beautiful night skies? -

5. The turbine blades will result in bird strike, posing a deadly threat to local birds including
falcons, harriers, black-backed gulls. The site is close to a major estuarine bird habitat
supporting up to 1000 bar-tailed godwits. Impact is particularly likely when the site is lit at
night under low cloud conditions and in foggy and stormy weather —a frequent occurrence.

Effects on Residents of Porteous Hill and Others

1. There is a major impact on households closer to the wind farm site - loss of amenity, noise
disturbance, ground vibration, light pollution, sharp fall in property values and difficulty
around resale. There is a vast quantity of international evidence online about the misery
inflicted on residents by nearby wind turbines.

2. If approved this application will set a precedent for further wind farm developments close to
homes in other parts of Dunedin; the nearest house is less than 500m away.

3. The impact on our tourism will be negative. The wind farm will also be visible from cruise
ships, State Highway One and the tourist trains. Tourists come to Dunedin to see our wildlife
and open rural countryside, not to marvel at wind turbines.

Community Benefits

1. The wind farm will not be controlled by the community because the cost of the project, $6m
or more, will require financial backers who will want control of their investment.

2. Most of the power will be “sold to a single commercial consumer in Dunedin” [Scott Willis,
NZ Resources], therefore it will not be a community supply. Why should the Blueskin Bay
community be generating power to go into the national grid to Auckland and elsewhere?

3. The power will not specifically or exclusively power Blueskin Bay. It will not guarantee
provide cheaper electricity or security of supply for our community. The distribution
network remains unchanged.

¢t
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Current demand for electricity is flat. Households and businesses are using power more
efficiently. Other wind generators have down-sized or failed to proceed with already
consented projects because they are not economic, therefore there is no economic
justification for this wind farm to go ahead.

Tiwai Point is most likely to close in the next few years which wili mean there is an excess of
renewable electricity in the south of the South Island.

There is a lack of accountability as to how any profits would be returned to the community.
The BRCT trustees are not elected. There should be set criteria for applying for funds and an
independent committee to distribute grants.

BRCT, the owner of Blueskin Energy Ltd, is an unelected body which does not fully represent
nor is fully supported by the community; therefore the emphasis on it being a community
project is unjustified.

information has not been supplied in the application about the type of turbines, who will
build, manage and maintain the project, or its financial viability.

Community Consultation

1.

As it has been presented to date the wind farm project may be a project which is in the
community but it is not a community project with benefits equally shared by all.

Local support has not been demonstrated. Community consultation has been inadequate,
with low turnout at meetings held several years ago. Most local people are unaware of the
actual facts about the project. Some didn’t know about it at all until now.

This proposal has the potential to divide the local community, something neither the
community nor the greater Dunedin area wants or needs.
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To: Dunedin City Council, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058

é) Submission cosnl:eBrhr:iInsgleegEul:gﬁ:l\:niznsﬁ Bm l§ﬂ9¢|?ie'3 gp§i2h§§n under

Resource Consent Number: LUC-2015-469 Applicant: Blueskin Energy Limited
Site Address: 147 Church Road, Merton
Description of Proposal: Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines

I/We wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent application:
Your Full Name: _Matthe > [Don ASDN

Address for Service {Postal Address):

Post Code: qﬁ 7/

—

Telephone: Facsimile:

Email Address:

i Suppoﬂ:/—Neutral@his Application

others-make submlssion lconsider presentifg-a-joint-case with them at a hearing.
(Delete the above statement if you would not eonmder presentmg a joint case at a hearing)

Pey Do Noariéh to be heard in support of this submission at & hearing

Please use the back of this form or attach other pages as required
The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

ﬂcz_&ésace &i gectechaical dselmont g £o aropoed
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My submission is [include the reasons for your views]:
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The decmon I wish the Council to make is [give precise details, Including the parts of the application you wish'to have amended
and the general nature of any conditions sought]:

,/o aet _Gllen) relocuscl. (onent 76% ﬂQIaa:%;‘epf

o

Signature of submitter:

pate: _ 23/ /1S

Notes o Submitter:
Closing Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December at 5pm. A copy

of your submission must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after the service of your submission on the
Dunedin City Councll. The applicant’s address for service is 1121 Mount Cargilf Road, RD 2, Waitati 9085.

Electronic Submissions: A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means. Submissions can be
made online at http://www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma or sent by email to planning@dcc.govt.nz

Privacy: Please niote that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are available to the
media and the public. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the notified resource consent process.



Submission Pg S287

> DUNEDIN
Rachel Ozanne @@3 lll _%IT% |
. o Diwpadt

i -apECams P

Thrsiiatlil ‘
Consent number Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469
Name of applicant Blueskin Energy Limited
Location of site 147 Church Road, Merton, being that iand legally described as Lot 1-2 Depaosited Fian
Address for service Blueskin Energy Limited, 1121 Mount Cargill Road, RD2, Waitati 9085
Support/Oppose or OPPOSE
Neutral
Decision Wanted DECLINE THE APFLICATION
Want to be heard YES

1.0 Effect on Residents

11 Wind turbines are large industrial structures that have been known to create obtrusive
environmental noise pollution when built too close to dwellings.

1.2 Dunedin City Council includes the use of NZS$ 6808:2010 as a performance standard for the
assessment of noise from wind turbines. The Standard includes a noise limit of 40 dB LASO, which can
increase at higher wind speeds to 5dB above the background sound level.

1.3 Porteous Hill is in a rural environment

e There has been no attempt to establish what the general or ‘background’ or ‘baseline’ noise
level in the area is — particularly at night.

¢ The International Standards Organization (ISO) determined that 25 dBA represents a rural night-
time environment.

e 25dBAis likened to ‘sound of breathing at 1m distance’ i.e. NOTHING, whereas 40 dBA is
likened to ‘distraction when learning or when concentration it needed’. A significant difference,
particularly in a rural setting.

1.4 It is flippant of Chiles Ltd (acoustic consultant employed by BRCT) to conclude that the predicted
wind farm sound levels wili ‘result in acceptable noise effects’. There has been plenty of evidence that wind
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turbine noise is not without adverse impacts on nearby residents.

15 A NZ study (Shepard et al, 2011}, compared the health-related quality of life (HRQOQL) in the Makara
Valley, a coastal area 10 km west of Wellington and concluded (along with others, i.e. Pederson et al, 2009 )
that night-time wind turbine noise limits should be set conservatively to minimize harm, and, on the basis
of their data, suggested that setback distances need to be greater than 2 km in hilly terrain.
The Porteous Hill wind turbine site is sited on a steep hill above the natural parabola of Blueskin
Bay, the nearest residence is less than 500m away. There has been no detailed study to
determine how the complex topography of Blueskin Bay will affect the resonance and natural
frequency of the three wind turbines.

16 Sleep interruption and disturbance indicates the real potential for causing significant public harm
from nearby wind turbines. Dr. Michael Nissenbaum et af published 'Effects of industrial wind turbine noise
on sleep and health' in Noise & Health, September-October 2012. The study cenclusion has a strong
recommendation for a separation distance of 1.4-km (4593-ft) away from a 1.5 MW wind turbine. This
would be especially true for wind turbines located in quiet environments.
The Porteous Hill wind turbine site is sited less than 500m away from the nearest residence.
There has been no detailed baseline study to determine noise levels of this quiet rural
environment.

1.7 The German Medical Association say that the health effects of infrasound (below 20 Hz) and low
frequency sound (below 100 Hz) in relation to emissions from wind turbines were ‘still open questions’, as
were ‘the effects of noise below the hearing threshold or lower frequencies with increasing exposure
duration’. The assembly said ‘the erection of more turbines close to settlements should be stopped until
there was reliable data to exclude a safety hazard.’

1.8 With the possibility of pulsing infrasound (below the threshold of hearing, or <20 Hz} and low-
frequency (<100 Hz) noise (ILFN)acting on the inner ear to cause unexpectedly high rates of complaints
around wind turbines compared with other sources of noise (Janssen et al., 2011; Pedersen and Waye,
2004), acoustic engineers started measuring wind turbine noise in the lower frequencies and found that
noise from large wind turbines is characterized by pulsing ILFN that is associated with complaints and health
problems (Channel Islands Acoustics et al., 2012; Mgller and Pedersen, 2011). The solution is large setback
distances to avoid subjecting people to not just increased audible noise as recommended by the World
Health Organization {Berglund et al., 1995), but also pulsing ILFN {Kelley, 1987; Noise Bulletin, 2011).

infrasound and ILFN has not been considered at all by BRCT. | would surmise this is another
example of the applicant ignoring a very real risk to the health of residents in Warrington.
Multiple international studies surmise that there is a real risk of health related effects and the
whole of Warrington and Blueskin Bay may be subjected to such adverse health-related effects.

1.9  Section 3.8 WHO Guidelines, 1999 clearly states: "The evidence on low frequency noise is
sufficiently strong to warrant immediate concern”, "Low-frequency noise may also produce
vibrations and rattles as secondary effects” “Health effects due to low frequency components in
noise are estimated to be more severe than for community noises in general {Berglund et al 1996)".

1.10 Section 4.2.3 WHQ Guidelines, 1999, Sleep disturbance effects: ‘Electrophysiological and
behavioural methods have demonstrated that both continuous and intermittent noise indoors
lead to sleep disturbance. The more intense the background noise, the more disturbing is its effect
on_sleep. Measurable effects on sleep start at background noise levels of about 30 dB Laeq.

1.11 Section 4.4 WHO Guidelines, 1999, Values: "It is not enough to characterise the noise
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environment in terms of noise measures or indices based on energy summation {eqg LAeq) because
different critical health effects require different description. ... For indoor environments,
reverberation time is also an important factor. If the noise includes a large proportion of low
frequency components, still lower guideline values should be applied.

112  Inmany places, turbines have been ordered to be shut down at night so that people can sleep.
Sleep disturbance itself is considered to be a health effect by the World Health Organization, because sleep
is required for both physical and mental health. Combined with the stress from excessive noise, lack of good
sleep can lead to long-term problems such as learning disabilities in children, work impairment, and
cardiovascular disease {Berglund et al., 1995; Goines and Hagler, 2007).

1.13  BRCT has shown a lack of duty of care by failing to undertake a detailed topographical acoustical
survey to accurately reflect what the effects of the turbines might be and where the effects of the Blueskin
Bay turbines may lie, rather than relying on an 'off the shelf' modelling tcol to produce nearly concentric
circles around the turbines, without taking into account the wider implications for the natural parabola of
Blueskin Bay.

1.14  The modelling software includes elevation data, aerial photographs and background maps which is
provided free of charge, however there is the option to use higher quality digital data.

If BRCT were serious about protecting local residents from the real possibility of noise, they would
have clarified that highest possible quality mapping data had been used.

2.0 iandscape, Environment and Ecology

2.1 Visibility: The development will have a major impact on a prominent hill 400m high which will be
visible from most places in Blueskin Bay, including Warrington village, Coast Road, the Kilmog, Waitati,
Don's Creek, Haywards Coast and Purakaunui. ltotally disagree with Lucas Associates concluding remarks
about visual assessment (“The visual impact of the cluster on the character of the rural landscape is
assessed to not be an adverse effect, but to contribute to the legible and no-nonsense land cover and land
use of the character of the hill and surrounding slopes. Any adverse effects on ruraf character are assessed
as negligibie” j

2.3 Alternative sites : Other than a list, there is NO explanation of why the other proposed sites were a)
considered and b) dismissed. No matrix of assessment is included, An absentee landholder with no
connection to the land was likely to be the sole reason for the Porteous Hill site being chosen.

24 Sympathetic siting and design : Try as Lucas Associates might, there is a vast difference between
the character and scale of trees and an industrial wind turbine.

2.5 Landscape features and Characteristics: In 2009 a landscape assessment of Dunedin’s rural
environment was commissioned by the DCC. The following is from a letter and map, addressed to us at 61
Porteous Road, dated 2009

it has been recognised that specific sites or landscape features within Dunedin’s rural environment are particularly
valued, due to factors such as their visual appearance, natural significance or their cultural or historical associations.
Accordingly it has been proposed that these sites and features be identified and recognised as "Significant Landscape
Features".

We have contacted you in regard to this because you own property which forms at least part of, or the whole of, a site
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which has been identified as a potential Significont
Landscape Feqture. Please refer to the attoched map to see
the proposed Significant Landscape Feature/s which would
affect property awned by you.

At this stage it is proposed that Significant Landscape
Features be afforded a higher level of protection from
development and activities than the remainder of the rural
environment, due to their significance. Accordingly, it is
important to note that on sites identified as Significant
Landscape Features it is proposed that a wide range of
activities be non-complying activities, including the following:

Residentiol Activity;

Forestry;

Commercial Residential Activities;
Community Support Activities;
Rural Retail Sale Activity; and
Rural Tourist Activity.

1
Sagni-i6 = Lande<aps Foawre - Lugant
ForeswsHA -
LB

26 It is inconceivable that now half of Porteous
Hill is proposed to be zoned 'significant’ and the other half 'rural'. When looking at the hill from the
Blueskin Bay there is no difference between one half and the other.

2.7 The turbines will impose and compromise the ‘Seacliff Significant Landscape zone’ which is ‘broadly
defined as a coastal landscape incorporating a range of both inland and coastal landforms and features. In
addition to the high natural values of the immediate coast and important estuarine habitats, the area holds
significance for both Maori and European histories. Many of these historical associations are still evident in
the working rurai iandscape of today. it is aiso vaiued as a scenic corridor which forms an alternative
northern gateway to Dunedin city’

2.8 The proposed location of the turbines is totally inappropriate as they border on a ‘significant
landscape zone’ which wiil be blighted by the industrial sized turbines. | submit that the 2GP has
erroneously split Porteous Hill in two and the entire hill should be ‘a significant landscape feature’

29 Compatibility of Scale and Character: Three wind turbines - located at the top of a 400m hill,
above a scenic route, in a rural area (some zoned significant landscape) - is NOT compatible.

3.0 Water table of Porteous Hiil

3.1 Porteous Hill has numerous springs. Farms and residences rely on the springs for stockwater and
residential water. In the past the whole of Warrington has been served by one of these springs. The hill is
extremely fragile, the springs with it.

3.2 BRCT has made no attempt to undertake a detailed geological survey, specifically to understand
what effect moving 6500m3 soil or drilling enormous foundations into the heart of Porteous Hill will have
on the springs of Porteous Hill, let alone the stability of the mudstone.
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4.0 Light pollution.

4.1 The turbines are on a flight path therefore NZ Civil Aviation regulations require lighting. Night-time
wind turbine obstruction lighting usually consists of red-colucred flashing lights or white strobe fixtures.

4.2 The site is rural, looking at Porteous Hill from Blueskin Bay the night-time skies are dark. The
proposed turbines do not fit in with DCC's Dark Skies Strategy

5.0 Community Engagement

5.1 This is being sold as a 'community project' when it is not. Corporate investment of $6m is required,
and the power is NOT going to be used locally.

5.2 BRCT, the owner of Blueskin Energy Ltd is an UNELECTED body, which does not have the full support
of the community.

5.3 The community has not been provided with a business plan. There is no clear explanation as to
how the community will benefit,

5.4 Return investment is likely to be dismal in the long term especially as the closure of Tiwai Smelter is
likely.

5.5 Community consultation has been inadequate, BRCT has leapt from home insulation/solar to an
industrial scale wind turbine proposal without effective communication or consultation. This is highlighted
by the fact that 70 people turned up to the Warrington wind-turbine 'crisis’ meeting in November, yet BRCT
managed to consult only 49 people completed a survey (across the whole of the Blueskin Bay Community)
and 16 people were interviewed during the ‘consultation period’. The majority of consulted people lived in
Waitati.

6.0 Human rights

6.1 By carefully promoting the development of Blueskin Bay wind energy as a community initiative and
by promulgating wind energy as the vital part of the provision of future NZ energy supply there is the real
danger that if the proposal goes ahead without further thorough site specific investigation, then BRCT has
shown a distinct lack of duty of care and BRCT will have denied the wider Blueskin Bay Comnunity their
rights under Article 8 of the Human Rights Act:

Article 8 provides:
a. Everyone has the right to respect for his private and family life, his home and his correspondence.

b. There shall be no interference by a public authority with the exercise of this right except as in
accordance with the law and as necessary in a democratic society in the interests of national
security, public safety or the economic well-being of the country, for the prevention of disorder or

crime, for the protection of health or morals, or for the protection of the rights and freedom of
others.

7.0 Conclusion
7.1 | totally disagree with the four principles put forward by Blueskin Energy — namely

7.1.1 BRCT advocates that the turbines will complement the fine-grained and lived in landscape
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with elegant structures;
FACT: Porteous Hill has ‘significant landscape values’. The landscape is rural, not industrial.

7.1.2  BRCT advocates that the turbines will provide significant new renewable generation while
maintaining environmental services;

FACT: Most energy used in the South Island is renewable anyway. What is the carbon footprint of
building these monsters? What will happen to electricity prices when Tiwai closes (BRCT has
shown a complete lack of financial accountability)

7.1.3 BRCT advocates that the turbines will contributing to enhancing the resilience to our local
electricity network;
FACT: The electricity generated does not go to the local community.

7.1.4 BRCT advocates that the turbines will be scaled to suit the character and nature of Blueskin
Bay.

FACT: These are industrial scale turbines over 100m tall, with blades larger than jumbo jets, sited
on the top of a prominent landmark (Porteous Hill), on a DCC designated scenic route. There is
nothing about them that is suited to such an area.

The turbines are much closer to residential houses than recommended separation distances and the
risk of Infrasound and ILFN has been totally ignored by BRCT. Multiple international studies
surmise that there is a real risk of health related effects and the whole of Warrington and Blueskin
Bay may be subjected to such adverse health-related effects.

Earthworks have the real potentiai of interfering with the complex and fragile geoiogy of Porteous
Hill, putting at risk springs that supply both residential and stock water. The applicant has not
addressed this at all.

The proposal in its current format is in danger of contravening the Human Rights Act.
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' SUBMISSION FORM 13 . -
Submission concerning resource consentd bmmmea ﬂ:ﬁ?ﬁﬂ?ﬁ under
6) DUNEDIN CITY aection 95A
& Sections 95A, Resource Management Act 1991

To: Dunedin City Council, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058

Resource Consent Number: LUC-2015-469 Applicant: Blueskin E
Site Address: 147 Church Road, Merton
Description of Proposal: Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines

I/We wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent application:

Your Full Name: LA Moss D M

Email Address:
I: Support/Neutral //Oppose this Application Do Mot wish to be heard in support of tivs submission at a nearing

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
(Delete the above statement if you would not consider presenting a joint case at a hearing)

Post Code; 927[

Facsimile:

Please use the back of this form or attach other pages as required
The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

/KLL‘A‘M&‘LO‘;"‘% wnﬁ—f Sbb[ffpékj

My submission s [include the reasons for your views]:

= .

Slloagfg,g atlacled

The decision I wish the Council to make is [give precise detalls, Including the parts of the application you wish to have amended
and the general nature of any conditions sought]s

Signature of submitter: _~ 7’%¢ W Date: R7~— 1~ 185

(or person authorised to sign on rfehalf of submitter)

Notes to Submitter:
Closing Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December al 5pm. A copy
of your submission must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after the service of your submission on the
Dunedin City Council. The applicant’s address for service is 1121 Mount Cargill Road, RD 2, Waitati 9085.

Electronic Submissions: A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means. Submissions can be
made online at http://www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma or sent by email to planning@dcc.govt.nz

Privacy; Please note that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are available to the
media and the public. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the notified resource consent process.
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Submission on publicly notified plan concerning:

2142 Waitati-Waikouaiti Rd

To: Dunedin City Council
Name of submitters: Murray Cumming & Michele Cope

This is a submission on the Resource Consent Notice LUC-2015-469, Blueskin Energy Ltd.

The specific parts of this Resource Consent that my submission reiates to are the affects this
project will have upon:

1. the current iandscape zone

2. the environmental impact upon the water supplies’ of neighbouring properties

3. the lack of technical information

My submission is:

We oppose the Resource Consent proposal

Specific concerns:

1. the current landscape zone is part of the district plan. It has had wide public consultation with
the result that the values identified are worthy of protection.

From the district plan, section 14.Landscape

Some of the most impressive landscapes in this area are on the coast which in places is
visually dramatic (for example, the ocean coast of the Otago Peninsula). The Landscape
Section deals with management of the City’s landscape qualily in terms of its aesthetic
coherence and scenic values.

This brings the validity of the Lucas and Associates landscape report into question and the
scope for subjective opinion to be relevant.

| refer to landscape assessment page 17, section 15, paragraph 3.

“Due to the mosaic of buildings and plantings, the site and coastal siopes to Porteous Hill are
assessed fo have neither outstanding nor high natural character as per 13(1)(a) and {c)".

This project will impinge upon the landscape values of the area. It has a longitudinal ‘“footprint
from the east of approximately 330m and viewed from the south a footprint of approximately
200m. The vertical footprint is expected to be between 100 and 125 metres high giving an
approximate visual impact of 33,000 metres square. This visual impact is on the skyline and
cannot be disguised as would a sfructure with a hill behind it may.

As the structures are continually in motion they will have a greater impact upon the scenic
amenity values than a passive structure such as a building.

The application does not provide any information on the affects of the lighting required for a
structure of this nature particularly as it is in a commercia! flight path. How much light intensity
will the nearest neighbours be subjected to? Do the tips of the rotor blades need to be lit and as
the highest point of the structure continually changes wil these lights appear in the night sky in
a manner similar to a showground ferris wheel?
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2. the environmental impact upon the water supplies’ of neighbouring properties

The Porteous Hill area is a fragile environment. The 2GP plan has currently identified the
majority of the hill within the hazard zone criteria.

The west side of this site falls steeply into a high level swamp. This swamp has been a biessing
to land owners and a curse for the managers of state highway 1 (SH1). Remedial work has
been done to stabilize the SH1 by draining the swamp to the north leaving farming operations at
the south end having to make alternative arrangements for water. Water supplies are obtained
from shallow springs that are reliant upon rainfali and run-off to replenish them. If this water
supply is damaged further through interference with the aquifer of contamination of the surface
water through construction the land will revert to drv stock farming.

It is the intention of the contractors to trench down the face to the swamp and noe amount of
water stop structure will be totally successful in this situation. Construction techniques used to
treat run-off from sites may meet low environmental standards for acceptance into waterways
however the water will not meet standards that are required for stock water and will require
greater levels of treatment to produce potable water for household use.

I contend that the ecological assessment has been limited to the construction site and does not
address affects upon the adjoining sites. Any contamination, even if it for a limited time (refer to
the application for a 10 year window for construction) will have an immediate impact upon the
livelihoods and amenity values of those properties that are reliant upon the water supply to
sustain our own resilient community.

3. the lack of technical information

This application does not provide any geo-technical nor engineering information and the effect it
wili have upon the ground structure. While surface observations and some geotechnical work
may have been done in the surrounding area there is no evidence the site is suitable for the
stresses and loadings that it will be subjected to. Current practice is seeing a move from shallow
wide spread foundations to a foundation supported upon piles often 100s of metres deep that
may affect the aquifer. No test holes have been done and no data is included in the application.

| seek the following decision from the consent authority:
That this Resource Consent is denied due to the affect upon the landscape plan, the threat to
the water supplies and the general lack of evidence

We wish to be heard in support of my submission.

Date 27.11.2014

Address for service of submitter:
M A Cumming

RD1

Waikouaiti 9471

Telephone:03 4657304
email:mcumming2 t@grmail.com
Contact person: Murray Cumming
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Submission on the Blueskin Wind Farm

Name: Jenna Packer

RECEVED
Date: Wednesday 2™ December 2015 02D 015
address BY:

Consent Number: Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469

1 fully support this complete application with the conditions proposed by the applicant and endorse the
process,

&y Reasons: There are many reasons why I support this application. Some of them are:

1. Itis the culmination of a community dream that began in 2006 and has taken many years of
community discession, debate, and participation to come to development, and is a real
community scale solution to the great challenge of climate change. it wan’t be enough alone,
but it will show what people in one community can do. The alternative is to do nothing, which
is .

2. Visnal: Our front veranda faces Porteous Hill and the main window of my studio locks out
onto Porteous Hill, 50 I will be given prime views to the three wind turbines on Porteous Hill,
1 won’t see them as clearly as I'd like however, as they are going to be some kilometres away.
‘We have already had some change in our neighbourhood, with the sub-division of Don's
Creek and the construction of many new homes with large windows that scatter light widely
and extensively up the hillside. Any negative visual impact of the turbines will be far less than
this sub-division, but, like this snb-division, will bring greater value and diversity into our
community. I feel sad for people who don’t like the look of wind turbines, but I doubt they
love the look of coal or gas fired stations either. I love wind turbines...

3. Low impact: Wind generation is very low impact energy infrastructure. All the expert reports,
which are extensive for such a modest development from a small community organisation,
indicate positive environmental effect or minor to less-than-minor adverse environmental
effect. We'll see them from various vantage points, but unfortunately we'll have to drive up
Porteous Road or Pryde Road to get anything like a close view. I do hope however that once
established we will be able to visit the site and stand right underneath them. Farming will
continue all around them and

4. Birds: Risk to birds is low, However, even if it was high risk, the worst cases of wind farm
bird deaths are nothing compared to car use, or other hurnan constructions and activities like
buildings and oil extraction. This is what business as usual looks like.

W Ty, e el B e s
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5. Emissions Reduction: Greenhouse gas emissions from electricity nse in Dunedin can be
reduced by this project. Reducing greenhouse gas emissions is more than just doing our bit. If
enough people, communities, cities and countries follow this Blueskin example, we may be
able to limit the worst effects of climate change, This will bring benefit to not only humans,
but algo birds and all other significant species. The Blueskin project may only be a small
project, but it has great symbolic power. I've heard some negative comments about this
project since it was publicly notified, but these people are the usual protestors and are not
good at proposing soluiions, and if we let angry people stop good projects we wili certainly
bead for disaster. I don"t want to have to go home by canoe, simply because the anti-wind
farm people got their way.

6. Tourism: Like other wind farms around the covntry, this one will be a tourist attraction., But it
will also attract people who want to hear how & community can do things and learn how to do
it themselves. This will be a boon to our local economy and will stimulate interest in the other
eco-activities, such as the Orokonui Ecosanctuary, and in our local sunaka,

7. Our commons: Too often we forget we live in a community and we rely on our neighbours
and friends for so many things, This project is about building a community asset and creating
infrastructure that will fit well within our multi-functional landscape and return benefits to the
whole community. While this project, when successful, will make me personaly happy, I think
it is more valuable as something that will provide community benefit — even to those people
who don't understand the concept of ‘commons® yet. And it is scaled to our community, able
to genetate in a year a little more than the total electricity we consume in our 1000 honsehaold
community in a year, Of course, most of the electricity will have to be sold to a large
consumer for the first few years, but it will still all remain in the local grid and will build
greater energy resilience for our community.

8. Inspiration: in these changing times we desperately need positive examples of community
action. This is certainly it and I urge the Council to get right behind it and support it with
everything you've got.

DECISION REQUESTED
Please grant full resource consent with only the conditions proposed by the applicant as this is a

resource stressed company owned by our local charity and doesn’t have access to a large amount of
money to contract additional expertise.



I do not wish to speak to this submission.
Thank you for your attention.

Yours sincerely,

L\

Jenma Packer

Submission Pg S298
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Submission on Publicly Notified Application for a
Resource Consent under Section 96 of the Resource
Management Act 1991

To: Dunedin City Couneil
PC Box 5045,
Mcray Place
DUNEDIN 9058.

From: Alrways Corporation of New Zealand Lid
PC Box 264
WELLINGTON

This is a submission on an application from Blueskin Energy Limited for a resource
consent to construci and operate a windfarm.

i The specific parts of the application that this submission relates

T are:

This submission relates sclely to the nature of ihe activity, in so far as it has the
potential to affect the safe and efficient operation of the air traffic network.

2.  Airways Corporation of New Zealand Limited submits that:
Background

Airways Corporation of New Zealand Limited (Airwiys) was established under the
State Gwned Enterprises Act 1085. At that time Airways took over the operational
areas of the Civil Aviation Division of the Ministry of Transport.

Airways has principal responsibility for facilitating the safe mcvement: of air traffc
through New Zealand airspace. It is responsible for managing all domestic and
international air traffic for one of the largest areas of airspace in the world —
approximetely 30 million square kilometres,

Speciiically, in the Ctago Region, Airways is responsible for the nrovision of air
traffic management and aircraft navigation services including the direct servicing
of Dunedir and Gueenstown airports. These services are essentisl for the economic
well-being and the continuing health and safety of the local and wider {tago
community,

Airweys does not object in principal to the proposed activity provided that any
potential danger tc aircraft is fully assessed and effectively managed, rerediad
and/or mitigated.
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The need for renewshle energy generation

Airways supports wind farms insofar as they respond to the need for greater energy
efficiency, and supports the need for promoting the generation of energy from
renewable resources.

Effects of wind farns of navigation infrestructure

LAirways has concerns over the potential impact that any proposed wind farm could
have on their existing navigational infrastructure (or any future radar and
navigational aid sites or facilities), which provide essential navigational data for

.
s en
Clapn -

Airways’ concerns in respect of any proposed wind farm are as follows:
(a) Obstruction of Radio Prepagation

The wind turbines can posz an obstruction to the radar signal path along aircraft
routes. This obstruction can happen if the turbine support structures or masts
are metallic, have flat metallic components and the array of such siruciures are
oriented to a radar in such a way that they appear as a continuous structure,

In such instances these may not only obstruct coverage over certain areas (where
height also becomes a factor) but also could cause reflection of the signal and
give false replies. Such an impact is most likely when wind turbines are located
on the crest of hills, which is the usual case for wind generators.

Similar conceris will aisc apply during the construction phase of a wind farm
depending on the structures and machinery used.

(b) Source of Radar “Clutter”

The velocity of turbine blades are similar to that of aircraft so the Doppler
fittering employed by the Airways Primary radar to detect moving targets would
not be effective and would result in the blades producing plots. This could result
in the display of false targeis (clutter) on Air Traffic Control (ATC) Radar
Displays.

Although Airways has the capability to mask signals from areas whera there i
such disturbance to radar, this would also have the undesirable effect of
reducing the aircrafi detection capability, so that aircraft would pass undetected
through the masked ar=a.

These effects will depend on the internal design of the radar and the specific
characteristics of the turbine.

Airways considers that these issues should be considered on a case-by-case basis
as other factors such as the proximity of the turbine to the radar, the elevation
of the turbine with respect to the radar and the orientation of wind turbines will
also be relevant and each have the potential to impact significantly on air trafic
control operations,
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Airways has experience in submitting on other wind farms in New Zealand znd
notice it is common practice to uadertake an assessment of effects upon
communications infrastructure as part of a resource consent application. Airways
notes such an assessment has not been supplied as part of this application.

Civil Aviation Rule Pari 77

Civil Aviation Rule Part 77 regulates “Objects and Activities Affecting Navigable
Airspace”,

The relevant Rules are attached as Appendix A. However, amorg other things, the
Rule idertifies structures being more than 60 metres in height above ground level
at its site as potentially hazardous to aircraft. Airways notes the application states
the proposed turbines and blades will exceed this height limit.

Civil Aviation Rule Part 77.19 states the Director shall determine any such activity
to be a “hazard in navigable airspace”.

Airways seeks to eliminate the potential for such hazards and considers that the
Council should have appropriate regard to these matters in assessing the adverse
effects of the application.

Consultation

Airways notes and commends the applicant for undertaking consultation with the
Civil Aviation Authority as part of preparing the resource consent application as
identified on page 2¢ of the application. Airways notes that Clause 6(f) of Schedule
4 of the Resource Management Act requires an applicant, as part of the assessmen
of environmental effects to include the consultation and resporses to the views of
persons consulted. Airways notes that provision of this information In respect to
;cihe corisultaﬁon undertaken with the Civil Aviation Authority would have been
esirable.

Airways considers it important to bring these issues to the attention of the applicant
and Council, so that they can be taken inte account should consent be granted and
detailed design commence.

3. Airways seeks the following:

o) The apnlicant undertske an assessment of effects upon
communication and navigaiion tnfras tructure;

b) The applicant supply deizils of consultation in accordance with

Scheduie 4 of the Act;

Should consent ba granted any conseny to the appleation shall

include the following eondition:

.Y
LM

“Th2 applicant must consult with the Civil Aviation Authority of New
Zealand (CAA) in order to eliminate the potential for any dangar to
aircraft (whether direct or indirect) and will obtain an aeronautical
study in respect of the application, if recommended to do so by CAA”
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4.  Alrways wishes to be beard in support of this submission.

§.  If others make s similar eubmission, Alrways will consider

presenting a joint case with them at g hearing.

G.  Afrwaysisnotatrade competitor for the purposes of section 308B
of the Resource Management Act 1991,

o

Shane L Roberts

Consultant Planner to:

Airways Corporation of New Zzaland
Address for Service:

Airways Corporation of New Zealand Limited
C/- Opus Iniernational Consultants

Private Bag 1913

DUNEDIN

Attention: Shane L Roberts

Phone: 03 471 5565

Fax: 03 474 8695

Email: shane.roberts@opus.co.nz
Copy:

Blueskin Energy Limited
1721 Mount Cargill Rocd,
RDa2,

Waitati 5085
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APPENDIX A

SELECTED SECTIONS OF CAA RULE PART 77 — OBJECTS AND
ACTIVITIES AFFECTING NAVIGABLE ATRSPACE
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7.7 Notice of use of a structure discharging eHlux. a light,
or a laser
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1. This development will have a major visual impact on a prominent hill 464 T
Tli":Ci:':f v __’;‘" ¥isible from most places in Blueskin Bay, including Warrington village, Coas
' ; IMMgg, Waitati, Don’s Creek, Haywards Coast (Hayward Point to Doctor’s Point) and
L2 L7 gyatPuratanui.
2. The tprbine site is visible from afar. It promises a stigma on the landscape which will put

i) CE peopie off wanting to settle in the area.

3. It will result in the physical destruction of a local landmark and the loss of amenity for all,
like walking groups.

4. Light pollution across the landscape: the site is on an aircraft flight path. NZ Civil Aviation
regulations require bright warning lights visible for many kilometres. Will the 100+ metre
turbines also have to be lit from below? How does this new light poliution fit in with the
DCC’s recent Dark Skies strategy which aims at lowering night light emission levels and
increasing the visibility of our beautiful night skies? '

5. The turbine blades will result in bird strike, posing a deadly threat to local birds including
falcons, harriers, black-backed gulls. The site is close to a major estuarine bird habitat
supporting up to 1000 bar-tailed godwits. Impact is particularly likely when the site is lit at
night under low cloud conditions and in foggy and stormy weather — a frequent occurrence.

Effects on Residents of Porteous Hill and Others

1. There isa major impact on households closer to the wind farm site - loss of amenity, noise
disturbance, ground vibration, light pollution, sharp fall in property values and difficulty
around resale. There is a vast quantity of international evidence online about the misery
inflicted on residents by nearby wind turbines.

2. if approved this application will set a precedent for further wind farm developments close to
homes in other parts of Dunedin; the nearest house is less than 500m away.

3. The impact on our tourism will be negative. The wind farm will also be visible from cruisc
ships, State Highway One and the tourist trains. Tourists come to Dunedin to see our wildlife
and open rural countryside, not to marvel at wind turbines.

Community Benefits

1. The wind farm will not be controlled by the community because the cost of the project, $6m
or more, will require financial backers who will want control of their investment.

2. Most of the power will be “sold to a single commercial consumer in Dunedin” [Scott Willis,
NZ Resources], therefore it will not be a community supply. Why should the Blueskin Bay
community be generating power to go into the national grid to Auckland and elsewhere?

3. The power will not specifically or exclusively power Blueskin Bay. it will not guarantee
provide cheaper electricity or security of supply for our community. The distribytion

network remains unchanged.
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4. Current demand for electricity is flat. Households and businesses are using power more
efficiently. Other wind generators have down-sized or failed to proceed with already
consented projects because they are not economic, therefore there is no economic
justification for this wind farm to go ahead.

5. Tiwai Point is most likely to close in the next few years which will mean there is an excess of
renewable electricity in the south of the South Island.

6. There is a lack of accountability as to how any profits would be returned to the community.
The BRCT trustees are not elected. There should be set criteria for applying for funds and an
independent committee to distribute grants.

7. BRCT, the owner of Blueskin Energy Ltd, is an unelected body which does not fully represent
nor is fully supported by the community; therefore the emphasis on it being a community
project is unjustified.

8. Information has not been supplied in the application about the type of turbines, who wiii
build, manage and maintain the project, or its financial viability.

Community Consultation

1. Asit has been presented to date the wind farm project may be a project which is in the
community but it is not a community project with benefits equally shared by all.

2. Local support has not been demonstrated. Community consultation has been inadequate,
with low turnout at meetings held several years ago. Most local people are unaware of the
actual facts about the project. Some didn’t know about it at all until now.

3. This proposal has the potential to divide the local community, something neither the
compunity nor the great unedin area warfis 9 needs.

(/ (2/(S




From: Mark Brown

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>

Date: 1/12/2015 10:21:34 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527180
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This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website

on 01 Dec 2015 10:21pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Mark Nelson Brown

Address 4 Erne 9085 Waitati
Contact phone 4822833

Fax 4822838

Email address blueskin@xtra.co.nz

Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469
Position | oppose this application
Wish to speak? Yes

Present jointly to hearing? No
Parts of application that

submission relates to 1. Section 5 "Community Engagement in the Project” plus
Appendix B 2. Appendix C — Landscape Assessment Report and Appendicies
3. Assessment of Environmental Effects and Resource Consent Application - entire

application

Reasons for submission 1. Lack of consultation with wider community and
stakeholders specific to this project. 2. The effects on the landscape will be more than
minor, for several reasons including that not all areas of visual impact have been
considered and incomplete information has been provided. 3. Unsubstantiated
information such as claims of support and consultation not documented in application,
meeting minutes or signed letters of support would substantiate these.

Desired decision Decline the application


mailto:blueskin@xtra.co.nz
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From: marty@northeastvalley.org

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 4:12:02 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526513

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 27 Nov 2015 2:05pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Marty Cancilla

Address I
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address [

Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to Effects on the environment. - contributes to lowering our
greenhouse gas emissions and improves community resilience

Reasons for submission The Blueskin wind farm will generate enough power to
supply all of the Blueskin community’s annual electricity needs, and more.
Desired decision Please approve this application
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Talei Anderson

From: .
[ ] I 2015 04:12 p.m.

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 525402

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 15 Nov 2015
4:11pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name madelene o0zanne

poaress |
Contact phone |||

Fax

Email address _
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469
Position I oppose this application
Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to

hearing? No

Parts of application

that noise,ugliness and ecolo

submission relates ug 9y

to

Reasons for consistent noise,ugly,unnecessary,nothing is good about it,environmental impact as in
submission bird strike,no benefit to Blueskin Bay.

Desired decision don't grant the consent.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 2/12/2015 2:19:43 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527274

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 02 Dec 2015 2:19pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Mark Walton

Address [N
Contact phone | EEGEGEE

Fax N/A

Email address |
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to 1. Lack of consultation. 2. The prominent site of the proposed
wind farm. 3. Possible noise pollution. 4. Possible bird strike.

Reasons for submission 1. | attended a public meeting on the proposed wind farm
several years ago in the Warrington Village Hall but had received no further information
until | recently attended a meeting at the Hall where | was informed that a consent
application had already been submitted. | also learned that three turbines were
proposed as well as other very significant changes to the original proposal. As a
resident of Reservoir Road Warrington, | am not too far from the proposed site to be
possibly affected by it. | was very disappointed at the complete lack of consultation with
me by Blueskin Energy Ltd. 2. Standing at the proposed site, there is a 360 degree
panoramic view, extending from the lighthouse at the Head of Otago Harbour, along to
Long Beach, Purakanui, Doctors Point, much of Blueskin Bay including Waitati and
Warrington, a wide sweep of the Silver Peaks around to Seacliff. Residents, tourists etc.
in all of these places can therefore see Porteus Hill — it is the most prominent hill on the
North side of Blueskin Bay. Of all the many hill peaks seen from around Blueskin Bay,
only the very distant Mt. Cargill and Swampy Summits have any human structures on
them. Consequently the siting of the wind farm on Porteus Hill will make a substantial
visual impact on the skyline. | do not consider that it is worth sacrificing the beauty of
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the current natural landscape for the sake of making an exceeding small contribution to
the energy requirements of the nation. 3. | am very concerned for residents who live
close by the site. At the recent meeting at the Warrington Village Hall, no reassurances
were offered as to whether noise levels would be acceptable, especially in varying
conditions of wind direction and velocity. If, on construction of the farm, the noise proves
unacceptable, then this would have significant impacts on many aspects of the lives of
those residents. 4. It appears that existing wind farms around the world have differing
rates of bird strike. A survey of bird life on Porteus Hill has not been undertaken but
should be over a reasonable length of time to establish the bird population and their
flight characteristics in order to estimate the possible impact of the proposed wind farm.
| consider that the possibility of high bird strike rates would make the proposed wind
farm unacceptable.

Desired decision | wish the Council to decline the application for the establishment
of a wind farm on Porteus Hill
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 11:43:45 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527184

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 11:43pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Stephanie McConnon

Address [N
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address [

Submission details

Consent number  Wind Farm 147 Church Rd LUC-2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to The installation of wind turbines on Poteous Hill

Reasons for submission The visual effects of a strobe effect created by glinting
sunlight from the spinning blades, the lights atop the turbines in a night sky, noise is
amplified across the bay and the secrecy around naming the investors at the public
meeting.

Desired decision  To reject the application.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 30/11/2015 9:40:29 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526927

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 30 Nov 2015 9:40pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Mecaela Baird

Address [N
Contact phone | N

Fax

Email address |
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to All of it.

Reasons for submission The Health impacts on resdidents. Death toll of wildlife.
Noise impact and health issues surrounding constant noise. Unstable ground issues.
Visual impact. No financial benefit to the community. Its share holder financially based.
Loss of property value.

Desired decision  Decline the application in full.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 2/12/2015 3:25:49 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527293

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 02 Dec 2015 3:25pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Norman Anderson

Address [N
Contact phone | N

Fax NA

Email address |
Submission details

Consent number  2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to Landscape assessment.

Reasons for submission NZ has many wind farms around the country. | do not hear
continuing complaints about the visual affect of those farms. Therefore | assume that
their appearance is acceptable. | in fact enjoy seeing them come into view when I'm
driving in their area.

Desired decision | wish to DCC to approve this application.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 12:23:11 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527057

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 12:23pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Nathan Keen

Address [
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address |
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to Carbon emissions, environmental effects, flow on projects
through out the country.

Reasons for submission | support the submission as wind energy is the least carbon
intensive forms of energy. The community wind farm model is also well developed in
more progressive countries. If this wind farm goes ahead it will be a model by which
other communities can follow and may also influence legislation. Negative effects have
be looked into and found to be not significant when compared to the environmental
benefits the wind turbines will provide. Every additional wind turbine that is erected is a
step towards closing a existing gas fired plant. With government support and combined
with demand reduction, New Zealand could quickly become the least carbon intensive
electricity suppliers in the world and be a model for other countries to take lessons from.

Desired decision  The council should approve the submission.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 2/12/2015 3:10:18 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527289

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 02 Dec 2015 3:10pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Nicola Mutch

Address N
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address [N

Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to application as a whole

Reasons for submission Small communities face ongoing challenges as they seek to
thrive, sustainably, into the future. The Blueskin Wind project offers a powerful model
where, rather than relying on grants or local government, the community is able to take
greater control over its destiny and wellbeing. By creating an independent revenue
source, it is able to start envisaging and pursuing what its needs for a vibrant, resilient
future. My personal hope is that one day, the energy generated can be used to
contribute to a local electric changing station, so we can drive, emissions-free, back and
forth to our beloved bay, powered by the very air around us.

Desired decision grant consent, with proposed conditions to mitigate any negative
impact
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 1:11:28 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527067

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 1:11pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Nicola Young

Address N
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address |
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to The full application for the construction and operation of a
community wind farm.

Reasons for submission The proposal is based on community empowerment and
reducing carbon emissions - it will strengthen the local, national and (even in a small
way!) global community at social, economic and environmental levels.

Desired decision | request that the Council grants this resource consent application,
adopts the conditions proposed by the applicant, and works with the applicant

to address any outstanding issues, noting that this is a community-initiated and led
project from a resource-constrained organisation that is recognised as a NZ exemplar of
community engagement and action.
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From: Alan W orthington
To: John Sule <John.Sule@dcc.govt.nz>
Talei Anderson <Talei.Anderson@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 4/12/2015 8:19:04 a.m.
Subject: FW: Late submission, Blueskin Bay Windfarm

Need to include as late for Committee to decide on.

From: Eric Pyle [mailto:eric@nzwea.org.nz]

Sent: Friday, 4 December 2015 8:13 a.m.

To: Anna Johnson; Alan Worthington; Jane MacLeod
Subject: RE: Late submission, Blueskin Bay Windfarm

| would be very grateful if you could include this submission on the Blueskin Bay
windfarm. | mistakenly thought submissions closed at the end of this week.

Kindest Regards,
Eric Pyle | Chief Executive | New Zealand Wind Energy Association
T: +64 4 499 5048

M: 027 244 1049
E: eric@nzwea.org.nz

Skype: ericnzwea

www.nzwea.org.nz

From: Anna Johnson [mailto:Anna.Johnson@dcc.govt.nz]
Sent: Thursday, 3 December 2015 8:56 PM

To: Eric Pyle <eric@nzwea.org.nz>

Subject: Re: Late submission, Blueskin Bay Windfarm



mailto:eric@nzwea.org.nz
http://www.nzwea.org.nz
mailto:Anna.Johnson@dcc.govt.nz
mailto:Anna.Johnson@dcc.govt.nz
mailto:eric@nzwea.org.nz
mailto:eric@nzwea.org.nz
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Submission on a Publicly Notified
Resource Consent — Blueskin Bay
Wind Farm proposal

Under Section 96 of the Resource Management Act

1991
To: Dunedin City Council
Submitter: New Zealand Wind Energy Association
Submission: This is a submission on an application from Blueskin Energy

Limited for resource a consent for the Blueskin Bay Wind Farm.

This submission relates to the resource consent application in its
entirety.

The New Zealand Wind Energy Association supports the
application.

Background to the New Zealand Wind Energy Association (‘“NZWEA")

1.

2.

The New Zealand Wind Energy Association (NZWEA) is a non-Governmental,
non-profit, membership-based industry association that works towards the
development of wind energy as a reliable, sustainable, clean and commercially
viable energy source. Our membership includes around 40 companies involved
in the New Zealand wind energy sector, including:

all of the major electricity generator-retailers (Contact Energy, Genesis
Energy, Meridian Energy, Mighty River Power & TrustPower);

a number of smaller electricity generators;
a number of major international wind turbine manufacturers; and

a range of other companies with interests ranging from site evaluation
through to operations and maintenance.

NZWEA's Mission and Objects are set out in the Association’s Rules under the
Incorporated Societies Act 1908 as follows:

Mission

The mission of the Association is to promote the uptake of New Zealand's abundant wind
resource as a reliable, sustainable, clean and commercially viable energy source.

Objects

The objects of the Association are to achieve its mission ... by means of:

(@) policy advocacy with local and central government officials and elected
representatives, regulatory bodies, industry groups and other interested organisations
to raise the awareness of, and develop the concept of Wind Energy in New Zealand;

(b) organising seminars, conferences and other promotional and educational events, and
to distribute information, relating to Wind Energy in New Zealand;

(c) providing a forum for external and internal networking, discussion and co-operation
amongst persons with an interest in Wind Energy in New Zealand;

(d) promoting the economic, environmental, social and other benefits of Wind Energy in
New Zealand; and
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(e) promoting research and development of Wind Energy technology in New Zealand.

3. Further information on NZWEA, its members and activities, and the New Zealand
wind energy industry in general is available on the Association’'s website:
www.windenergy.org.nz.

Reasons for NZWEA'’s support for the Blueskin Bay Wind Farm

Introduction

4. NZWEA supports the development of well-planned wind farms. Wind power can
be used to generate competitively priced electricity while at the same time
typically having far fewer effects on far fewer people than any other existing
alternative source of electricity generation.

5. Wind generation has now “come of age” in New Zealand. Currently New
Zealand has nearly 700 MW of installed wind capacity that on an annual basis
generates around 5% of electricity. Wind generation is proven and reliable form
of electricity in New Zealand. Wind turbines in New Zealand are the best
performing wind turbines in the world.

The project contributes to the sustainable management of natural resources

6. Electricity is an essential service and a means by which people and communities
provide for their social, economic and cultural wellbeing and for their health and
safety.

7. The electricity generated from this project will be supplied into the electricity

transmission system (i.e. ‘the grid’). This connection into the transmission
system, which can transport electricity over the entire country, enables the
electricity to be utilised both locally and/or nationally. It will therefore contribute to
both the region’s and the nation’s ability to provide for its well being. The project
will also increase the security of the region’s electricity supply by providing an
alternative source of electricity to the existing generation sources. This will also
provide related benefits with respect to losses in the transmission system.

8. Windfarms provide a number of economic benefits, ranging from employment
and other regional economic benefits during construction through to long term
benefits to electricity prices. Benefits also include reducing greenhouse gas
emissions.

9. Electricity generated from wind utilises an indigenous and renewable resource
and does so with a minimal impact on the environment. The assessment reports
included with the application considers that the effects of the windfarm are either
acceptable or can be appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated. On this basis
the Blueskin Bay Wind Farm appears to be aligned with the purpose of the RMA
— the management of the use of natural and physical resources in a way which
enables communities to provide for their well being and for their health and
safety.

Wind energy helps to mitigate the potential impact of climate change

10. The use of renewable energy sources such as wind energy reduces New
Zealand’'s emissions of the greenhouse gases (GHG) that contribute to climate

E-mail:eric@nzwea.org.nz -2 of 6- 2" December 2015
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11.

12.

change when compared to electricity generation from fossil fuel sources such as
gas and coal. Wind energy uses mature, well-proven technology and so is able to
be applied immediately to meet our need to provide both electricity generation
and a reduction in our GHG emissions.

New Zealand’'s CO, emissions from the electricity sector have increased 44%
from a 1990". Our increasing demand for electricity will also see these emissions
increase further unless new demand growth is met with new renewable electricity
generation.

Climate change is dependent on the concentration of greenhouse gases such as
carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. The Environment Court identified in its
decision on the Mahinerangi Wind Farm® that by ensuring that new demand
growth is met with new renewable electricity generation, carbon dioxide
emissions will not increase (with resulting climate change benefits). In the event
that this new renewable generation also displaces existing generation (i.e. by
being dispatched in preference to more expensive sources of generation that
produce greenhouse gas emissions) this could result in a net reduction in carbon
dioxide emissions.

The project sustainably and efficiently uses a significant and important resource

13.

14.

The capacity factor of the proposed wind farm is in the order of 40-50% and
could possibly be higher, based on expected and actual windfarm capacity
factors in New Zealand. As an example of capacity factor, a 100MW windfarm
with a capacity factor of 50% will on average produce 50MW of electricity over
the long run.

The high capacity factor expected at the Blueskin Bay Wind Farm project makes
this project significant in both national and international terms and is a
demonstration of the excellent wind resource that the project is intending to
utilise. In the Environment Court decision in favour of Project West Wind in
Wellington® it was identified that the utilisation of a wind resource that was
significant on an international scale was an important consideration when
approving the resource consent application.

The site is an appropriate location for a wind farm

15.

16.

NZWEA recognises that wind energy projects can have significant visual effects
on the landscapes in which they are located. However these effects do not
necessarily need to be considered to be adverse. While they certainly represent
a change in the landscape a wide range of views exist as to the scale of these
effects, whether these changes are positive, neutral or adverse and whether
these changes represent changes in the landscape itself, or its visual amenity.
Accordingly the effects of the landscape need to be considered together with the
various other effects and benefits identified for the project, rather than
independently.

The location of wind farms is dictated by the wind resource — they are most
effective where the wind is strong and persistent and relatively low in turbulence.
Accordingly the ideal sites tend to be in exposed locations and on top of hills and
ridgelines that cause localised wind speed increases. The expected performance
of Blueskin Bay Windfarm indicates that these ideal conditions exist at the
proposed site. Accordingly the siting of the wind farm in its chosen location

E-mail:eric@nzwea.org.nz -3 of 6- 2" December 2015
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represents the most efficient use of the wind as a natural resource, which is
consistent with s7(b) of the RMA.

Wind energy is becoming an increasingly important component of the electricity

system in New Zealand

17.

18.

New Zealand'’s electricity generation capacity is dominated by hydro generation.
Wind generation can complement existing hydro-generation facilities, allowing
New Zealand to optimise the use of important water resource and providing
additional security against the risk of the “dry-years” that reduce generation
capacity. When the wind is blowing the water can be stored behind the dams for
future use (i.e. the dams effectively act as a “battery”) while if the wind stops or
reduces it can quickly be substituted by allowing water to flow from the dams. In
this way the wind energy generation can be thought of as an additional hydro
inflow (where the wind “inflow” is used in preference to the water).

Wind energy also represents an important source of energy that varies little on a
long-term basis. Wind farms in New Zealand generate electricity for up to 90% of
the time and this performance can be expected at the Blueskin Bay Wind Farm
project. By diversifying our sources of generation and by providing a reliable,
long-term source of energy and with its synergies with the hydro system (as
described above) wind generation makes an important contribution to the
security of New Zealand'’s electricity supply.

Leqgislation and policy

19.

20.

21.

New Zealand has a target of 90% renewable electricity generation as set out in
the New Zealand Energy Strategy’. This target is also mentioned in the
preamble to the ‘National Policy Statement for Renewable Electricity Generation
2011°. As a reference, in 2014 some 80% of electricity in New Zealand was from
renewable sources.

NZWEA has estimated that in order to achieve the target of 90% renewable
electricity by 2025 alongside a forecast demand growth of 1% per year (see
above) an average of approximately 150MW of new wind generation per year is
required. NZWEA's projection allows for the development of other renewable
generation such as geothermal and gas peaker plants to meet New Zealand's
electricity needs.

We therefore request that the Council give sufficient weight to;

¢ the national benefits and positive effects of the proposal (as per the National
Policy Statement on Renewable Electricity Generation (April 2011) and the
2004 changes to the Resource Management Act requiring that particular
regard be given to the benefits derived from the use of renewable energy, i.e.

s7()

o other relevant national policy documents, management plans and strategies
such as;

a. The New Zealand Energy Efficiency and Conservation Strategy (NZEECS).
b. The New Zealand Energy Strategy.
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Consistency

22.

23.

24.

NZWEA has observed inconsistency between resource consents for wind farms,
particularly in terms of resource consent conditions which in some cases have
proved to be unnecessarily onerous.

NZWEA acknowledges that resource consent applications are to be determined
on a case-by-case basis in accordance with the relevant statutory assessment
provisions under the RMA (i.e. s104, s108, Part Il) as they relate to each
particular proposal. Notwithstanding this, the types of environmental effects
associated with wind farms are typically consistent between different wind farm
proposals and there is now a good level of understanding of such effects by
suitably experienced experts.

In terms of noise effects NZWEA supports the use of NZS6808:2010, which
NZWEA believes is suitable for use in its entirety, without any requirement for
additional modifications or additions. The Standard was adopted by the
Environment Court in the Mill Creek Wind Farm Decision® and paragraph 109 of
that decision states: “..we accept that it [NZS6808] sets the appropriate noise
standards to apply to Mill Creek”.

Decision requested:

25.

26.

NZWEA requests that the Councils approve the application for resource consent
for the Blueskin Bay Wind Farm project. NZWEA believes that the assessments
submitted as part of the resource consent application provide an accurate
reflection of the various issues associated with the proposed development.

NZWEA also requests that NZS6808:2010, the New Zealand Standard for the
assessment and measurement of sound from wind turbine generators be used as
the basis for setting any conditions for noise from the operating wind farm.

Oral Submission at the hearing

27.

NZWEA wishes to be heard in support of this submission.

Eric Pyle
Chief Executive
New Zealand Wind Energy Association

Date: 2™ December 2014

Address for service of Submitter:

New Zealand Wind Energy Association
PO Box 553
Wellington 6140

Telephone:  (04) 499 5048

Mobile;
Fax:

E-mail:

027 244 1049
(04) 473 6754

eric@nzwea.org.nz
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References:

! http://ww.mbie.govt.nz/info-services/sectors-industries/energy/energy-data-
modelling/publications/energy-greenhouse-gas-emissions/documents-image-
library/NZ%20Energy%20Greenhouse%20Gas%20Emissions.pdf

% Upland Landscape Protection Society Inc. versus Clutha District Council, Otago Regional
Council & TrustPower Ltd., Decision No. C 85/2008, 25 July 2008.

® Meridian Energy and others v. Wellington City Council and Wellington Regional Council,
Environment Court Decision W031/2007, 2007

* New Zealand Government, ‘New Zealand Energy Strategy — Developing our energy potential’,
2011. Available from www.med.govt.nz/energystrategy.

® http://www.mfe.govt.nz/publications/rma/nps-renewable-electricity-generation-2011/index.html
® Environment Court Decision No. [2011] NZEnvC232
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NZ TRANSPORT AGENCY
WAKA KOTAHI

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991

Submission on an Application for Resource Consent
By Blueskin Energy Limited (LUC-2015-469)

To: Dunedin City Council
PO Box 5045
Moray Place
DUNEDIN 9058

Submitter: NZ Transport Agency
PO Box 5245
Moray Place
DUNEDIN 9058

Pursuant to Section 96 of the Resource Management Act 1991, the NZ Transport Agency (Transport
Agency) hereby makes a neutral submission to an application by Blueskin Energy Limited for [and use
consent to establish, operate and maintain a three turbine wind farm on Porteous Hill near Warrington.

The subject property is legally described as Lot 1-2 Deposited Plan 473199 held in Computer
Freehold Register 646829

NZ Transport Agency’s submission is:
Porteous Road/State Highway 1 Intersection

The construction traffic will be associated with the site development works and the transportation and
installation of the wind turbines. Construction traffic will access the subject site via State Highway 1
(SH1) and Porteous Road. The Porteous Road/SH1 intersection has good sight distance visibility. The
intersection has an approximate width of 6.7 metres and has inconsistent seal and small shoulders.
Porteous Road is only currently sealed for 5 metres from the intersection. The Transport Agency
suggests that the formation of the intersection is not of a standard to accommodate the number and
types of vehicles that will be required to use this intersection.

The application suggests site development work will be required as part of the construction activities.
Among other specific works this includes “the improvement of the existing farm access road (Porteous
Road) to the wind farm site. The application also notes that the access entrance will be upgraded to
meet the Transport Agency’s entrance requirements. The Transport Agency suggests the intersection
will need to be widened to provide a sufficient swept path for the trucks transporting the wind
turbines. This will likely involve extending the culvert and laying pavement on the northern side of the
Porteous Road/SH1 intersection. The Transport Agency therefore supports the applicant promoting
the upgrade of the Porteous Road/State Highway 1 intersection to ensure the safety and efficiency of
the State highway is maintained. Consequently, the Transport Agency submits that if Council are of a
mind to grant consent then conditions requiring the upgrade of Porteous Road/SH1 intersection should
be included as part of the consent.

File Ref: RM/13/68/1/215066
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Traffic Management

The construction phase of activities includes the transportation of the windfarm’s infrastructure. Some
of the construction traffic is likely to be heavy/overweight and long/over dimension load
configurations. These have the potential to adversely effect the State highway operations. The
applicant proposes to provide a traffic management plan for the movement of vehicles on publicly
accessible roads. The Transport Agency supports the provision of a traffic management plan which
will need to satisfy the requirements of the Dunedin City Council as the road controlling authority of
the local roads and the Transport Agency as the road controlling authority for the State highway. The
Transport Agency suggests that if Council are of a mind to grant consent then a condition requiring the
submission of a traffic management plan and its approval by the appropriate road controlling authority
should be included as a condition of consent,

The Transport Agency also suggests the applicant should be responsible for repairing any damage to
the State highway that is caused by the transportation of any equipment during construction. If
Council are of a mind to grant consent then this should be included as a condition of consent.

The reasons for this submission are:

The Transport Agency's statutory objective is to carry out its functions in a way that contributes to an
affordable, integrated, safe, responsive and sustainable land transport system. Some of these
functions relevant in this case are:

o to promote an affordable, integrated safe, responsive, and sustainable land transport system
e to manage the State highway system in accordance with the relevant legislation; and
o to assist, advise, and co-operate with approved organisations (such as regional councils and

territorial authorities).

The Transport Agency submits that the proposed land use activity has the potential to have an adverse
effect on the sustainability, and safety of the land transport system.

NZ Transport Agency wishes the consent authority to:

If the Consent Authority is of a mind to grant consent to this activity, the following conditions be
attached:

1) The consent holder shall engage a suitably qualified person to design the layout of the Porteous
Road/State Highway 1 intersection. The consent holder shall supply the consent authority with
written confirmation from the road controlling authority that the Porteous Road/State Highway 1
intersection has been suitably designed. The design of the Porteous Road/State Highway 1
intersection shall be approved prior to any construction works commencing.

2) An application to carry out work within the State highway road reserve and an appropriate traffic
management plan shall be submitted to our network management consultant, MWH New Zealand
Limited of Dunedin, at least seven working days prior to work commencing on the State highway
road reserve.
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3) The consent holder shall provide the road controlling authority with a detailed traffic
management plan for the transportation of the windfarm components. The consent holder shall
supply the consent authority with written confirmation from the road controlling authority that
the traffic management plan has been approved. The traffic management plan shall be
approved prior to the transportation of the windfarm components.

4) The consent holder shall repair any damage to the transport network that has resulted from the
transportation of components of the windfarm to the subject site.

The NZ Transport Agency does wish to be heard in support of this submission.

2™ e N eceanber
Dated at Dunedin this day of 2015.

Tony MacColl

Senior Planning Advisor
Pursuant to a delegation from
the Chairman and the Board
of the NZ Transport Agency

Address for Service:

NZ Transport Agency
PO Box 5245

Moray Place
DUNEDIN 9058

Attention: Tony MacColl

Phone: (03) 951 3009
Facsimile:  (03) 951 3013
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Consent Number: LUC-2015-469 Wind Farm - 147 Church Road -

Derek Onley

I
I
| oppose this application and wish to speak in support of my submission.

| am Derek Onley, ornithologist and illustrator. | studied Geography at Cambridge
University, then after a short spell at the British Trust for Ornithology, | worked at the
Edward Grey Institute for Field Ornithology at Oxford where my main task was to look
after long term studies of passerines in Wytham Wood and seabirds on Skokholm
Island. | came to New Zealand in the 1970s where | have done a wide range of jobs
from farming and fishing to ornithological work both in the field and museum. Studies
of Albatrosses, Petrels and forest birds have taken me to many parts of New Zealand
including Campbell and Poor Knights Islands and the Chathams. | have recently
been made an honorary lifetime member of the Ornithological Society of New
Zealand and have at times been a member of their council and various committees.

| have been living in the coastal Otago area for nearly 25 years. Over the past 15
years | have illustrated guides and handbooks to New Zealand and Australian birds
and illustrated and co-authored works on seabird bi-catch and the Albatrosses,
Petrels and Shearwaters of the world for publishers and organisations in Europe and
North America as well as Australasia. More recently | have carried out field work and
advised on bird interactions with wind turbines and water management in Otago,
Southland and North Canterbury and am involved in several conservation related
projects on birds and habitats both locally and in Paraguay. For the last 10 years |
have been organising and carrying out bird monitoring in and around the Orokonui
ecosanctuary.

My submission relates mainly to the avifauna covered in Appendix E, Ecological
Assessment of Environmental Effects by Katherine Dixon and Robin Mitchell.

| would like to make it clear that | am not against wind turbines if they are part of the
solution to greenhouse gas emissions. In the UK for example, where they replace
electricity generation by fossil fuels I'd be more inclined to compromise on the other
environmental effects. But let's make it clear that in NZ they are not replacing fossil
fuel, CO2 emitting generation.

| also would like to point out that while | am concerned about bird mortality, | am not,
as the ODT has misquoted me as saying, "specifically concerned about the birds that
might be killed by the wind turbines”. | am much more concerned about ensuring
good science, good process and sound decision making.
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At a time like this when we are trying to deal with CO2 emissions and climate
change, it is important that we make sound decisions based on good research, good
data and unbiased analysis. So:-

Do wind turbines kill birds? And if so are they likely to cause problems for bird
populations?

There is a wide range of literature, comment, news reports etc available on the
subject of the interactions between birds and wind turbines. The assessment of the
effects of turbines upon birds ranges from that in "The Truth about the danger to
birds and bats" endorsed by NZ wind farms. (WEL 2008) which says that wind farms
are not a problem for birds in New Zealand, to a recent claim by Mark Duchamp,
president of Save the Eagles International (STEI), derived somewhat deviously it
seems from a SEO/Birdlife publication (Atienza et al 2012) that 6-18 million birds
have been killed by wind farms in Spain.

The disparate nature of these claims makes it all the more important that sources
should be scientifically sound and | suggest that in order to ensure that conclusions
are valid the original studies from reputable, refereed journals should be, and seen to
be, consulted. The five bird related papers cited (only one of which is in a refereed
scientific journal) in BRCT's environmental ecological assessment of environmental
effects are far from adequate.

What do the scientific publications show? First, they show that in sensitive
environments, marshlands and high rainfall areas, the construction, roading etc can
destroy and alter habitat and cause displacement (Drewitt & Langston 2006). In this
case, the siting in sheep paddocks is unlikely to destroy bird habitat to any great
extent - though | do note that there is no mention of skinks or geckos in this
assessment.

Second, as for the direct effect of turbine blades killing birds (and bats, incidentally -
no mention of them either) the evidence shows that mortality varies considerably for
a variety of reasons. Not surprisingly the general level is somewhere between The
Truth's not a problem and Duchamps' 6-18 million. (Drewitt & Langston 2006)

A few examples: wind turbines on the Belgian coast near a tern colony caused
considerable mortality. (Everaert & Stienen 2007). Wind turbines stretching along
ridges in migration routes close to the Mediterranean crossing from Europe to Africa
also cause considerable mortality for larger eagles, hawks etc.(Barrios & Rodriguez
2004). On the other hand wind turbines in the North Sea off the coast of the
Netherlands have been shown to cause fewer problems and in fact birds fly around
them. (Desholm & Kahlert 2005). The average bird strike mortality rates may be
relatively low but it is the variability in mortality, site characteristics and species
affected that require caution and a thorough assessment of each project.

So, should we put turbines on Porteous hill? How do we work out whether to do so or
not? First, we need to find out what birds are up there. The ecological assessors for
this report made one field visit to the site on 10-July-2013 and have done no field
work to evaluate either bird numbers or activity at the site; two different parameters
requiring different assessment methodologies. In their report the authors admit that "it
is not possible to fully assess the potential adverse effects of turbine bird strike at this
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time owing to the lack of data on the species, numbers and use frequency of birds
flying through the site." | agree.

Somewhat puzzlingly, they then go on to analyse the available information and come
to the conclusion that the effect is minor at most. But it is far from clear what available
information they are analysing as they provide no references to local data bases,
literature or observations by residents. As | point out above, we need good, sound
data in order to make good decisions. I, also, could make an informed guess as to
what's up there: lots of introduced birds hopping around on the ground - blackbirds,
finches etc, virtually no native forest birds, and few from the Orokonui. However,
there may well be kereru (wood pigeons), and tui moving between forests. Harriers
and, as acknowledged, falcons may hunt there.

As also acknowledged, Porteous hill is within several km of Blueskin Bay, a major
wader and seabird habitat with up to 1000 each of bar-tailed godwits and pied
oystercatchers, plus late summer flocks of ten thousand or so endemic black-billed
gulls - a large proportion of the total world population. Who knows, in their migrations,
whether it be to Alaska or Central Otago, if they pass over Porteous hill? The authors
do not, yet having stated that "Movement patterns for the black billed gull are
unknown", they are prepared to state "but its seasonal movements from the main
breeding sites in Southland rivers to coastal feeding sites such as Blueskin Bay are
very unlikely to involve Porteous Hill" with no data and no references. Risks to pied
and variable oystercatchers are then dismissed in an equally cavalier and uninformed
manner and those to the eastern falcon based on the results of one study at
Mahinerangi. This is not the way you make responsible decisions about the risk to
some of the rarest birds in the world. (All but pied oystercatchers appear in the IJUCN
Red List 2014)

And who knows what flies over at night? Will birds be attracted by the lights?

So what do you need to do to find out what's up there? What information do you need
to collect to make an informed decision? You need to follow international guidelines
on the methodology of assessing risks to birdlife from wind farms and you need to
supplement this with an understanding of the bird census techniques from the
ornithological literature. Basically you need to do some field work. You need to
decide on an appropriate field regime, for example you may well need to go there for
at least one year, preferably two, at least twice a week, in all weathers. You need to
use trained, experienced observers. You need to set up sound recorders to find out
what is flying over at night and in foggy conditions. With this knowledge, properly
analysed, we may actually be in a position to decide whether the environmental
effects can be judged to be minor or otherwise.

A similar informed approach has to be made to post construction monitoring. The
methodology suggested to assess the incidence of bird strike is but one of a number
of approaches and others may well be more appropriate to the site. More recent
literature has documented further techniques. Monitoring of bird strike needs to
continue throughout the life of the wind turbines, not for just one year. Annual avian
cycles can be markedly different. Species may become more widespread and more
likely to use the site as tui have locally over the last 15 years. Over the life of the
turbines other species may be reclassified by the panel that regularly meets to
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consider the conservation status of the fauna and flora of NZ. (Miskelly et al 2008;
Hugh Robertson et al 2012) Changes may be made in the turbines, site or
maintenance regime that may alter the risk of collision.

The only methodology suggested to monitor bird numbers and activity at the site i.e.
"The most time-efficient monitoring method would be to use the point-centred-count
method for four five minute periods at a frequency of twice per month across one
whole year, and alternating survey times of successive visits between the hour after
dawn and the hour before dusk”, would have every ornithologist or population
ecologist falling off their seat laughing or having an apoplexy depending on their
temperament. It shows a complete lack of understanding of the complexities and the
effort required to meaningfully monitor birds, let alone assess the activity at the site; a
different parameter requiring different methodology. It strongly suggests that the
authors have not read any of the extensive literature on the subject and calls into
guestion their ornithological qualifications.

Equally as revealing of the author's minimal grasp of the subject is the shallow
approach to mitigation: "An effective strategy to offset any loss of individuals due to
turbine strike would be predator control to improve the breeding success of local
populations of the possibly affected species.”" Predator control seems to have lately
become the solution to all local avian ills. True with some species, for example
mohua and yellow-eyed penguin, it plays a part in ensuring their survival but it is one
of many factors that influence a species' population levels. To bluntly claim that
predator control would be an "effective strategy to offset any loss of individuals”, is
simplistic in the extreme, untrue for some species and ignores the role of changes in
habitat, winter survival and food availability amongst many other factors that
influence bird numbers, many of which could be worthwhile and more valuable
targets for mitigation measures.

Good fieldwork, ongoing monitoring and any mitigation requires funding. Spending on
environmental matters is often the first to go when profits falter. This application
needs to show that the venture will generate enough profits to ensure that any
environmental issues will be adequately and continually supported.

And finally, a comment about the assessment's "precautionary approach". My
understanding of precautionary approach is that you assess the risks before
embarking on the project, in order to decide whether to go ahead or not, whether
mitigation is required, or whether there are no problems. To me it doesn't mean "to
monitor bird usage of the site during the construction phase" as stated and then
decide whether you can go ahead (wouldn't that be an economic faux pas if you
couldn't?), whether mitigation is required, or whether there are no problems.

In conclusion the avifauna section of the ecological assessment fails to adequately
assess or cite the literature, contains no hard data on the birds at or near the site and
adopts an ill informed and cavalier approach to risk assessment and a shallow and
ill-informed approach to monitoring and mitigation. Yet the authors are prepared to
conclude, "Based on this general knowledge of movement patterns and the predicted
magnitude of effect, a significant adverse effect on native or conservation concern
species is unlikely to result from wind farm mortalities at the site". It is remarkably
similar in many respects to the avifaunal assessments carried out by Anadarko in
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their deep water drilling proposals off NZ (Anadarko 2013) and is especially
disturbing as it has been prepared for BRCT, a supposedly environmentally aware
trust. It is little better than the simplistic science that has caused us to introduce
stoats into NZ to control rabbits and the she'll be right approach that allows us to
dismiss good science and thorough research as unnecessary, expensive and time
wasting.
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Submission Regarding Resource Consent Application

Consent Number: LUC-2015-469 Wind Farm - 147 Church Road -

Name: Philip Clarke
Address: |
|

Postcode: 9085

Phone: |
Fax:

Email:

| oppose this application.

| wish to speak in support of my submission to the Consents Hearing Committee.
My submission relates to the following aspects of the application:

The applicant’s claim to a community mandate
Community consultation or “engagement”
Claimed benefits to the community
Sustainability

Environmental effects

1.0 Relevant Personal Information

1.1 1 have lived in Waitati for more than twenty years.

I hold a Masters Degree in Environmental Science from Otago University.

From 2002 until 2013 | worked as a forensic scientist at the Ministry for Fisheries.
Between 1987 and 1996, | did three terms as an elected local body representative.
From 1990 until 1996 | was a director of a community-owned electricity supply company.
During 2011 and 2012 | was a trustee of the Blueskin Resilient Community Trust.

1.2 | oppose the current application but am not opposed to appropriate use of so-called “alternative” energy.
My wife and | purchased and installed a photovoltaic array at our Waitati home. We run a hybrid vehicle and
are converting another vehicle to full electric drive. We are both involved in community food production. |
have been a sailor for more than 50 years, so have a long acquaintance with and affection for wind power.

| believe this application needs careful consideration, uninfluenced by any preconceived belief that wind
power is invariably a good thing.

2.0 The Application and Claims of a Community Mandate

2.1 The applicant, Blueskin Energy Limited (BEL) is applying for resource consents for a “Community
Owned” Wind Farm.

Under the current District Plan, wind farms are a “non-complying” activity.
The Dunedin Second Generation District Plan (2GP) proposes to make “community wind farms” a

“discretionary” activity. For the current application, 2GP objectives and policies must be taken into
consideration. In effect, the current application will face a lower consent threshold than one made pre-2GP.
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2.2 Given the special consideration applying to “community wind farms” the applicant’s claim of community
ownership requires critical scrutiny. What is the “Community” referred to and who can legitimately claim to
represent it? In whom will ownership of a wind farm be vested? What is a “community wind farm?”

2.3 Leaving aside questions of defining the legitimate community of interest, and questions of ownership,
we could define a “community wind farm” as one mandated by, and/or controlled by the community.
Does the current application meet these criteria?

2.4 BEL’s parent organisation is the Blueskin Resilient Community Trust (BRCT). Legally, this entity is
indeed a trust, but the mere inclusion of “Community” in the organisation’s name does not convey a
mandate to represent the community.

2.5 At least as recently as 2012, BRCT trustees acknowledged the organisation had no mandate. This was
after much of the community consultation described by the applicant in Appendix B of the application.

2.6 | became a BRCT trustee in 2011 because the avowed aims of the Trust seemed worth supporting.
Regrettably, | soon became aware BRCT had a number of governance problems. Executive control of
management was often ineffectual. There was no public involvement in the appointment of trustees.
Trustees were recruited rather than elected. As a consequence, and because of a preference for
propaganda and lobbying rather than genuine consultation, BRCT has failed to appreciate or represent the
range of community opinion. Since resigning as a trustee, | have seen little evidence of a change in the
BRCT culture. Turnover of trustees has remained exceptionally high. The “damn the torpedoes” promotion
of a wind-farm has continued unabated and has consumed much of the Trust's resources.

2.7 | submit that governance issues are relevant to the current application because, amongst other things,
they provide some indication of the credibility and integrity of the applicant, and of the legitimacy of their
claim to represent the community.

3.0 Community Consultation
3.1 The applicant claims a community mandate by virtue of public consultation or “engagement.”

3.2 The consultations the applicant describes in Appendices B1-5 occurred before 2013. The Blueskin
Energy Project proposals put to the public from 2008 until 2012 did not represent the current project. It is, at
best, disingenuous of the applicant to cite these events in support of the project.

3.3 The initial concept was that the community would directly own a wind farm, that the electricity generated
would be used locally and, if possible, discounted. For technical, financial and legal reasons, BRCT trustees
had decided by mid-2012 this concept was not feasible. Despite this, many people in the Blueskin Bay area
are still under the impression that the proposed wind farm will directly provide them with cheap electricity.

3.4 Based on the community “engagement,” the applicant makes various claims about the level of
community support. For example, the proposition that the process described in Appendix B6 implied that
“88% supported the project” is misleading. There is no evidence the people who participated in these
consultations represented an unbiased sample of the population of interest, nor that any effort was made to
ascertain whether this was the case or to correct for bias. In general, BRCT polling on the wind project has
been inadequate in design and execution. Any conclusions inferred from it must be regarded as unreliable.

3.5 BEL and BRCT essentially comprise a group of private individuals promoting a commercial venture.
This is not necessarily a bad thing, but the application should be considered on its merits as a commercial
rather than a community project. The trustees do provide their time voluntarily and with good intentions, but
low pay and good intentions do not convey a mandate.
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4.0 Community Benefits and the Absence of a Business Case

4.1 If the proposed wind farm is not mandated or controlled by the community, is it reasonable to assert the
community will nevertheless benefit from the project?

4.2 The applicant has not submitted a business plan for the wind farm. | submit this a is a serious
deficiency, because:

i) Any claim of potential financial benefit to the community must rest on the feasibility of the business case.

ii) If the project proceeds but is a commercial failure, the community may be left with the cost of remedying
the residual environmental effects.

4.3 If the wind-farm project does obtain resource consent and proceeds, BEL will need to raise capital.

4.4 The $6 million required for the project is a formidable sum in the context of a community of about a
thousand households. It is very unlikely that sum could be raised within the “community,” even if local
support for the project was unanimous, which it certainly isn't.

4.5 If sufficient capital is raised, the wind farm may be built and operated, but any claim of community
ownership at that point would be very tenuous. By the time it became operational, the wind farm would be
owned by its shareholders.

4.6 If the farm then made a surplus above operating costs, the first claimants on that surplus will be the
providers of capital. Any distribution to the community would come after those commitments had been met.
Is it reasonable, given the information available, to expect large enough surpluses to provide significant
benefits to the community?

4.7 Throughout the world, unsubsidised wind farms, even in prime locations, struggle to operate profitably
and attract investors. Some wind farm operators do pay grants to local communities. In Australia, grants
from commercial operations typically range from a few hundred to a few thousand dollars, per turbine per
year. The Hepburn wind farm is an entity with a strong claim to being a community-owned wind farm, albeit
with a very different structure than BEL. Hepburn pays an annual community dividend of about $15 000 per
turbine. A similar dividend in Blueskin Bay might amount to about $45 per household, hardly a bonanza and
little compensation for the adverse effects of the proposed wind farm.

4.8 The BEL project is unlikely to provide even these modest dividends. Early analyses of the potential
viability of a wind farm on Porteous Hill indicated that it would struggle to provide electricity at prevailing
retail rates. The choice of the Porteous Hill site was not based on a rational process. The decision to only
consider sites adjacent to and preferably visible from Blueskin Bay precluded consideration of sites with
potentially greater wind resources.

4.9 The turbines considered in the initial modelling were determined to be too small to generate
commercially viable amounts of electricity on the proposed site. Wind data were subsequently collected
from higher altitudes. The current commercial proposal is presumably based on those data. The applicant
has not provided data to demonstrate there is a commercially viable wind resource at the proposed site. On
the available evidence, and until credible evidence to the contrary is available, the wind resource at the site
must be considered mediocre.

4.10 If wind data are provided in support of the application they should be subjected to expert analysis. How
were the data manipulated? What distributional assumptions were made? How was variation evaluated
over various time scales? How were gaps in the data resolved?

4.11 If the project did achieve a financial surplus, who in the Blueskin Bay community would benefit? Under
the aegis of being a “community organisation,” BRCT has obtained significant amounts of public and
philanthropic money during its existence. A high proportion of the funding has been used for BRCT salaries
and administrative costs. There is little evidence of a proportionate benefit to the community, despite the
applicant’s claims in section 4 of the BEL Resource Consent Application.
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4.12 Since Antiquity, the history of capital projects is one of unjustified optimism during planning and of
construction cost and time overruns. Nobel Prize winner Daniel Kahneman has documented how such
failings in project management are all but universal, even with supposedly expert supervision [1]. Wind
energy projects are certainly not immune to planning failures. In New Zealand, the Te Rere Hau wind-farm
was downgraded when the farm failed to meet production estimates by large margins. If there is a business
case for the current proposal, it should be regarded sceptically.

5.0 Sustainability?

5.1 New Zealand is recognised as a good place for wind energy for two main reasons: there is plenty of the
basic resource, and the relative abundance of controllable hydroelectric power means wind energy can, in
many cases, be accommodated in the grid with relatively little disruption or expense.

5.2 The New Zealand electricity market is nevertheless a dangerous place for a small electricity generator.
New Zealand already has a high proportion of generation from renewables. Many existing generators have
relatively low marginal costs of generation. Current electricity prices in New Zealand, and therefore profit
margins, are relatively high by world standards. These high prices may not be sustainable, particularly if the
Tiwai aluminium smelter closes, which it eventually must. Even in the current high-price environment, some
forms of generation (e.g. thermal) are no longer commercially viable. Any business case for the proposed
project must allow for the possibility that power prices will fall. If the project is already marginal it is unlikely
to survive significant falls in electricity prices.

5.3 The major problem in New Zealand electricity distribution is transmission loss, primarily on the main
transmission lines to the North Island. It is the North that would benefit most from an increase in renewable,
distributed generation close to major population centres. The south has a surfeit of power. This surfeit will
increase when Tiwai closes. Electricity demand is flat and further efficiencies are likely. High prices are
driving small electricity consumers to efficiency and micro-generation.

5.4 Any increase in local generating capacity from the proposed project would therefore be gratuitous. It will
not enhance the sustainability of electricity supply in the region. It will provide little if any carbon offset, but
will have significant embodied carbon. It may provide some intermittent relief to the load on the local
transmission lines, but it may also cause local instability, particularly when winds are variable.

6.0 Real Benefits?

Six million dollars would go a long way to providing every household in the Blueskin Bay area with a
photovoltaic array and the direct benefits of distributed generation, with little visual impact, without obtrusive
infrastructure, without exposure to the electricity spot market. Households and businesses in the area have
already installed photovoltaics and demonstrated a return on investment higher than the proposed wind
farm could hope for.

7.0 Environmental effects.
7.1 Visual

7.1.1 The applicant claims that the proposed structures are “elegant.” The aesthetics of wind turbines are
actually a matter of taste. There’s some as likes them, there’'s some as don't.

7.1.2 The application proposes turbines between 80 and 102 metres in height. It appears that BEL has not
yet determined which turbines it would install on the site. It is seeking consent for an incomplete proposal.

7.1.3 Even if some consider these machines beautiful, they are not small. They are large machines by
industry standards and their associated costs and impacts will be at least proportionately greater than the
smaller machines initially considered. The logic of installing larger turbines at this site to compensate for an
inferior wind resource is questionable. It’s rather like a mining company choosing to mine inferior ore but
compensating by digging a bigger hole.
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7.1.4 The visual impact of three 80- to 102 metre high structures on a coastal area of high landscape values
will be inescapable, and offensive to many. The Mount Cargill TV tower is 104.5 metres high. Consent
would permit building three structures effectively as high as the Mount Cargill TV tower on the site.

7.2 Noise

Wind turbines produce noise. Larger turbines produce more noise, including higher proportions of
problematic low frequency noise. Many wind-farms have attracted noise complaints despite efforts to
estimate and minimise noise impacts during design. Tararua and Te Apiti are two of a number of New
Zealand wind farms that have provoked large numbers of noise complaints, despite acoustic expert
involvement in the design and consent processes. Expert assessments of the likely noise impacts from the
proposed project should therefore be regarded with caution. With respect to wind-farm noise impacts, US
acoustic expert Dr Paul Schomer commented that “when community responses disagree with the physics,
the physics are usually wrong.” [2]

7.3 Ecological effects:

As a qualified ecologist | find the Ecological Assessment of Environmental Effects (Appendix E) somewhat
once-over-lightly and overly based on data from other areas. This is acceptable for a preliminary survey but
credible local data should be obtained before consent, especially with respect to bird populations. The
proposal that some surveys of bird populations in the area could proceed contemporaneously with
construction is questionable. It may be too late to mitigate impacts once construction starts.

8.0 Summary

a) The applicant’s claim that the proposed wind-farm will be “community owned” is not credible. The
application is essentially for a commercial project.

b) There is no credible evidence that the project, as proposed, has significant community support.

¢) There are no guaranteed benefits to the community. The applicant has not made a business case for the
proposed wind farm that might permit assessment of its possible financial benefits.

d) On available evidence, the wind resource at the proposed site is not exceptional. There is no shortage of
wind resources in New Zealand and no need to build a wind-farm at a site with an inferior resource.

e) There is a surfeit of electricity in the region and no need for additional generating capacity. Likely price
fluctuations may impact on the potential viability of the wind-farm.

f) There are better options, financially and environmentally, for enhancing the resilience of local electricity
supply.

g) Visual impacts will be significant. Noise impacts and bird mortality may also be significant.

8.1 If the project did provide tangible benefits to the community, trade-offs between those benefits and the
environmental impacts might be reasonable. It seems unlikely there will be any such benefits. On the local
scale, the proposed project is neither small nor beautiful. It will be capital intensive, complex, essentially
industrial, and will have undeniable adverse effects. There is a significant probability it will be an expensive
folly. Rather than benefit, it may divide, degrade and disadvantage the community.

8.2 The Resource Management Act requires consenting authorities to “avoid, remedy or mitigate” adverse
effects of resource use. In this case remedying or mitigating by altering the size and scope of the project is
probably not an option. | submit that the best option is to avoid adverse effects by not granting consent.

9.0 References
[1] Kahneman, D (2011) Thinking, Fast and Slow. Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 499 pp.

[2] Dr Paul Schomer (2015), White Pines Wind Project ERT Hearing, November 20, 2015
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Srom: Paul Dennison
T phlanninaeidec.govt.nz <planninggadec.govt.nz:

JDiaE: T2 595
Suajects Rasoures consant application submission -
520994

Th's resnurce consent application suhmission has heen made via the Couricil website
<nad Mot 2005 7:57 The details are listed below.

ERNCID I S 1] CR N

Wze Paul Dennison
Address
9:,2:9

Centec. phone |G

=1a1ail aduress
CULYissicr dacte

Coaszant rumber  LUC-2015-469
2osition | oppose this application
Wislh to specii? No

P.ases. joindy to nzaring?  No
Pa.ie of 2pp'icatior, «hat
3'Dirission relztes to all of it

3

Reison: for submissior "lts a no from me on the wind farm proposat.

Here are my re4asons:

Cost is far to high,

Wasie of money,

noise (these are very noisy),

There is litle benefit economic benefit to the area,

no "'signed™ takers for any power generated.

There is no real business case-where is this money coming from? A: To build them
and then B: to keep them maintained? We are looking at over $6,000,000 pius as
nothing ever seems to run to budget thase days.

The size of them is obscene for the area and there will be a drop is house values as
wese wind farms will dominate this scenic area.

What can | suggest instead?:

A better and morc useful idea could be to raise money to add solar panels to every
house in the Warrington and Waitati areas noting warrington has about 100 houses
ard Whaitati 200- we would be looking at about 300 houses in total.

By daing 300 houses they would be able to get a far better deal but it is noted the
nrice of panels is dropping and a conservative 510,000 per home ($3,000,000 for all of
tha above mentionued £rea noting that it can be done for far less) is far better value
these areas then the proposed $6,000,000 plus on wind farms plus ongoing upkeep.

panels would be far better visually for the areas and better economics and would be of
bencfit tc evely huineowner.
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Desired decision decline it totally.
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F1om: Pelly Fi hain

Tor planiinogdec.govt.ns <planrir.ofadec.govt. nre
Miate: FAM2L0TE 2103

Subjort. Resnure- cunsent apchic ation suamission -

A2

Thi» resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 07 Dec 2¢.3 24:23 The Jetails are listed befow.

D LTy miTs
Meme Polly High
~tagc i

Contac: phone NI
i

-

» . ”-
" ™ a -~ -
-’l. O L " H--e.ﬂ!-\-—"

Corzercnutsaer  LUC 2015-469
Pos_ian | uppose this application

"z .o sneak? Yes

roadern. jolv o Vaing?  Yes

arts of zpplicctio.. the..

s rmission reiates to  Appendix B1, B3, B4, C1, C2, C3,D,E

R

Raasons for Submissinonge "We five approximately 1.6 km from the proposed wind
turbines, or the coast. We are directly affected by the proposal.

We really really do not want to have the constant noise, the light flicker, the visual
impact and light poliution (esp at night) from the turbines.

We get some of our water from a spring below the proposed turbines and we are
concemed that the excavation and placing of lots of concrete will disturb the fragile
stiucture and destroy our water supply, (and 11 other househoids which share this
soring ana resulting stream).

We don't understand how these can be o benefit to our community when we don't get
any nower from them and are unlikcly to receive any benefit from them. Itis not a
““Community Support Activity™. We certainly will not be supporting this venture in any
finahcial way. We were not consulted, and the decision is based on only 37 people,
iherefore not representative.

We are concerned ahout our property value decreasing.

The srientific study for the impact on the bird life is very poor, and represents the lack
corrrete evidence throughout the application.

Desircc wesision D¢ not give consent for the wind farm to go 2head.
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Submission concerning resource consen?%%%ﬁﬁ?Ingm‘ielzgpaéﬁlon under
DUNEDIN CITY section 95A
Sections 95A, Resource Management Act 1551

Kaunihera-a-ohe o Otepoti

To: Dunedin City Council, PO Box 5045, Meray Place, Dunedin 9058

Resource Consent Number: LUC-2015-469 Applicant: Blueskin Energy Litited DCC
Site Address: 147 Church Road, Merton
Description of Proposal: Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines 2 & NUV 20'5
|2 TRV OV loc.o
I/We wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent application: S N L B

Your Full Name: PeTe ‘S'TRM"SI_QOS QL_,GND'ZF—-\

C\ceathnary

Address for Service (Postal Ad

Post Code:

Telephone: Facsimile:

Sl 20

Email Address:

I SupporNuuteat/ Oppose this Application [: £0/Pbo-Not-wish-te-be-heard.in support of this-subrmissier-ai-a-heariag

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
(Pelete the above statement if you would not consider presenting a joint case at a hearing)

Please use the back of this form or attach other pages as required
The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

Tne whnole GLeptcadinion,

My submission is [include the reasons for your views):

(> M oT coneetorns owver casineceates — accass AcccNes

€. xR o deadmEme,

~ Rolea\ =212 ._DDCC’\QS eXc ~ &\regcgw

woekaelde o fo ~N

O Loy OurSe, ,

L @D IR o Qeczec
() Dokt CO@\Q\L&VM&_Q&AM\'

G

The decision I wish the Council to make is [give precise details, Including the parts of the application you wish to have amended
and the general nature of any conditions sought]s

T wime

veot S AP _
\f-*\m%’t“‘ﬁkql;te ‘3/”/2’013

Signature of submitter:

(or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter)

Notes to Submitter:

Closing Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December_at S5pm. A copy
of your submission must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after the service of your subrnissron on the

Dunedin City Council. The applicant's address for service is 1121 Mount Cargilf Road, RD 2, Waitati 9085,

Electronic Submissions: A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means. Submissions can be
made online at http://www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma or sent by email to planning@dcc.govt.nz

Privacy: Please note that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are available to the
media and the public. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the notified resource consent process.


http://www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma
mailto:toplanning@dcc.govt.nz

Submission Pg S349

From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 2/12/2015 8:37:09 a.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527200

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 02 Dec 2015 8:37am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Paul Smith

Address I
Contact phone | N

Fax

Email address |

Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to Entire submission

Reasons for submission | firmly believe that small scale energy projects by
communities of New Zealand are a very positive development. They build resilience,
they build community and they generate awareness of energy use and sustainability.
People become part of a wider conversation that is very positive. They meet with and
work with others in their community. | am not in favour of all wind farms but this is a very
well thought out and well planned development that is a suitable size for the community.
It is community led developments such as this that will make a real impact on
developing a more sustainable way of life for the rest of New Zealand. This is a forward
thinking, innovative project that is leading the way. The hard work put in by this group is
commendable as is the depth of their ongoing public consultation and honesty. Many of
the proceeds will go back into the community which is another positive outcome. The
effects of the development will be minor visually and in terms of environmental impact.
This development fits with the very vision developed in the City Council's Spatial Plan to
support local energy production.

Desired decision  Approved in full
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 10:23:59 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527181

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 10:23pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Pat Wall

Address [N
Contact phone | EEGEGE

Fax

Email address [
Submission details

Consent number  Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? Yes

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to This relates to the whole application since | support it in its
entirety.

Reasons for submission | support renewable energy in all forms and | support
community driven activities such as this because | feel that communities are often let
down by the ever corporatized national government. | believe that small communities
such as Blueskin Bay have a right and a real need to take such actions and that it
should help to create a blueprint for other communities in the future. | feel also that
Dunedin can greatly benefit from this and other such activities and | want this to go
through in order to pave the way. | also have been witness to some of the nasty tactics
that the opposition have used and | want to publicly support this in order to counter their
actions. | have seen the opposition take out ads in the ODT, making unfounded and
dubious claims about the negative impacts of the project. | know full well that there are
very few people opposing the project but they are very loud and aggressive and | do not
wish to allow a loud and irrational minority over rule the majority. While | recognize that
their are indeed people who may not want to see wind turbines and they have the right
to complain, the reality is that the installation will not be on their property and the
majority supports it. As a scientist, | find the claims that have been ade by the opposing
parties quite absurd and distressing. | have personally had the occasional go round with
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these people and have found them to be irrational and not interested in the greater
good. | feelthat we as a nation and a people must transition to renewable energy
forms and we must try to generate our energy as close to point of use as possible. This
wind cluster makes good sense from an energy and economics point of view. | say this
with authority as energy is my profession. Therefore, for the above reasons, | support
this project totally.

Desired decision | wish the council to vote in favor of the project.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 2/12/2015 2:35:57 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527276

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 02 Dec 2015 2:35pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Rachael Palmer

Address I
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address | NN
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to The application as a whole.

Reasons for submission | feel that Blueskin energy have conducted a thorough and
complete Assessment of Environmental Effect, | applaud the grass-roots nature of the
project and its importance for the Blueskin area, the potential for reduction of Dunedin's
greenhouse gas emissions from electricity, the example it provides to other
communities, and the value it will provide in terms of community development.
Desired decision  Approve.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 24/11/2015 7:41:57 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526129

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 24 Nov 2015 7:41pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Rowan Davies

Address [N
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address [

Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to establishment of a wind farm on porteous hill

Reasons for submission | think it will greatly benefit the community and provide an
example for other initiatives with minimal negative effects.

Desired decision give consent for the establishment of the wind farm
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Talei Anderson

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

rosiehoyt@hotmail.com

Saturday, 14 November 2015 08:37 a.m.
planning@dcc.govt.nz

Resource consent application submission - 525359

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 14 Nov 2015
8:37am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name
Address

Rosemary Hoyt

Contact phone || L

Fax

Email adiress [

Submission details

Consent
number

Position

Wish to
speak?

LUC-2015-469
| oppose this application

No

Present jointly Yes

to hearing?

Parts of
application
that
submission
relates to

Reasons for
submission

Desired
decision

Resource consent to establish a wind farm Object the proposal

Too close to residential houses Effect on the surrounding landscape- risks of erosion
Unknown effect on the health of the local environment including potential harm to existing
farm animals, peoples health and well-being The impact of these turbines on the cultural
and traditional attachments people have to the surrounding land by altering the landscape
with the construction of these wind turbines so close to where people are living. Unknown
impact on the value of properties in the area when such structures will effect their land
values, views and outlooks from their properties Surveys of peoples attitudes were several
years ago and the population of people within this area has changed.

To not approve the application and request alternate sites to be considered where there are
less people living in close proximity to such structures.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 27/11/2015 5:02:31 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526568

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 27 Nov 2015 5:02pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Rosemary McBryde

Address I
Contact phone | N

Fax

Email address [ N
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to Community Engagement

Reasons for submission The 2008 study by Matthew Hoffman indicates that the
initial proposal was based on a concept whereby the energy generated by the turbines
would provide power for the local community, thus protecting Blueskin Bay residents
from power outages and high prices and making the community more “resilient”. On this
basis the investigations proceeded. The proposal in its final form is no longer about
resilience for the community. It is simply an investment in infrastructure on behalf of an
electricity provider, with no guaranteed power supply for local households and no
guaranteed return to the community. In the Hoffman study (2008), respondents showed
a strong preference for local ownership, with frequent mention of the advantage of
security of supply for local residents (see Appendix B2 page 74 for typical responses).
Five years later, skepticism about the role of a large power company was expressed in
the Opinions on the Blueskin Wind Project Dec 2013 (See interviews C, G, J, M). No
security of supply is guaranteed in this proposal. | do not believe that the BRCT should
be considering a multi-million dollar construction project on behalf of existing electricity
networks and providers. Should the wind turbines be constructed and commissioned,
the hugely indebted Blueskin Energy Limited will be not an equal partner but rather a
price-taker in a very competitive electricity market. In this application, the Trust has not
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made a business case; instead it bases its argument for the turbines on the very broad
and widely supported aims of 1) developing renewable energy to reduce reliance on
fossil fuels and other types of energy sources and 2) reinvestment in the local
community. Few people would dispute that these are admirable aims, and much of the
community support quoted by the Trust is based on approval for these general
outcomes. However, the proposal is very short on financial specifics and projections. If
this were a viable, economic and scientifically sound proposition, | would expect local
wind generation to be undertaken by one of the large energy companies as part of its
core business. | think this is a well-intentioned proposal, which is too ambitious for a
small Trust and a small, diverse community.

Desired decision | ask the Council to decline the application.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 22/11/2015 9:35:57 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 525919

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 22 Nov 2015 9:35pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Rhys Steffan Owen

Address I
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address |
Submission details

Consent number 469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to (1) Section 8.3. Operation and Maintenance Effects, Visual and
Landscape

Reasons for submission (1) Section 8.3. Operation and Maintenance Effects, Visual
and Landscape. "The addition of turbines will change the visual aspect of Porteous Hill,
which in itself forms an important visual amenity to the coastal landscape, and inland
hills and highway corridor." | totally agree with this statement. "...the wind farm is
addressed as having landscape and visual impacts that are assessed to be less than
minor." | disagree with this statement. The windfarm will have significant visual impacts.
The windfarm will be visible looking north from SH1 Leith Saddle. The view from SH1
Leith Saddle is something that I hold special, it is the view | associate with my home and
is something very different to the view of the city. The view from SH1 Leith Saddle
looking north, is a mixture of farmland and natural bush, with a natural silhouette, there
are no large man made structures. The proposed construction of 3 wind turbines on the
top of Porteous Hill will significantly change the view from SH1 Leith Saddle. The
skyline will change from being a natural hill silhouette with trees to a silhouette
dominated by 3 man made structures. The mixture of landscape will change with the
introduction of large scale man made structures being a newly introduced prominent
element. This is a significant change that will change my perspective on what it means
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to drive over SH1 Leith Saddle on my journey home from work. Currently the drive north
over SH1 Leith Saddle is a switch, a point where | leave the City behind and visibly soak
in the fact that | am now in the natural setting of Blueskin Bay and surrounds. This is
what could change. This is significant to me and | am sure would be consciously or
subconsciously significant for many others. Secondly, the proposed wind turbines will
be visible both from my backyard and from the beach. The construction of the proposed
wind turbines will in my view detract from my experience of being in these locations. |
know that beauty is in the eye of the beholder, and some people may like looking at
large scale engineered structures. But there is a place for such structures. Industrial
sized engineered structures should not be constructed in places where they detract
from the natural environment. They should not be constructed in a place where itis
likely that local people will find them an eyesore. These wind turbines will only harm the
natural aesthetics of the area. The proposed wind farm would have landscape and
visual impacts that are assessed to be significant and adverse. This is not an essential
asset. Its not a bridge or road or hospital. It is an in-efficiently sized power scheme. The
benefits are therefore less than minor. But the adverse effects are significant. Good
resource management would tell you that this is a terrible proposal, the adverse effects
significantly outweigh any potential benefits.

Desired decision  The Council cannot accept this consent application. The adverse
effects are significant and benefits are less than minor.
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From:

To: Talei Anderson <Talei.Anderson@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 2/12/2015 4:59:56 p.m.

Subject: LUC-2015-469 Wind Farm - 147 Church Road

Submission Regarding Resource
Consent Application

Consent Number: LUC-2015-469 Wind
Farm - 147 Church Road

| do not support this application

My name is Rosemary Penwarden. | live in Blueskin Bay and am involved in a number
of community groups including Waitati Open Orchards, Waitati Community Garden,
Waitati Edible Gardeners, Blueskin Baywatch, Valley Community Workspace (North
East Valley). | am spokesperson for Oil Free Otago and an organising group member of
Coal Action Network Aotearoa. | am co-author of “Jobs After Coal”.

| have 12 photovoltaic panels on my roof and am at the beginning stages of building an
electric car to personally eliminate my reliance on fossil fuels.

| am committed to a just transition to a low carbon economy. | believe one of the key
factors in that transition is a strong, connected community, local jobs, local food and
local energy.

Why then, do | oppose this application?
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This project is not making our community stronger; it is dividing it.

The necessary transition to a low carbon economy will require a different, fairer way of
doing things. | believe that must include genuine consultation. In a fair, participatory
society, everyone must take part. Those most affected by a new project must have the
most say. We need more transparency and more information on which to base our
decisions. Those decisions must be based on sound evidence, which | feel is lacking in
this application.

For me the bottom line is that we need to reduce our emissions. How does this project
reduce emissions? Itis not causing the closure of fossil-fuelled electricity generation as
would be the case in other countries.

| do not see sufficient evidence to support this project. | see opposition from those in my
community closest and most affected by it.

Rosemary Penwarden
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 21/11/2015 10:49:40 a.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 525863

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 21 Nov 2015 10:49am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Rick Peters

Address N
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address | NG
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to Resource consent is sought to establish a community owned
wind farm on Porteous Hill near Warrington. The proposed facility will comprise 3
turbines. The full height of the turbines from ground level to rotor tip will be between
80-102m in height.

Reasons for submission | support this submission as it offers a starting point for this
area and the rest of the world to wake up and start doing something positive to bring an
end to our dependence on carbon based fuels by producing electricity using a totally
free and renewable natural resource that does not produce any harmful waste. Itis
recognized most of the rivers have been dammed and there is no desire for coal or
diesel powered power production in New Zealand so solar and wind power generation is
the only remaining option. However the people who always oppose such things as wind
farms seem to have a louder voice than those who are for them. | think that is due to the
fact people who are forward thinking and want wind farms are too busy working and
minding their own business to support such ventures.Those who oppose tend to be
people with too much time on their hands and not to mention they often get funding from
the Government to form committees and pay lawyers for the purpose of opposing.
Desired decision | request the Council APPROVE the Resource Consent.
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Dunedin City Council Richard Reeve
dcc@dcc.govt.nz '
01.12.15

To whom it may concern

1.

This personal submission on the proposed Blueskin Energy Project expresses a
neutral view as to whether resource consent is granted, subject to the matters raised
in it being taken into account by the Commissioners as relevant matters under the
Resource Management Act 1991 (“Act”).

Background

2.

| am a permanent resident of Warrington, and the registered proprietor of .

I (CT: 0T216/48).

Relevantly in the context of wind farms, | was formerly Chair of the Upland
Landscape Protection Society and a founding member of Save Central, which
opposed Trustpower’s Mahinerangi Wind Farm (MWF) and Meridian Energy’s
Project Hayes (Hayes) from 2005-2011. In that time, | wrote numerous public articles
and letters advocating the merits of small generation close to load rather than giant
utility-scale wind farms, appeared as a spokeman on radio and television, and
developed a comprehensive knowledge of wind energy issues.

As a result of the wind farm battle, | retrained and am now a practising solicitor with
Dunedin law firm, Wilkinson Rodgers Lawyers.

| am also a published local poet, and have written work about the Warrington and
greater Dunedin landscapes.

Though this submission is made in a personal capacity, and does not represent the
views of the Branch or the Society, | am co-Chair of the Dunedin Branch of the Royal
Forest and Bird Society of New Zealand.

Adverse effects

7.

Relative to utility-scale generation such as MWF or Hayes, | consider the physical
impact of installation to be minor, with the land surface already significantly
modified by agriculture and to that end much less difficult to rehabilitate than, for
instance, tussock grassland or herbfield in Otago alpine or subalpine areas, karst
ridges in Canterbury, or kauri beds in Northland (where other wind farms have been
proposed).
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8. | also see less chance of invasive pest species posing a risk to plant cover. The small
scale of the wind farm gives me no serious concern about the scale of earthworks
required, provided that rehabilitation is undertaken effectively.

9. Having visited many wind farms with larger turbines than the relatively small models
proposed, | am not personally concerned by light-flicker, shadow-banding or noise-
related adverse effects.

10. | do not believe the wind farm will have any significant bearing on my property
values, though the situation may be different for other residents elsewhere.

11. To the extent that turbines are to me no more than industrial infrastructure, | do
regard the proposed wind farm as an incursion on the present rural-natural
character of the landscape. | am surprised that images of the wind farm were not
circulated more extensively to Warrington residents prior to the resource consent
application, particularly given the applicant’s familiarity with the community. The
most public display of the Blueskin Energy Project that | have seen to date has been
an image placed by an opposition group on the local noticeboard.

12. | note that the current siting of the Blueskin Energy Project is indicative only.

13. | wish to adopt the views of local ornithologist Mr Derek Onley as to avifauna issues,
who has also submitted on this resource consent application.

14. | have reservations about the adverse effects of mandatory night-lighting for the
turbines. This concern is by no means specific to the Blueskin Energy Project. From
Mt Cargill to Seacliff, the northern Dunedin district has become increasingly light-
polluted in recent years. The flashing lights of the turbines at night will almost
certainly exacerbate that trend.

15. It is possible that the wind farm could cause blackouts from local transmission
surges. | am no expert on this matter, but suggest that this potential adverse effect
requires investigation.

Positive effects

16. 1 remain of the view that the placement of smaller-scale generation close to
community represents a more appropriate path for wind energy than utility-scale
generation in fragile backcountry environments.

17.1 am also of the view that all new generation should be renewable, and that the
Blueskin Energy Project qualifies as renewable energy.

18. While | do not believe that the Blueskin Energy Project will have significant climate-
change benefits, | agree that the activity is better than building new thermal
stations.
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24,
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While | do not regard turbines as scupltural, | agree that the underlying land and
landscape are less sensitive than other sites in Otago that have previously been
proposed as sites for wind farms.

The applicant is a company wholly owned by a charitable trust, the Blueskin Resilent
Communities Charitable Trust, and the application is therefore claimed to be a
community project, with benefits flowing back to local residents. The parties with
the commanding interest in the Blueskin Energy Project, however, by virtue of the
securities they hold over assets and earnings, will inevitably be private investors. Any
community benefits extending from the wind farm’s profitability must therefore be
assessed against a background of the repayment terms of the secured lenders, other
capital costs such maintenance, compliance and administration, and progressive
depreciation/obsolescence of the plant itself. These economic factors will govern
whether the wind farm does in fact pay a meaningful dividend to the community.

| express no view on the economic merits of the proposed wind farm per se.

| do not believe that the Blueskin Energy Project will have any bearing on local
energy sustainability. Electricity generated by the turbines will simply enter the
national grid to be transmitted elsewhere. | note that there is now over 1000MW of
consented generation in Otago-Southland, with just over 100MW installed. As with
hydropower, Otago-Southland produces a nationally disproportionate amount of
wind generation input, relative to these regions’ domestic consumption and
population. While the Tiwai smelter alters the overall consumption landscape, its
future is also increasingly less certain.

A benefit of the proposed location, however, is that less energy will be lost in
transmission to Dunedin than energy generated from further afield.

| believe the wind farm will likely be easier to repair than remoter installations, being
local, and that this may add to its lifespan.

Summary

25.

26.

27.

For the above reasons, this submission is neutral as to the outcome of the present
application.

It is however noted that, as a non-complying activity, the Blueskin Energy Project is
subject to the statutory tests of section 104D(1) of the Act.

It is left to the Commissioners’ determination as to whether the views and concerns
raised in this submission, in combination with the applicable planning documents,
trigger those statutory tests.

1 December 2015

Richard Maurice Reeve
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From

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 30/11/2015 5:02:43 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526915

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 30 Nov 2015 5:02pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Raewynne Williams

Address [N
Contact phone || N

Fax

Email address [

Submission details

Consent number  Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to | object to the Visual Pollution of the current landscape. Also
that this is referred to as a Community project with very little consultation with the local
community of Warrington

Reasons for submission | have lived in Warrington for 22 years and previously at
Omimi for 5 years and this is the first | have heard of this proposal. It appears to be
another project referred to as a Community project that is run by a few people for the
benefit of a few people with very little consultation with the Local Community.

Desired decision | would like the Council to decline this application



Submission Pg S369

From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 2:48:58 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527125

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 2:48pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Hank U Rebmann

Address [N
Contact phone | N

Fax

Email address || EGTNEEGEGE

Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to the whole

Reasons for submission | wholeheartedly support this application, including the
conditions proposed by the applicant. History: Scott Willis has been working on this
community project for a great number of years now; researching all humanly possible
aspects, getting expert advice, independent advice, measuring data and collation
thereof, business models, peer reviews. | personally participated in the 2006 visioning
workshop, the 2009 systems thinking workshop, the field trip (inland Roxborough) to
experience clean power generation and a community beneficial business model close
up (and being absolutely surprised how quiet modern windmills are close up) and many
of the community meetings and events Scott (BRCT) organised; he also kept informing
the whole community of his and the trusts findings via email groups and monthly info
essays in the Blueskin Media, sometimes in the ODT. Most importantly he listened to
input and concerns, then set about finding solutions and then reporting back again. Now
the whole well prepared package goes for Consent by the authorities. My reasons for
this submission: | would love to have the visual experience of generating renewable
energy, demonstrating to the whole community and even to the wider world what can be
done positively. For example the site can, beside the Orokonui sanctuary, be another
focal point for eco-tourists on electric bikes (supporting another local business, Blueskin
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Bikes). | also love to see the business model in action where locals can invest in the
community, where profits get put back into community benefitting projects and opening
means of empowerment. | do find the environmental assessment very thorough,
particularly for such a small scale and low-impact development. I'm confident that the
risk to birds is minor to less-than-minor as the expert report indicates, and certainly far
less risk than cars or cats or big landscape windows - none of which require a resource
consent. Another reason for me is to actively lower the percentage of the greenhouse
gas emissions — currently sitting at 14% in Dunedin, because some electricity is
produced by coal fired power stations a long way away. Finally, this is about community
benefit, as part of the profits generated from this project will benefit the whole
community, not just individuals and not just a big company. | am happy to have this type
of energy generation classified a discretionary activity in rural zones. It allows for
adequate input and control from the community whilst not being overly bureaucratic.
Travelling through Europe, one can see many big-scale windfarms, also a lot of solar
panel arrays and other means of renewable energy installations working alongside each
other. And people are proud of the energy generated. To secure continuity of supply |
would like to see a lot more of that happening here in Dunedin and New Zealand.
Desired decision  That the CONSENT is APPROVED. In fact consideration could be
given to the open and inclusive nature of community engagement. Another fact is that
the owner of the company is a small charitable trust undertaking this project on behalf of
the community so the DCC should not impose more conditions that will make this low
impact small-scale project more challenging than it already is.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 30/11/2015 4:21:46 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526901

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 30 Nov 2015 4:21pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Sue Roberts-Blyth

Address [N
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address |

Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to The installation of wind turbines on Porteous Hill. Warrington
Reasons for submission | understand there are some concerns around birdlife and
visual impact, however | wish to support the process and development as | think the
environmental benefits and future proofing attached to this application out weigh
these. Alternative energy sources are a necessity.

Desired decision Please support the development of the three-turbine wind farm,
community owned, in Warrington. As a member of the Blueskin Bay community |
strongly support this proposal.
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SUBMISSION IN OPPOSITION TO A RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATION

BY BLUESKIN ENERGY LIMITED ESTABLISH A WIND FARM ON PORTEOUS HILL

NEAR WARRINGTON (LUC-2015-469)

To: Attention: City Planning
BY EMAIL: planning@dcc.govt.nz
Name of Submitter: Simon Ryan and Jennifer Ashby
Address for service: c¢/- ChanceryGreen
PO Box 106 202
Auckland Central 1143
Attention: Karen Price
Telephone: 09 357 0330
Email: karen.price@chancerygreen.com
1.  INTRODUCTION
1.1 Dunedin City Council has publicly notified an application by Blueskin Energy Ltd (the
“Application” / “Applicant”) to construct a three turbine wind farm on Porteous Hill near
Warrington (the “Proposal’).' The Proposal address is listed as 147 Church Road,
Merton (the “Site”).
1.2 This submission is made on behalf of Simon Ryan and Jennifer Ashby (the
“Submitters”).
1.3 The Submitters oppose the Application for the reasons set out in this submission.
Background to Submitters
1.4 Simon Ryan and Jennifer Ashby own and live at the rural property at ||| EEGzN:

which directly adjoins the Proposal Site. Their 15 year old daughter also lives in the

family home on the property. The family has lived at the property for ten years. The

Resource consent reference number LUC-2015-469.
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house on the property is less than 200m from the proposed wind farm Site,? and is the

closest of any house to the Site and to any of the indicative turbine locations.

In light of the above, the Submitters will be amongst the most affected nearby

residents if the Proposal is granted consent.

The map below shows the location of the Submitters’ home and property in relation to

the Proposal Site.

Figure One: Indicative location of Submitters’ home and property in relation to the Proposal Site

(including indicative turbine locations®)

The Submitters are supportive of the development of renewable energy, including the
concept of appropriately sited and scaled community wind generation projects.
However, the Submitters consider that the specific Proposal is entirely inappropriate

and that it will have significant adverse effects on them and on the environment.

Distances in this section are approximate.
The base of each turbine image corresponds with the indicative turbine locations provided in
the Application documents (best efforts have been made to ensure accuracy). The turbine
images indicate location only and are not to scale.

2
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In the Submitters’ view, while it is easy to support concepts like renewable energy
generation in the abstract, in reality it is the neighbours that will shoulder the burden of
the adverse effects of the Proposal. In the context of this Proposal, the Submitters

consider that the likely adverse effects on them amount to an unreasonable burden.*

PRINCIPAL SUBMISSION

The Submitters oppose the Proposal in its entirety. The Submitters’ principal
submission is that the Application does not make adequate provision to avoid, remedy
or mitigate potential adverse effects associated with the Proposal. The Application will
therefore not promote the sustainable management of natural and physical resources

in accordance with Part 2 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the “RMA”).

The reasons for the Submitters’ principal submission are addressed below.

LANDSCAPE/VISUAL EFFECTS

The Proposal will have a range of adverse visual, landscape and natural character
effects, if constructed. Visual effects are a key issue for the Submitters, who are
particularly concerned with landscape amenity impacts, as experienced from their
property. The Submitters consider that such effects will be adverse and significant, and

that the Proposal is therefore inappropriate from a visual landscape perspective.
Turbines

The Application documents state that the Submitters’ property at 90 Pryde Road will
be only 471m away from the nearest indicative turbine location® (which is very close in
the context of other New Zealand wind farms). Therefore, the Submitters are surprised
and concerned that there is no detailed analysis, including photo simulations,
regarding the adverse visual effects that will be experienced from their home. Such
analysis is common practice for wind farm proposals, and without it the Submitters
cannot adequately assess the potential adverse effects on them. Nor, in the
Submitters’ opinion, can the consent authority for the purposes of making its decision

on the Application.

See Motorimu Wind Farm Ltd v Palmerston North City Council W067/08 where the
Environment Court held that the adverse effects on nearby neighbours’ visual amenity imposed
an unreasonable burden on them, such that consent for additional turbines was declined.
Acoustic report, page 4.
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From the material provided, the Submitters can only conclude that adverse visual

At page 10 the Applicant’s landscape assessment states:

From the north, the sample view from Pryde Road...shows turbines 2 and 3 less

than a kilometre distant. The turbines will thus appear quite close.’
At page 12 the Applicant’s landscape assessment states:

Viewed directly from Pryde Road, the turbines less than a kilometre away will

At page 13 the Applicant’s landscape assessment states:

With the clear view to the uncluttered open summit, the effect of turbines on the

road corner view from Pryde Road is assessed to be significant.8

Given that the Submitters’ home is closer to the proposed turbines than Pryde Road,
the Submitters consider that from their home the turbines will appear very close and
will be a very substantial presence, with significant adverse effects. The few visual
simulations accompanying the Assessment of Environmental Effects (“AEE”), far from
offering comfort to the Submitters, serve to reinforce their concerns with the Proposal.
The simulations confirm that the turbines will be highly visible, intrusive, out of
character, and dominant/overbearing from the Submitters’ property, and that they will
significantly affect amenity values. The turbines will undermine the visual integrity of
the natural character and landscape of the rural/coastal environment. The movement
of the turbines will further draw attention to them and heighten their visual impact.® And
the inability to see the base of the turbine structures from the Submitters’ home will
affect the ability to place the structures within the context of the wider landscape,
which will therefore add to the turbines’ sense of dominance and “out of place-ness”.
” “community” energy generation project,’® the
Submitters consider that a group of turbines possibly over 100m tall and within a few
hundred meters of nearby homes is not “small scale” on any normal meaning of those

words, and will be more in keeping with an industrial scale.

3.3

effects on them will be significant.
3.4
3.5

be a substantial presence.7

3.6
3.7

While marketed as a “small scale
6 Emphasis added.
! Emphasis added.
2 Emphasis added.

See Meridian Energy Ltd v Wellington City Council [2007] NZEnvC 128 at [141].
See for example the AEE, page 2.
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In Meridian Energy Ltd v Wellington City Council [2007] NZEnvC 128 and
Motorimu Wind Farm Ltd v Palmerston North City Council W067/08 the Environment
Court found that two significant factors which contributed to the visual significance of
the proposed wind farms were proximity to the turbines and the elevation of the
turbines above the ridgeline. The Submitters consider that both factors are present in
this case.

Numerous objectives and policies at all levels of the applicable planning framework
highlight the need to protect amenity values."" The fact that part of the Site is located
within the North Coast Coastal Landscape Preservation Area under the Dunedin City
Council District Plan demonstrates the high landscape values associated with the
locality. (The Proposed Dunedin Second Generation District Plan (“2GP”) also
identifies part of the site as a Significant Natural Landscape.) While the turbines will
not be located within the Landscape Preservation Area (by a small margin), they will
have similar adverse visual effects upon the Landscape Preservation Area in
comparison to a layout that is positioned just inside the Area. The Environment Court
has confirmed that a proposed wind farm does not need to be within an outstanding

natural landscape (or similar characterisation) to have an adverse effect on it."

Given the comments from the Applicant’s landscape assessment that are discussed
above, and the nature and scale of the likely effects of the Proposal, the Submitters
cannot understand the landscape assessment’s conclusion that visual effects from
their property will be minor; or that “[o]verall, the effects of the turbine cluster on visual
amenity are assessed to be predominantly positive”.”® The photo simulations indicate
that the adverse effects on amenity from the Submitters’ property will be significant,
with the turbines likely to read as overbearing industrial-scale structures in an

otherwise rural setting.

In addition, the AEE states that “particular consideration has been given to neighbours
within 1.5km of the turbines and from most of these eight houses, the turbines will not
be visible.”' The Proposal will certainly be visible from the Submitters’ home/wider

property.

See, for example Objectives 6.2.2 and Policy 6.3.6 of the District Plan.

Rangitikei Guardians Society Inc v Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council [2010] NZEvC 14 at
[94]-[95].

Page 11.

AEE, page 30.
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The Applicant’s landscape assessment places considerable emphasis on visual
perception being shaped by the community’s relationship with the Proposal (i.e. that
because the Proposal is marketed as a “community wind farm” this reduces the
adverse visual effects).” Large portions of the local community, including the
Submitters, do not consider the Proposal to be “their project”. The Submitters do not
consider that the Proposal’s significant visual impacts will be mitigated by the notion
that the turbines are “community owned”." In addition, the Board of Inquiry into the
Turitea wind farm proposal near Palmerston North confirmed that public perception (in
relation to which the Submitters question the Applicant’s claims of widespread support
in this case) is not an acceptable basis on which to “mitigate” significant adverse
effects — public perception studies may indicate support for a proposal, but cannot

justify proceeding in the face of adverse effects."”

There are also a number of major uncertainties which add to the Submitters’ concerns

regarding visual effects, including the following:

(a) Given the Applicant states that the layout of the turbines as described in
the Application is indicative only (i.e. subject to change), the Submitters
can have no certainty regarding the level of effects on them. Given the
indicative nature of the proposed layout, the Submitters would have
expected all assessments by the Applicant, including on visual effects, to
be conducted on a realistic “worst case” scenario’® in order to provide
Submitters a reasonable opportunity to understand the potential effects on
them. Despite this being common practice for wind farm proposals, the
Applicant has not adopted such an approach. The AEE provides scattered
references suggesting that turbine locations will not be made closer to
dwellings. Howevers, it is clearly not just the proximity of the turbines that
impacts on visual effects. Grouping also has a major impact, and the
Submitters have no certainty over the final grouping of the turbines, if

consent is granted.

See for example the AEE, page 31.

The Environment Court has accepted that landscape issues are matters which reasonable
people may hold conflicting views, and it is not possible to determine that one view is right and
the other wrong. See Unison networks Ltd v Hastings District Council [2006] NZEnvC 249 at
[68].

Final Report and decision of the Board of Inquiry into the Turitea Wind farm Proposal
(September 2011).

Taking into account any constraints volunteered by the Applicant.
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(b) There are crucial inconsistencies/uncertainties in the Application
documents regarding the proposed height of the turbines. At places the
proposed height is provided as “between 80-102m” in height;'® at others as
“under 125m”;*® and elsewhere it is stated that the maximum height will be
103m.?" The height of the turbines is of fundamental importance to the
Submitters, and will have a major impact on the level of adverse effects on
them. Such inconsistencies mean that the Submitters have little confidence

in the Application and its assessment of effects.

(c) The Submitters have not identified any information in the Application
regarding how the turbines will be lit at night. Night lighting has the

potential to cause significant visual effects on the Submitters.
Transmission lines

The AEE states that the Proposal will connect directly into OtagoNet Limited’s 33 kV
distribution line that runs adjacent to State Highway 1.2 However, as the detailed
design regarding the transmission line (including route) has not been undertaken the
Submitters do not have any certainty as to the potential visual effects of the line,
particularly the overhead (as opposed to underground) components. The AEE
indicates that overhead poles may be 20m high, which is considerable. In addition, the
Applicant’s ecological report suggests that the overhead lines may have flags attached
in order to reduce the risk associated with electrocution of birds.?* This would be of

additional concern from a visual effects perspective.

In light of the above, adverse visual effects associated with the Proposal’'s electricity

transmission line is also a concern for the Submitters.

OPERATIONAL ACOUSTIC EFFECTS

Noise from the operation of wind turbines can have significant adverse effects,

including in relation to sleep disturbance, health and amenity.

The Applicant’s acoustic report states that the Submitters’ house will receive the

highest noise levels of any dwelling from the Proposal. The limited acoustic modelling

20
21
22
23

Dunedin City Council public notice of the Proposal; and AEE page 10.
Resource consent application form, page 2; and AEE page 7.
Applicants’ acoustic report, page 3.

AEE, page 7.

Page 2.
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that has been undertaken demonstrates that the Proposal will exceed one of the key

limits specified in the New Zealand Standard NZS 6808 Acoustics — Wind farm noise

at the Submitters’ home (the 40 dB Lag noise limit). The acoustic report glosses over

this non-compliance, asserting that the acoustic effects of the Proposal will be

acceptable.

The Applicant’'s acoustic report does not satisfy the Submitters’ concerns regarding

operational noise from the Proposal. The Submitters’ concerns include the following:

(a)

(b)

Since the turbine make, model and layout have not yet been finalised, the
Submitters consider that the acoustic assessment should have been
undertaken on a realistic “worst case” scenario, within the layout
parameters provided by the Applicant. This has not been done. For
example, if the turbines are arranged differently to what is shown in the
indicative layout (e.g. closer together), the Submitters would expect that
the combined sound levels could be increased (as experienced at their
home). Also, if another model of turbine is used, noise effects may be

significantly increased. There are major uncertainties around such issues.

The Submitters’ property generally experiences low background noise
levels, especially at night (including low traffic noise,?* and relatively low
wind noise as a result of the house being screened from the prevailing
wind due to being below nearby ridgelines). Therefore, wind farm noise
experienced at the property may also breach the background noise limit in
NZS 6808 (i.e. background noise limits plus 5dB) which the Applicant relies
on (given the modelled non-compliance with the 40 dB Lage noise limit). No
analysis has been carried out regarding the background noise levels/limit,
as set out in NZS 6808.

There has been no assessment undertaken to consider whether a more
stringent noise level may be justified in relation to the Submitters’ property
under clause 5.3 of NZS 6808.

The Submitters are concerned that the Applicant, through its acoustic
report, purports to ignore the District Plan noise limits and instead assess

potential noise effects based on another standard that it considers more

24

At 90 Pryde Road, traffic noise from State Highway 1 is often imperceptible.
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appropriate in the circumstances.?® It is common for wind farm
developments to be assessed in relation to both the District Plan limits and
NZS 6808. With only a cursory explanation provided in the acoustic report
as to the reason for disregarding the District Plan limits, the Submitters are
concerned as to the appropriateness of such an approach. In the absence
of additional explanation, the Submitters would have thought that it is not
for applicants to select which District Plan rules it wishes to comply with.
District Plan rules are for the benefit of all residents, and as a matter of
fairness the same rules should apply across the board. Because the
Applicant has chosen not to assess the likely noise levels associated with
the Proposal against the District Plan limits, the Submitters have no

comfort that the District Plan limits will be complied with.

(e) Local acoustic features mean that sounds from Porteous Hill (for example
tractor noise) often echo/seemingly amplify off Hammond Hill (as
experienced at the Submitters’ property). The Submitters are concerned
that the modelling undertaken may not adequately reflect such local

conditions.

VIBRATION EFFECTS

Given that the Submitters could not identify any analysis on potential vibration effects
in the AEE, such effects remain a concern, especially given the proximity of the

Submitters’ property to the Proposal.

SHADOW FLICKER AND BLADE GLINT
Shadow flicker

Due to their height, wind turbines cast long shadows. In addition, shadow flicker occurs
as a result of the rotating shadow of a wind turbine rotor passing over a receiver
location (for example a house window). The proximity of the receiving location, the
time of day, variation in light intensity, humidity and levels of other dispersants in the
air, cloud cover, the angle at which the turbines are yawed, and a range of other
factors can influence the quantity and intensity of shadow flicker experienced at a
dwelling. Extreme shadow flicker can cause health effects, and any shadow flicker will

impact on amenity values/annoyance.

25

New Zealand Standard NZS 6808 Acoustics — Wind farm noise.
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Blade glint

Blade glint occurs when the sun reflects off rotating turbine blades. Its occurrence
depends on a number of factors including the orientation of the nacelle, the angle of
the blade and the sun, and the reflectiveness of the blades. Blade glint has the
potential to cause major annoyance (i.e. impact on amenity values) and also to distract

nearby drivers.
Summary

The Submitters have not identified any mention of potential shadow flicker or blade
glint effects in the Application documents. This is concerning to the Submitters, who
consider that shadow flicker and blade glint effects have the potential to be significant,
especially considering the proximity of the Submitters’ home to the indicative turbine

locations.?®

The Submitters consider that detailed shadow flicker modelling, and an assessment of
potential blade glint, needs to be undertaken in order to assess the potential adverse
effects at the Submitters’ property, which could be significant. Given that the locations
of the turbines are indicative only, such an assessment needs to be undertaken on a

realistic worst case scenario.

BIRD STRIKE

Wind farms can have significant adverse effects on bird populations as a result of

mortality due to collision with turbines.

The Applicant’s ecological report states that “[tjhe most important potential [ecological]
adverse effect is that upon local birds, and especially those of conservation
importance”,?’ yet no detailed assessment or monitoring of local bird populations has
been undertaken by the Applicant. Importantly, no modelling of bird strike mortality
rates has been undertaken, which would be expected for any wind farm proposal (such
modelling should be based on long term field work/monitoring). Given that no

adequate assessment of local bird populations, or bird mortality modelling, has been

26

27

When modeling shadow flicker, a “shadow distance limit” is typically assumed, being the
distance at which the intensity of the shadow is deemed to be low enough that flicker is not
likely to cause material adverse effects. Shadow distance limits are typically approximately ten
rotor diameters from the turbine (approximately 1.0 to 1.5 km for a modern wind turbine) (See,
for example the Australian National Wind Farm Development Guidelines.) The Submitters’
house is only a few hundred meters from the nearest indicative turbine location.
Page 2.

10
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undertaken by the Applicant (a point which the Applicant's ecological report

acknowledges),?® the Submitters cannot understand how the Applicant can assert that

adverse effects on birds will be “minor at most”.?° In the Submitters view, such a claim

has no evidentiary basis.

Many issues have not been adequately considered or assessed by the Applicant,

including the following:

(a)

(b)

Numerous native birds, including those with conservation importance, are
known to frequent the Proposal Site. The NZ Pied Oystercatcher, which is
acknowledged in the Applicant’s ecological report as likely to be using or
passing the Site is classified as At Risk — Declining under the New Zealand

threat classification system.

Even low rates of annual mortality can have cumulatively significant

impacts on bird populations over time.

The coastal location increases bird strike risk, with high numbers of coastal

and land-based birds frequenting the area.

The Proposal Site is notoriously foggy which is recognised in the

Applicant’s ecological report as increasing the risk of bird strike.

The Proposed turbine layout is an odd triangular shape, potentially making
the turbines more difficult for birds to avoid, particularly in foggy or stormy

weather.

The Proposal Site is close to the Orokonui Ecosanctuary which provides
habitat for numerous birds, including rare and native birds. No assessment
has been made by the Applicant regarding the risks associated with the

Proposal’'s proximity to the Orokonui Ecosanctuary.

The Applicant has not provided an adequate assessment regarding the

Proposal’s potential impacts on a range of other fauna, including bats.

28

29

Applicant’s ecological assessment, page 3: “It is not possible to fully assess the potential
adverse effects of turbine bird strike at this time, owing to the lack of data on the species,
numbers, and use frequency of birds flying through the site”.

Applicant’s ecological assessment, page 3.

11
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(h) The post-construction monitoring discussed by the Applicant in its

ecological report is entirely inadequate.*®

In light of the above, bird strike is a concern for the Submitters, who value local bird

life.

RADIO COMMUNICATION EFFECTS

Wireless communication systems (such as radio, cell phones and TV etc) use radio
waves to transmit information from a transmitter to a receiver. Wind turbines can

interfere with wireless receivers through the following four main mechanisms:
(a) diffraction;*’
(b) reflection (or scattering);*
(c) electromagnetic interference;*® and
(d) near-field effects.®

The Submitters have not identified any mention of potential radio communication
effects in the Application documents.* The Submitters consider that such assessment
needs to be undertaken in order to assess the potential adverse radio communication

effects at the Submitters’ property.

In particular, Mr Ryan and Ms Ashby have no telephone landline as there is no copper
wire provided to Pryde Road. Their internet connection, on which they depend for
personal and professional communications, is therefore available through satellite link
only. The rooftop internet satellite dish at 90 Pryde Road is located on the proposed

wind farm side of the house and reception is very sensitive to interference. In addition,

30
31

32

33

34

35

Applicant’s ecological assessment, page 4.
Diffraction is the reduction in power of a radio wave as a result of the bending of waves around
an object (i.e. the wind farm turbines). Diffraction is a problem because it can attenuate signals
below the minimum working threshold or make them more susceptible to atmospheric fading.
Reflection/scattering occurs where delayed "echoes" of the desired signal, or interference from
another signal, are directed to a “victim” receiver as a result of reflection off wind turbines. This
distorts the signal received.
Electromagnetic interference occurs when electronic equipment inside a turbine generator
radiates radio energy of a frequency that interferes with a radio service.
Near-field effects occur when a turbine is located close to an existing radio antenna, meaning
that it changes the radiation characteristics of the antenna.
In particular, there has been no undertaking from the Applicant that any adverse radio
communications effects associated with the Proposal will be avoided, remedied, or mitigated,
including (for example) through the upgrading of services at the Submitters’ property.

12
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the Submitters use cellphones (including 3G data), radio, and a digital (satellite)
television service, all of which may be subject to potential interference from the

Proposal.*

9. CONSTRUCTION EFFECTS

9.1 The Submitters are concerned with construction effects associated with the Proposal,
particularly noise effects (both construction traffic noise and construction noise) and
dust (including from exposed cuts/stockpiles and construction traffic). The AEE does
not adequately address such potential effects (notably, the Applicant’s acoustic report
does not address construction noise). While the Applicant suggests in the AEE that a
Construction Management Plan is proposed to be prepared to manage such effects,
since no draft Construction Management Plan has been included with the Application
the Submitters have no comfort that their concerns regarding construction effects will

be appropriately managed.

10. GEOTECHTICAL / HYDROLOGICAL ISSUES

10.1 The risks associated with potential geotechnical and hydrological impacts as a result of
the Proposal are significant — the Site’s geological/hydrological complexity and

sensitivity is well documented.*”

10.2 The Application fails to provide adequate analysis of potential geotechnical or

hydrological effects. In particular:

(a) Despite landslips/rock falls being common in the area, even as a result of
minor excavations, the Application contains limited (in scope and utility)
information regarding the risks of land instability/subsidence as a result of
the major excavations associated with the Proposal (including for the
turbine foundations, hardstand areas, and the service road network). There
are no civil engineering/geotechnical reports confirming the suitability of the
excavations required, which would be expected for an application of this
scale and nature. The Submitters are particularly concerned with any
potential land instability/rock fall effects of the Proposal, given their

property is located down slope from the Proposal.

% Vodafone cell phone/3G coverage and FM radio reception is currently very poor at the

Submitters’ property.
For example the Site is zoned “Land Instability Area” in the Proposed 2GP.
13
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(b) Notwithstanding the significant hydrological impacts that excavations could
have on sensitive springs and underlying aquifers, the AEE does not
adequately assess such risks. Because there is no reticulated water
scheme at Pryde Road, many residents (including the Submitters) rely on
groundwater from springs emerging from around Porteous Hill for domestic
and/or stock water purposes. Therefore, any hydrological impacts may
have significant downstream effects, including in relation to public

safety/health.

Given the above, the Submitters consider that further work is required in order to
appropriately assess the potential geotechnical and hydrological effects of the

Proposal, which are a concern for the Submitters.

LAPSE PERIOD

The AEE seeks a lapse period of ten years. The Submitters consider that a lapse
period of ten years is too long and, if consent is granted for the Proposal, will create
unreasonable uncertainty for the Submitters and the community over an extended
period of time. The Submitters consider that a standard lapse period of five years, as is
the default under s125 of the RMA, is more appropriate. (Given that the Applicant
states in the AEE that construction is intended to commence in early 2017, a five year

lapse period should be more than sufficient.)

The case law confirms that there are good policy reasons against resource consents
subsisting for long periods without being put into effect. For example, in Akaroa
Organics v Christchurch City Council [2010] NZEnvC 37 the Environment Court

declined an appeal seeking to extend (primarily for financial reasons) the lapse period.

INADEQUACY OF AEE

The Application is notable for its brevity regarding key aspects, given the scale and
potential adverse effects of the Proposal. Ultimately, the skeletal assessment fails to
provide sufficient information and detail in order to allow the consent authority and
potential submitters to adequately assess the extent of potential effects resulting from

the Proposal.

In particular, and in addition to the numerous other inadequacies identified above, the

Application does not provide expert assessments on a number of potentially important

14
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considerations, including economic impacts/benefits; social impacts; geotechnical/civil
engineering and hydrological effects; archaeology; radio communications; recreation;

bird strike; and transport effects.

The AEE is therefore fundamentally deficient and does not amount to a document that
can be relied upon to inform anyone involved in the consent process of the actual and

potential effects of the Proposal.

Incorrect activity classification, activity status and consents sought

The AEE provides the following:®

The proposed activity is categorised as a Community Support Activity which
means: the use of land and buildings or collection of buildings which are used for
the primary purpose of supporting the health, welfare, safety, education, culture
and spiritual well being of the community including childcare facilities and
community police offices but excludes hospitals, recreational activities, facilities

which have or require a liquor licence or which provide restaurant facilities.

Under Rule 6.5.6 (ii), the Community Support Activity is a Discretionary Activity
(unrestricted) and shall regard matters identified in Section 6.7 of the DCDP.

The Submitters have major concerns with a significant wind farm proposal being
classified as a “Community Support Activity”. The Proposal does not fit within the
District Plan definition of Community Support Activity. In the Submitters’ opinion the
Proposal is clearly of a nature and scale beyond the types of activities envisaged by
the District Plan as falling within the Community Support Activity category.*® Therefore,

the planning analysis and justification in the AEE is largely irrelevant.

From a preliminary review of the Plan, the Submitters consider that the Proposal is
likely more appropriately classified as a non-complying activity and should therefore
be assessed under the more stringent gateway tests of s104D of the RMA, including

for the following reasons:

(@) Rule 6.5.7 of the District Plan states that any activity not specifically
identified as permitted, controlled, discretionary or prohibited by the rules in

38
39

AEE page 8.
In particular, the Submitters do not consider that the fact the Proposal will be owned by a
charitable trust automatically renders it a “Community Support Activity”, as seems to be
suggested from the Application documents.

15
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the Rural zone is non-complying. (Neither “Utilities” or “Infrastructure”, both
of which are defined terms in the District Plan and which more

appropriately describe the Proposal, are provided for in the rural zone.)
(b) In addition, the Utilities section of the Plan states at Rule 22.5.4 that:

[Alny activity not specifically identified as permitted, controlled or discretionary by
the rules in this section or the rules of the zone in which the activity is located, or in

the rules of Sections 17 to 21 of this Plan, is non-complying.
Wind farms are not provided for in the Ultilities section.

The Submitters have also identified several other major potential flaws with the
Application, including that no resource consent has been sought for the large
quantities of earthworks. Section 17.7 of the District Plan requires that resource
consent be sought for earthworks over 200m? in the Rural zone. The AEE states that
earthworks of approximately 6,500m? will be required. The Submitters also note that
any earthworks that may intercept groundwater are likely to require resource consent
from the Otago Regional Council (which have not been sought by the Applicant).

In addition, the Submitters are surprised that the AEE purports to classify the Proposal
as a “Community Support Activity” as opposed to a “utility” or other appropriate activity
under the Operative District Plan (thereby taking advantage of the more permissive
provisions applying to such community activities); but then also purports to take

advantage of the provisions in the 2GP supporting “network utilities”.*°

Taken as a whole, the above issues*' give the Submitters little confidence in the

accuracy and robustness of the Application documents.

UNCERTAIN / POTENTIALLY OVERSTATED “COMMUNITY” VALUES AND
BENEFITS OF THE PROPOSAL

The Proposal is promoted by the Applicant as a “community owned”, “community
scale” renewable energy project. The AEE draws heavily on the 2GP’s support for

community scale energy generation. However, details given by the Applicant regarding

40

41

See the AEE at page 38. The Submitters note that little weight should be given to the 2GP in
terms of section 104(1)(b)(vi) of the RMA, because the 2GP is at a very early stage in the plan
process, and has not yet been tested through hearings (see Queenstown Central Ltd v
Queenstown Lakes District Council [2013] NZHC 815).
Which do not provide an exhaustive list of the inadequacies in the Application documents
identified by the Submitters.

16
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the structures and mechanism that will make the Proposal a true community project
have been non-committal and uncertain. For example, the corporate governance
structures and profit distribution of the project remain uncertain. Also, the Submitters
understand that generated electricity may be sold to one or a few institutional
customers and any remainder supplied to the national grid (as opposed to being
supplied to local community members). It is therefore hard to understand a number of

the community values/benefits claimed by the Applicant.

In addition, the Submitters consider that the Proposal has the potential to divide the
tight knit local community. In the Submitters’ experience, in certain circles the process

of alienation of sectors of the community has already begun.

Given the above, over-emphasising the purported “community’ nature of the Project,
without concrete assurances as to how the Project will achieve community benefits
and values is, in the Submitters’ view, inappropriate (at least until the merits of such
claims can be fully understood and tested). The Submitters are concerned that the
Application may overstate the economic and other benefits associated with the

Proposal, particularly benefits to the local community.

POTENTIALLY OVERSTATED PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND SUPPORT FOR THE
PROPOSAL

The AEE and supporting documents claim widespread consultation and community
support for the Proposal. However, the Submitters are concerned that selective and at
times ineffective public consultation may have caused the Applicant to considerably
overestimate/overstate the community support for the Proposal. Certainly, there are
large parts of the community, including the Submitters, who do not support the

Proposal.

In the Submitters’ experience, including from attending public meetings, until recently
very few people have had a working understanding of the Proposal, and even fewer
have been actually consulted by the Applicant. As the resource consent hearing has
drawn closer and further details have become more widely known (i.e. the Proposal
has become a concrete reality as opposed to an abstract idea) more residents have
come to appreciate the likely adverse effects of the Proposal, particularly on nearby

neighbours. This has led to an increased number of locals opposing the Proposal.

17
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RELIEF SOUGHT
The Submitters seek that the Application be declined.

Alternatively, and without prejudice to the primary relief sought, the Submitters seek
that the Proposal be amended and/or conditions of consent imposed in order to

address the Submitters’ concerns addressed above.
The Submitters wish to be heard in support of their submission.

If others make a similar submission, the Submitters will consider presenting a joint

case with them at hearing.

Simon Ryan and Jennifer Ashby

by their lawyers ChanceryGreen:

Karen Price

Dated 2 December 2015

18
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 12:56:09 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527062

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 12:56pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name SEan Barnes

Address [N
Contact phone || N

Fax

Email address || EGNENGEGGE
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to The full application for the construction and operation of a
community wind farm.

Reasons for submission e This is a community lead project that will strengthen the
energy and financial independence of Blueskin Bay. ¢ There has been nine years of
dialogue and preparation to get to this point. « The consent application has been
carefully and thoughtfully prepared. ¢ The thorough Assessment of Environmental
Effects that accompanies the application contains expert reports addressing all the key
concerns that have been raised. « The project will provide a net benefit for the
community of Blueskin Bay through the action of the Blueskin Resilient Communities
Trust. « The positive visual impact as a symbol of renewable energy and low carbon
community action ¢ Noise falling within New Zealand Standard NZS 6808 (see appendix
D) « Minor or less-than-minor adverse ecological impact, after all potential risks have
been considered « Contribution to reducing greenhouse gas emissions from local
electricity generation and transmission ¢ The project has high strategic value and
regulatory compliance and is consistent with the Policy statements of the Dunedin City
Council, Otago Regional Council and the National Policy Statement for Renewable
Energy Generation (2011).

Desired decision | request that the Council grants this resource consent application,
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adopts the conditions proposed by the applicant, and works with the applicant to
address any outstanding issues, noting that this is a community-initiated and led project
from a resource-constrained organisation that is recognised as a NZ exemplar of
community engagement and action.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 6:02:34 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527156

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 6:02pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Sally Brown

Address [N
Contact phone | N

Fax

Email address | N
Submission details

Consent number LUC2015469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? Yes

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to The incorrect explanation of the project being a “Community
project!” Visual Landscape of Blueskin Bay

Reasons for submission | don’t agree that this Blueskin Energy project is a
community project. | also believe that calling it a community project is incorrect. It is a
corporate project with private funding. If it was a ‘community’ project all feasibility
studies, wind velocity percentages, business plans and return on investment would be
available for the public to view. None of this information is available for the community
to view and could not be answered by Scott Willis at the Community Meeting on
Thursday 19th November at Warrington. The community consultation process should be
a lot more apparent within the community. A lot of residents have only become aware of
this corporate project since the resource consent has gone to the Council. At a public
meeting recently in Warrington- the community did not seem very well informed of the
project, making it hard to believe that community consultation has been undertaken
within the last 12 months. There were a lot of questions which the community
addressed and Blueskin Energy couldn’t soundly answer. The community is not
benefitting directly from this as all power generated is going into the national grid. There
is no economic benefit to the community. Scott Willis promised at the meeting that the
community would get $100,000 for community use each year. But with no data on the
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finances it is hard to see whether not this is an actual figure or a “keep the community
happy” remark. Also if it was a community project the ‘community’ should have 100%
input on where they think the $100,000 per annum should be spent or distributed within
community groups. Landscape Porteous Hill flank lies within the Coastal Landscape
Preservation Area (CLPA) — ‘This means there is restriction to the visual impact arising
from the activity on the landscape character and quality of its setting’. | understand that
only part of the proposed site is within this area but it still has a major effect on the
quality of the setting of Porteous Hill. When viewing Porteous Hill which is in the CLPA
the wind turbines will be protruding above it as viewed from various places- State
Highway 1 at Pigeon Flat, Heywards point, Mount Cargill, Waitati village, Doctors Point
and from sea by cruise ships. Porteous Hill provides an important view within the
coastal landscape from Heywards Point to Blueskin Bay. It would be a shame to visually
ruin this incredible coastal landscape by putting 3 wind turbines within this the skyline of
this view. | feel that the addition of 3 turbines will change the visual character of this
unique landscape forever. The turbines at 120 m in height and with blades 30m long
protruding from the summit of Porteous Hill will not make a positive presence within the
Blueskin Bay community. These three turbines will have an adverse effect on this
landscape and potentially the wildlife of Blueskin Bay. In no way are these structures
seen as ‘elegant and meaningful addition to this landscape’ stated in The Blueskin
Energy Landscape assessment. Example of a Resource Consent application being
turned down Two houses at Potato point were not granted resource consent because
they would potentially have adverse effect on the CLPA. As a Landscape architect the
proposed Wind turbines would have a much greater adverse effect on the landscape
than 2 houses. If allowing resource consent for this Blueskin Energy Ltd ‘Corporate’
project to go ahead the Dunedin City Council is setting a precedent for other similar
projects in the future to spoil our very unique coastal landscape for both residents,
tourists and our world renowned wildlife.

Desired decision | think the council should decline the application for Resource
Consent to preserve the unique coastal landscape we have. Both tourists from land and
sea admire our coastal Landscape for the untouched beauty and unique wildlife.
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Reasons for submission This is a community lead project that will strengthen the
energy and financial independence of the Blueskin Bay community and be an inspiration and
pathfinder for other communities across NZ looking to grow their resilience through
community-owned renewable energy assets.

i, There has been nine years of dialogue and preparation to get to this point.

i, The consent application has been carefully and thoughtfully prepared.

1, The thorough Assessment of Environmental Effects that accompanies the application
contains expert reports addressing all the key concerns that have been raised.

i, The project will provide a net benefit for the community of Blueskin Bay through the
action of the Blueskin Resilient Communities Trust.

i, The positive visual impact as a symbol of renewable energy and low carbon community
action

i,» Noise levels fall within New Zealand Standard NZS 6808 (see appendix D)

i,» Minor or less-than-minor adverse ecological impact, after all potential risks have been
considered.

i,» Contribution to reducing greenhouse gas emissions from local electricity generation and
transmission.

i,* The project has high strategic value and regulatory compliance and is consistent with the
Policy statements of the Dunedin City Council, Otago Regional Council and the National
Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Generation (2011).

Desired decision | request that the Council grants this resource consent application,
adoptsA the conditions proposed by the applicant, and works with the applicant toA address
any outstanding issues, noting that this is a community-initiatedA and led project from a
resource-constrained organisation that isA recognised as a NZ exemplar of community
engagement and action.



Submission Pg S395

From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 2/12/2015 2:19:17 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527273

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 02 Dec 2015 2:19pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Shane Gallagher

Address [N
Contact phone | EEGEGE

Fax

Email address | NN
Submission details

Consent number  Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to Application to build the wind farm as a whole

Reasons for submission | support locally produced renewable energy as part of our
response to global climate change as well as supporting our local communities
Desired decision | wish council to grant consent to build this wind farm.
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Reasons for submission This is a critical project - despite its modest size.
Distributed, renewable energy generation is the best defense against climate change and the
best way to future-proof both the grid and our energy supply.

If we accept mobile phone towers, telecommunication towers etc... as a normal part of the
landscape then the more beautiful wind turbines must also have a place.

The positive environmental impact far outweighs the minor negative impacts. It is important
that this project proceeds.
Desired Decision Grant resource consent, please.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 22/11/2015 8:15:08 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 525916

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 22 Nov 2015 8:15pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Sam McMullan

Address [N
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address [ NN
Submission details

Consent number  2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to Allowing project to continue

Reasons for submission | support positive projects that mitigate climate change
Desired decision  Approve
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Reasons for submissions It is very plainly evident that climate is changing and
there is obligation A for individuals and communities to minimise their contribution of
greenhouse gas emissions. A This proposal is timely and appropriate, and of a scale that fits
with the local community. A It sends a message that every community must consider what it
might best do to contribute to the national and international need. A Noting that the DCC
has passed the Hawkins motion and noasting the Mayor's support for measures against
climate change at thew march at the Octagon this Sunday, the Council should take this
opportunity to push further in its move to clean renewable and sustainable energy sourcing.
A There have been objections against the wind turbines on basis of despoiling landscape, but
the landscape has already been hugely modified by farming activities in the lasat 150 years,
and there is an elegant beauty in modern turbine installations that would enhance, not
detract from the landscape. A These might be considered as providing a link between earth
and sky emphasising our earthly dependance on A the sky /atmosphere.

The use of the energy captured by this system is planned for use in the local network, not

across the national grid, and this again is consistent with the iocaily sustainable community
emphasis of the BRT.

Desired decision The Council is requested to APPROVE this Resource Consent
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 28/11/2015 2:46:24 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526624

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 28 Nov 2015 2:46pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Suzanne Robins

Address [
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address | GG
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to Environmental impact, consultation issues, differences
between arguments used in support materials and the actual proposal.

Reasons for submission The coastal site (very close to the boundaries of protected
land) suggests that the impact on birdlife could be serious. With no ornithological study,
it's impossible to predict the possible impact, especially on seabirds. | note that DOC (in
a very even-handed report) have concerns about coastal sites for wind farms because
of possible impact on

birdlife: http://www.doc.govt.nz/Documents/science-and-technical/sfc289entire.pdf It
seems to me, looking at the background material submitted, that there has been very
little attempt made to consult with the people most likely to be negatively affected by
this proposal. Why has there been no thorough discussion with the community of people
living around Porteous Hill? Asking for opinions from people who are not likely to be
significantly affected is not sufficient. Fewer than 50 people were polled (a self-selecting
sample, given the methodology) and the choice to consult at events held in Waitati and
other places is not in itself sufficient. Why has there been no door-knocking or other
attempts to directly contact people in the immediate area around Porteous Hill? (Those
occupying what is repeatedly - and ungrammatically - referred to as the "scatter of
houses" around Porteous Hill.) It is my understanding that a public meeting held in
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mid-November and organised by a group of residents opposed to the proposal was the
first opportunity they had had to hear details and ask questions about this matter, or to
share their reactions and concerns. At the very least, such a meeting should have been
called many months ago by the group proposing the development. | also note
significant differences between the reasoning used in various of the documents
presented in support of this development and the actual proposal. One major difference
is that the 2013 paper about local energy initiatives was arguing on the basis of energy
being stored and used in the local community. The actual proposal is aimed at selling
energy to the national grid. It seems incongruous to support this proposal with material
that is so significantly at odds with what is being proposed. Arguments about local
control of energy resources and increased local resilience (which many of the people in
the "straw polls" commented on) have no relevance to the final version of this proposal.
In general, | do not oppose wind farms (and do not consider them ugly). | do support
detailed study of impact on wildlife, though, and | do support good consultation and
decision-making processes. | do not believe this proposal meets those standards and
so | believe it should be declined.

Desired decision Decline.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 6:01:56 a.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526941

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 6:01am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Worik Stanton

Address [N
Contact phone | EEGEGEE

Fax

Email address | EEEGGEGEGEGENG

Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to Visual amenity

Reasons for submission | will be very pleased to be able to see the planed wind farm
from Waitati. | will be pleased to be able to see the generation of the power | use. Being
an area that is farmed it is already a heavily modified landscape so an ideal location for

such structures. | am pleased if it would set a precedent.

Desired decision  Approve the consent
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Talei Anderson

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Friday, 13 November 2015 04:10 p.m.
planning@dcc.govt.nz
Resource consent application submission - 525319

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 13 Nov 2015
4:10pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name
Address

Mick Strack

Contact phone |||

Fax

Email adress [

Submission details

Consent
number

Position

Wish to
speak?

LUC-2015-469
| support this application

No

Present jointly Yes

to hearing?

Parts of
application
that
submission
relates to

Reasons for
submission

Desired
decision

The activity and the AEE

The activity is a direct result of the community focus on sustainable management,
community consultation and participation, a transition to local and renewable energy, and
future thinking. It is driven by the values of the BRCT community. The AEE is thorough
and detailed and accurately points out the benefits of the local turbines in addressing
sustainability issues. The Dunedin community as a whole will benefit from the example
this project will establish for all other communities to act locally, to become more self
sufficient, to develop their own resources and infrastructure. Any adverse effects must be
less than minor in relation to the major benefits generated by this project.

Grant resource consent approval with the conditions as proposed
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Submission concerning resource consent on publicly notified application under

DUNEDIN CITY section 95A DC
o Sections 95A, Resource Management Act 1991 Cc
26 NOV 2015

< Krundhera-a-rohe o Ctepot!
To: Dunedin City Council, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 5058

Resource Consent Number; LUC-2015-469 Applicant: Blueskin Eng:
Site Address: 147 Church Road, Merton
Description of Proposal: Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines

@We wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent application:

Your Full Names$ Teorths “SArés  Anbd Lo KAy T or1756 4

WAL PTGl T, Post Code: D 47/
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I: Suppearty Neutsal / Oppose this Application 1:-R¢¥/ Do Not wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
{Delete the above statement if you would not consider presenting. a joint case at a hearing)

Please use the back of this form or attach other " pages as requ:red )
The specific parts of the am:llcatuon that this submission reflates to are: ;
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The decision I wish the Council to make is [give precise details, including the parts of the application you wish to have amended
and the general nature of any conditions sought]:
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Signature of submitter: m Date: 2 %/, f/’Z 248"
# ~{orferéon authorised to sign on behalf of submitter) .

Notes to Submitter:

Closing Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December at 5pm. A copy

of your submission must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after the service of your submfssfon on the ;

Dunedin City Council. The applicant’s address for service is 1121 Mount Cargill Road, RD 2, Waitati 5085. -t

Electropic Submissions: A signature s not required if you make your submission by electronic means. Submissions can be
made online at http://www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma or sent by email to planning@dcc.govt.nz

Privacy: Please note that submissions are publfic. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are available to the
media and the public. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the notified resource consent process.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 2/12/2015 4:14:58 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527296

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 02 Dec 2015 4:14pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Thomas Clark

Address [N
Contact phone | EEGEGE

Fax

Email address || EGTNEEGEGE
Submission details

Consent number  Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to Appendix C3 - Landscape assessment

Reasons for submission | am aresident of Warrington and | pleased that my
community has the opportunity to make its mark as a leader in community supported
renewable energy in New Zealand. The visible presence of this wind farm will serve as
a tangible symbol of the community's commitment to fighting global warming and
preserving our environment.

Desired decision | would like the council to approve this application
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Talei Anderson

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Monday, 16 November 2015 09:55 a.m.
planning@dcc.govt.nz
Resource consent application submission - 525454

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 16 Nov 2015
9:55am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name
Address

Trudy Lee

Contact phone |||

Fax

Email adcress [

Submission details

Consent
number
Position
Wish to
speak?
Present jointly
to hearing?
Parts of
application
that
submission
relates to

Reasons for
submission

Desired
decision

LUC-2015-469
| oppose this application

No
No

The absence of reference to impact on the land in the surrounding hill area, due to the
unknown nature of potential to trigger slips. Also the representation of resident feedback
does not align with the views of myself and my neighbours, who reside beneath Porteous
Hill.

The upcoming district plan would have this whole hill classified landslide hazard 2, and
places serious restrictions on existing residential building activities. There has been no
exploration into the scientific potential that the installation of these windmills, with the
earthworks required, and thier subsequent weight, would aggravate the risk to residents
further down the hill. There has not been enough resident consultation of people who are in
Warrington and are potentially more directly affected by their presence than those residents
in the greater blueskin area.

I would like the council to ensure that the voices of the people who will be most closely
affected by the windmills to be directly informed and consulted. Also that the decision to
allow consent should take into consideration the impacts of the activity in relation to a
mitigating approach to landslides under the new district plan.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 8:39:45 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527166

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 8:39pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Theresa Marion Trotter

Address [N
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address [

Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to All

Reasons for submission | support positive community projects that help minimise the
effects of climate change

Desired decision  Allow wind farm to be built.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 30/11/2015 7:42:36 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526920

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 30 Nov 2015 7:42pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Metiria Turei

Address I
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address [ NG
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? Yes

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to Effects of the proposal on the environment and the benefits to
reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

Reasons for submission | am aresident of Waitati in Blueskin Bay. | make this
submission in my personal capacity not on behalf of any organisation. | support this
project fully and look forward to its completion. | have always believed in the principle
behind this project. It is based on taking community responsibility for our impact on the
environment. Building energy resilience into our community is one way to demonstrate
that responsibility. Rather than have some other town be polluted from a fossil fuel plant
or some river out of our sight be dammed, a resilient responsible community makes a
contribution to the benefits of energy production while also bearing some of the costs. |
also note that the project is one, albeit significant, part of a range of energy resilient
projects from the applicant including home energy audits, energy expos, and energy
workshops, and home insulation installation. | believe the overall effect of the project will
be positive and | understand that the applicant is open to mitigation measures and
conditions if required. As to the main effects identified: Bird strike | understand that
there are concerns about bird strike from the turbines. | accept the evidence of the
Dixon and Mitchell report (Appendix E) that the impact is likely to be low and that
monitoring would help determine any necessary mitigation measures. | would note that
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the estimate of 3 birds per year per turbine is low and is certainly significantly lower than
the bird strike rate of the highway between Waitati and town. Visual Impact The
application provides evidence that the visual impact will be low. Whether you like the
look of wind turbines really is a question of personal taste. | do like the look of wind
turbines and | would welcome a better view of them from my home. | also note that the
wind turbines will be on farmland. Farmland is a place of industry — rural areas are busy
and often quite noisy because they are places of work. | am not convinced that the
noise of the turbines will be a nuisance in that environment. The placement of wind
turbines on farmland seems an entirely appropriate use of that land, productive but with
a low ecological impact. Indeed, a number of farming activities can occur on the same
land at the same time, making the use of that land even more effective. Greenhouse
gas emissions This project is making a contribution to the government’s target of 90%
renewable electricity supply by 2025. This is a positive step forwards for the future of
clean, local, small-scale renewable energy technology, a great example of community
resilience. The wind farm will help reduce the need for thermal generation for peaking
load (peaking load is the “top up” electricity generation needed at peak times, such as
winter evenings when everyone gets home and turns on their heaters and cooks
dinner). This will lead to a reduction in the consumption and use of fossil fuels for
thermal generation, because coal and gas peaking plants are often used for peak time
electricity supply. Although this project is relatively modest at just 3 turbines, it will make
a genuine contribution to the reduction of greenhouse gases. Community involvement
and support | understand the applicant plans to return an annual dividend to Blueskin
Energy Ltd’s sole shareholder, the Blueskin Resilient Communities Trust (BRCT) who
already provide a wide range of community support activities, described earlier. The
development of this wind farm will enable BRCT to maintain and increase the social and
environmental services it provides to the community which aligns closely with the
strategic directions set out in Dunedin’s Social Wellbeing Strategy. Conclusion |
understand that not everyone in Blueskin Bay will support this application and that is of
course one of the great values of our democracy. But | urge the Council to grant the
resource consent for this application as the effects are no more than minor and even
those can be mitigated to a reasonable degree. | understand the proposal is currently a
non-complying activity but that the Proposed 2GP plan treats this sort of project more
leniently and that that proposed plan is relevant in your considerations. That plan
recognises the ecological, social, economic and climate value of community wind farms
and | ask that you give it due weight in your considerations.

Desired decision Please grant the resource consent for this project.
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Talei Anderson
m

From: office@waitati.school.nz

Sent: Wednesday, 2 December 2015 03:09 p.m.

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 527288
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on §Z Dec 2615
3:09pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Waitati SChool BOT

Address 1121 Mt Cargill Road 9085 Waitati
Contact phone (03)4822888

Fax (03)4822888

Email address office@waitati.school.nz

Submission details

Consent LUC-2015-469
number

Position I support this application
Wish te
speak?
Present jointly
to hearing?

No

We are a committed Enviro-School, we engage with the pupils in our schoo! to make
connections and demonstrate responsible active care for our natural world. We believe the
windmills will become a source of pride to the children growing up in Waitati. They will be
able to tell the story of how they generate energy without making poilution and why this is
important with regard climate change. They will identify the windfarm as symbol of our
local community’s commitment to good environmental practice. We look forward to the
view from Waitati being enhanced by three windmills on the Kilmog. Much like the

Parts of TV/Radio mast on Mt Cargill they will quickly become part of the landscape here. There
application  are now several windmills around the Waitati district and they are becoming normal.
that However unlike the Mt Cargill TV/Radio mast we believe the windfarm will become a
submission  tourist attraction as it is in Brooklyn in Wellington. We look forward to the ongoing
relates to community dividend generated by the project and predicted to be around $100000 per

annum being used to support a wide variety of new projects and developments in the
community. As a school we have thoroughly researched the potential to install solar
panels on the school roof. Although it makes perfect sense and would save Waitati School
up to $8000 annually, we are not allowed to use either our operational grant or the capital
funding provided by Ministry of Education. Furthermore schools typically struggle to raise
money from public grants as funders see schools as the responsibility of the state. So a local
fund like the proposed community dividend from the windfarm could quickly produce a

1



Reasons for
submission

Desired
decision

lasting benefit to many local families by freeing up ﬁbb? Q}tlagrﬁcl)%&nggl §n‘1l3r16\:!ing the

educational opportunities of our children.

This has been one of the most exhaustively discussed and consulted ideas over the last five
or six years locally. We have had several class visits with staff and visitors from BRCT and
they are part of our school community. Pupils and staff have enjoyed regular field trips to
the wind monitoring equipment on Porteous Hill and we are sure the proposed windfarm
will create more and more opportunities to learn about the physics or electricity generation
and local wind patterns. The children at school also seem well aware of the proposed
windfarm and as far as we can tell they all seem to support it.

We wish to support the resource consent application of Blueskin Energy Limited to
develop a windfarm on Porteous Hill.
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Drait for Waitati School BoT submission to Blueskin Energy Limited resource consent application.

We wish to support the resource consent application of Blueskin Energy Limited to develop a
windfarm on Porteous Hill,

We are a committed Enviro-School, we engage with the pupils in our school to make connections end
demonstrate responsible active care for our natural worlg, We believe the windmills will become a
source of pride to the chiidren growing up in Waitati. They will be sble to tell the story of how they
generate energy without making poliution and why this is important with regard climate change. They
will identify the windfarm as symbol of our local community’s commitment to good environmental
practice.

We look forward to the view from Waitati being enhanced by three windmills on the Kilmog. Much
like the TV/Radio mast on Mt Cargill they will quickly become part of the landscape here. Theie are
now several windmills around the Waitati district and they are becoming normal. However unlike the
Mt Cergill TV/Radio mast we believe the windfarm will become a tourist attraction as ii is in Brookiyn
in Wellington.

Ve look forward to the ongoing community dividend generated by the project and predicted to be
around $100000 per annum being used to support a wide variety of new projects and developments in
the community.

AS$ a school we have thoroughly researched the potential to install solar panels on the school roof,
Although it makes perfect sense and would save Waitsii School up to $8030 annually, we are not
allowed to use either our opicrational grant or the capital funding provided by Ministry of Education.
Furthermore schools typically struggle to raise money from public grants as funders see schools as the
responsibility of the state. So a local fund like the proposed community dividend from the windfarm
could quickly produce & lasting benefit to many local families by freeing up $8000 a year to spend on
improving the educational opportuaities of our children.

This has been one of the most exhaustively discussed and consuited ideas over the last five or SiX years
locally. We have had several class visits with staff and visitors from BRCT znd they are part of our
school community. Pupils and staff have enjoyed regular field trips to the wind monitoring equipment
on Poricous Hill and we are sure the proposed windfarm will create more and more opuortunities to
learn about the physics or electricity generation and local wind patterns, The children at school also
seem well aware of the proposed windfarm and as far as we can tell they all seem to sunport it.

Antony Deakar

Mt Cargill Road RD 2 Waitati. Phone / fax: 4822888, Email: offj cel@waitati.school.nz
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 1/12/2015 8:57:11 a.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526951

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 01 Dec 2015 8:57am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Alfie West

Address [N
Contact phone | G

Fax

Email address [
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | support this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? No

Parts of application that

submission relates to The application as a whole.

Reasons for submission As a resident of the Blueskin area, | wholeheartedly support
this venture. | was cheered by the council's recent climate change resolutions -- it's
great to see our city taking a lead in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The proposed
Blueskin wind farm will help demonstrate Dunedin City's commitment to move towards a
renewable energy future. I'm one of those people who see windmills as things of
beauty. | believe that the applicant has researched this project diligently and has fully
considered the minimal environmental impacts involved. This innovative scheme will
continue to provide benefits to the local community by supporting the good work being
carried out by the Blueskin Resilient Communities Trust. Let's make this
community-owned windfarm happen. Thank you.

Desired decision | urge the Council to grant this consent, with the conditions
proposed by the applicant.
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From:

To: planning@dcc.govt.nz <planning@dcc.govt.nz>
Date: 24/11/2015 9:32:25 p.m.

Subject: Resource consent application submission - 526132

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website
on 24 Nov 2015 9:32pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Grant Thomas Boyle

Address [N
Contact phone || EEGEGENE

Fax

Email address |
Submission details

Consent number  LUC-2015-469

Position | oppose this application

Wish to speak? No

Present jointly to hearing? Yes

Parts of application that

submission relates to 3.1 site earthworks 4 & 5 community consultation and support
8 Assesment of environmental effects

Reasons for submission A lack of consultation with the residents of Warrington,
Seacliff, farms and areas that will be directly affected by the wind farm. | and my family
have lived or own property in Warrington for ten years and have only seen what has
been written in the blueskin news with no indication of the size of the project indicated
or the fact that the power was been sold on the national grid so there is no benefit to the
local community. There has been no direct effort to contact me or invite me to a meeting
to gauge my opinion, the vast majority of people surveyed seen to live in Watati 10 km
away from the wind farm. There is no study of the potential effects the site earth works
and foundations will have on the stability of the land or the ground water. As a number
of people who farm in the area have raised serious concerns over the suitability of
building such large structures on this land. The visual effect has been seriously
understated as Blueskin bay is an beautiful area that deserves to have it visual aspect
protect as myself and my family and most of the residents in this area cherish the
scenery and environment we live in. The proposal to study the bird strike rate after they
build it makes no sense and there references to bird strike rates at other sites is very
selective and only includes sites with low strike rates. No indication of of the light
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pollution and environmental effect of having the towers lit up at night as they are under
a major flight path. | can see no benefit in the extra power they produce as there is no
economic requirement for more electrical production, after all they are closing down
Huntley coal powered power station which will do more for NZ CO2 emissions than the
proposed wind farm. | can see no benefit to the local community, the environment will
be downgraded, the visual aspect of blueskin bay will be permanently degraded, local
residents will have there lives and environment they cherish ruined to benefit the
national grid and the non elected trustees of BRCT. There is no business plan, is it
financially viable and is there a plan to decommission the site if it financially fails. Will it
set a precedent to build other wind farms in the area, as once one is built it is a lot
easier to put the next one up. We live in a beautiful area of Otago we don't need
industrial size developments in the Blueskin Bay and Warrington areas it is not the
place for them.

Desired decision  The application to be declined as it is unsuitable project to be sited
in the blueskin bay environment. A lack of public consultation and support especially
with the residents of Warrington, Seacliff , farms and areas surrounding these 2
settlements. There is no requirement for extra electrical generation in the present NZ
economy. The environmental impact especially relating to bird strike and effects on light
pollution to bird life at night and the effects on close residents. The effect construction
would have on local ground and water considering it will be sited in a high risk area are
not showmen in the application



Reasons for
submission

Desired
decision

lasting benefit to many local families by freeing up ﬁbb? Q}tlagrﬁcl)%&nggl §n‘1l3r16§1ng the

educational opportunities of our children.

This has been one of the most exhaustively discussed and consulted ideas over the last five
or six years locally. We have had several class visits with staff and visitors from BRCT and
they are part of our school community. Pupils and staff have enjoyed regular field trips to
the wind monitoring equipment on Porteous Hill and we are sure the proposed windfarm
will create more and more opportunities to learn about the physics or electricity generation
and local wind patterns. The children at school also seem well aware of the proposed
windfarm and as far as we can tell they all seem to support it.

We wish to support the resource consent application of Blueskin Energy Limited to
develop a windfarm on Porteous Hill.
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