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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

Fax n/a
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-215-469
Position I 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 I support the overall principles and objectives the 
Blueskin Community Resilience Trust, I have substantial concerns about the proposed 
windfarm development. I will cover these under three headings. (1) Activity Status. The 
proposal describes this as a "Community Support Activity". I 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, I 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, I 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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6U${EDt}t {tTYrcry
To: Dunedin City Council, PO

Resource Consent Number:
Site Address:
Description of Proposal:

SUBMISSION FORM 13
Submission concerninE resource consent on publicly notified application under

section 95A
Sections 95A, Resource Management Act 1991

Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058

LUC-2015-469 Applicant: Blueskin Energy Limited
147 Church Road, Merton
Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines

llWe wish to lodge a

Your Full Name:

Address for Service (postar Address): V" C " Er'l t i 6, il*' rar, ?Adf

e3 &{z zSiiy hesiruire: t6giC€ - ezrf <54 .f g&

EmailAddress: INEO
I: Support/Neutral tr@Oo Not wish to be heard in support of this submission at u hea.i[

on the above resource consent application:

Please use the back of this form or attach other pages as required

o
of the that this su relates to are:

submission is reasons for

The decision I wish the Council to make is [give precise detaits, including the parts of the apptication you wish to hur" ur"ndd-
the oeneral nature of

Date:
(or person behalf of submitter)

Closinq Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Councit is Wednesday 2 December_at_5pm. A copy
of your submission must be served on the appticant as saon as reasonably practicable after the seryrce of your tubdi-srnn on the
Dunedin City Council. The applicant\ address for service is 1121 Mount Caigilt Road, RD 2, Waitati 9a85.

Elec.tronic Submissions: A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means. Submissions can be
made online at http://www.dunedin.Eovt.nz/rma or sent by ernail ta ptanning@dcc.govt,-nz

Privacv; Please note that submissions are public. Your name and submission wilt be included in papers that are avaitabte to the
media and the public. Your submission witt anty be used for the purpose af the notified resource cansent pracess.

Signature of submitter:

irotus to Submittert

64
A V'L" l./onnr
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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 I make no comment about general issues surrounding various forms of 

electrical generation, nor do I comment here on any past achievements of the Blueskin  Resilient 

Communities Trust.  

 I 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. I 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.  

*** 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 I 

will address the sentence marked *** later. 
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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.  

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. I would suggest otherwise. The photographs 

below, taken from my place, show that Porteous Hill is a dominant feature of the landscape.  
 

View from house at 23 

Thornicroft Road Waitati 

View from garden at 23 

Thornicroft Road Waitati 

Wind farm 

proposed site 

Wind farm 

proposed site 

Submission Pg S7



LUC-2015-469   A. C. Morrison                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             3 

 

 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 
 

 I 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 I heard of the proposal to erect a three turbine wind farm on Porteous Hill was 

when I (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. I didn’t get one, nor did I 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”. 

 

I would suggest that there is not significant community support for this project.    
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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 I highlighted the following sentence : 
 

*** 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. 
 

 I have studied English to a fairly high level but I 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 I request that this application to 

establish a wind farm on Porteous Hill should be declined.  

 I also request that the applicant’s request for a ten year Lapse Period should also be 

declined. 

 I 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 
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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 
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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, I 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.  
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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 
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Talei Anderson

From:
Sent: Saturday, 14 November 2015 01:40 a.m.
To: planning@dcc.govt.nz
Subject: 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 Anake Goodall 

Address 

Contact phone  

Fax 

Email address 

Submission details 

Consent 
number 

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

Position I support this application 

Wish to 
speak? 

No 

Present jointly 
to hearing? 

No 

Parts of 
application 
that 
submission 
relates to 

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

Reasons for 
submission 

I hold and have held a number of positions relevant to this application: - current Chairman 
of the Ākina 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 Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu From all of these perspectives I 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. 

Desired 
decision 

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. 
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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
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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 
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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  
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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 I 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 

Submission Pg S17



community engagement and action.

Submission Pg S18



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
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? 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number 90396
Position I 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: 
   <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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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, I wholeheartedly support 
this venture. I 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. I 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 I urge the Council to grant this consent, with the conditions 
proposed by the applicant.
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SUBMISSION FORM 13
,DU,NEDIN CITY Submission concerning resource ~::~:: ~~:UbliciV notified application under

Sections 9SA, Resource Management Act 1991
l:-.hot.-nfWo /)~

To: Dunedin City Councii, POBox 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058

Resource Consent Number:
Site Address:
Description of Proposal:

LUC-2015-469 Applicant: BlueskinEnergyLimited
147ChurchRoad,Merton
Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines

II wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent application:

Your Full Name: -::t>'1-NI~ ;f?:w.-/ At-t!.~~..,
Address for Service (PostaiAddress):

Facsimile:

Email Address:

ppose is Application IIDol' ~ wish to be heard in support of this submission at a hearing

If others make a simiia mission, I will conside~enting a joint case with them at a hearing.
Delete the above statement if au would not consider resentin a .oint case at a hearln

Please use the back of tMs form or attach other pages as requ;red
The snecific narts of the annlication that this submission relates to are:

IfIJ77{; ~~V 7eJ,..... f .."",J.otd.
7 ~

Mv submission is fJnclude the reasons for vour views1:

$';-R-. 11-#.,-7 V -
- :J IV lUI:!

Bualn~sInf.2Tl6tion
.""'". -'--'_._~...,4 •.,_ .

- ..

.

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 eneral nature of an conditions sought:

1jtlk£
I

Date:Signature of submitter:

Notes to Submitter:
Closing pate; The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday2 December~. 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 toplanning@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 wUl only be used for the purpose of the notified resource consent process.
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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 land, 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 Island.

The BRCTseeks 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 small project? This is what the applicant is suggesting that Blueskin Energy Limited will require

in terms ofthe 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

BRCTand 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 farmingjlifestylejcoastallandscape 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 coast preservation area designation, but waxes lyrical on the virtues of introducing

"graceful sculptural structures"(P9 landscape report) into this protected zone.

The applicant is also dismissive of the existing landscape values of the NCCLPAsaying 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

BRCTand 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 BRCTor 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 BRCTthat they have widespread com munity 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.

., 'l
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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 point 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 I wonder?) "Turbines will appear as significant sculptural installations"!!! (in the NCCLPAno

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 Modelled 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 model inputs so that a favourable result 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 pronounced 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 people at a distance from

the turbines themselves. No attempt has been made to model these effects.

Submission Pg S25



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 DCCdo then to enforce the conditions of the resource consent? Will it really have the

balls to shut down a 6$Million investment? On my own experience, the DCC is woeful in its

enforcement of its own District Plan. So I 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

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

Denis John 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469
Position I 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: 
   nz <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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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

Name
Address
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
submission relates to Community project,Scenery,Birds,Property
Reasons for submission I 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. I feel there is not enough evidence to support it being a 
community project. I 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 I have lived in this community for over twelve 
years. My house view from my lounge window incorporates Porteous Hill as well as my 
property I 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 I 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. I 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 I would still 
have the same feelings as above. 
Desired decision I 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 

Address 

Contact phone  

Fax 

Email address 

Submission details 

Consent 
number 

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

Position I support this application 

Wish to speak? No 

Present jointly 
to hearing? 

Yes 

Parts of 
application that 
submission 
relates to 

the entire project and process 

Reasons for 
submission 

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

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

Address 

Contact phone  

Fax 

Email address 

Submission details 

Consent number LUC-2015-469 

Position I support this application 

Wish to speak? No 

Present jointly to hearing? No 

Parts of application that 
submission relates to 

Erection of wind farm on Porteous Hill, Warrington 

Reasons for submission To support a forward thinking project. 

Desired decision To allow the wind farm to proceed. 
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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 

Address 

Contact phone  

Fax 

Email address 

Submission details 

Consent 
number 

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

Position I support this application 

Wish to 
speak? 

No 

Present jointly 
to hearing? 

Yes 

Parts of 
application 
that 
submission 
relates to 

The entire project and the process undertaken. 

Reasons for 
submission 

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. I 
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 
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 
decision 

I would like the council to grant resource consent without additional constraints for the 
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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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. I live within 2.4km of the proposed site and I have no contact 
or consultation with Blueskin Energy Ltd.
Reasons for submission I 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. I am 
concerned about the effect it will have on the local bird life. I 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 I 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
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
submission relates to Community project,Scenery,Birds,Property
Reasons for submission I 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. I feel there is not enough evidence to support it being a 
community project. I 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 I have lived in this community for over twelve 
years. My house view from my lounge window incorporates Porteous Hill as well as my 
property I 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 I 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. I 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 I would still 
have the same feelings as above. 
Desired decision I 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
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number luc 2015-469
Position I 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 I have been very excited to see 
this project on my doorstep. I am full of admiration for the time and enthusiasm that has 
gone into this, much of it voluntary. Personally I 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 I 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 I am fully in support of this innovative development to be 
installed locally.
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Desired decision I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469
Position I 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. I 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 I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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:
 11:37 a.m.

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 

Address 

Contact phone  

Fax 

Email address 

Submission details 

Consent 
number 

LUC-2015-469 

Position I support this application 

Wish to 
speak? 

No 

Present jointly
to hearing? 

Yes

Parts of 
application 
that 
submission 
relates to 

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 

Reasons for 
submission 

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. 

Desired 
decision 

Council should give its consent to this submission. 
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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
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? 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. I 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 I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number CONSENT NUMBER LUC-2015-469
Position I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC2015-469
Position I 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 I favour local energy generation, I 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:  
 
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, 
31 December 2012[3] 

Fuel 
New 

Zealand 

North 

Island 

South 

Island 

Hydroelectric 5,254 1,818 3,436 
Geothermal 731 731 – 
Wind 622 517 105 
Oil 164 164 - 
Coal 1,063 1,059 4 
Gas 1,904 1,904 – 
Other 
renewable 104 101 3 

Other non-
renewable 19 15 4 

Total 9,861 6,308 3,553 
 

Generation (GWh) in New Zealand 

Fuel 
 

2013 year 
[1]

 

New 

Zealand 

North 

Island 

South 

Island 

Hydroelectric  22,815 5,471 17,344 
Geothermal  6,053 6,053 – 
Wind  2,000 1,695 305 
Oil  3 3 tr 
Coal  2,238 2,223 15 
Gas  8,143 8,143 – 
Other 
renewable  592 581 11 

Other non-
renewable  33 31 2 

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. 
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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 I.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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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 Ives
Address
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469
Position I 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 I believe that we should use this technology more wherever 
possible, and this would be a great way of seeing how well it works. I 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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1

Talei Anderson

From:
 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 

Address 

Contact phone  

Fax 

Email address 

Submission details 

Consent 
number 

LUC-2015-469 

Position I support this application 

Wish to 
speak? 

No 

Present jointly 
to hearing? 

No 

Parts of 
application 
that 
submission 
relates to 

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

Reasons for 
submission 

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 
the generated power will benefit from a renewable source of energy 4) I am satisfied that 
any environmental effects are well mitigated for in the application supporting information 
5) the project is inline with various National, Regional and DIstrict 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 

I would like the DCC to approve the application in it's entirety. 
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1

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 

Address 

Contact phone  

Fax 

Email address 

Submission details 

Consent 
number 

CONSENT NUMBER LUC-2015-469 

Position I support this application 

Wish to 
speak? 

No 

Present jointly 
to hearing? 

Yes 

Parts of 
application 
that 
submission 
relates to 

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

Reasons for 
submission 

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 

I 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: 
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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I oppose this application
Wish to speak? Yes
Present jointly to hearing? Yes
Parts of application that
submission relates to I strongly oppose the application as a whole.
Reasons for submission █ Effects are more than minor for coastal Otago and 

pastoral landscapes. █ 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. █

Potential adverse impacts on wildlife 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. █ 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. █ The application is just another example of 'greenwash'.
Desired decision Decline the application in its entirety.
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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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469
Position I support this application
Wish to speak? No
Present jointly to hearing? Yes
Parts of application that
submission relates to I 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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OUNCIL

To: Dynedin City Council, PO Box S045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058

EDI

SUBMISSION FORM 13
Submission concerning resource consent on publicly notified application under

CITY section 9SA
Sections 9SA, Resource Management Act 1991 Dec

02 DEC 2015
Resource Consent Number:
Site Address:
Description of Proposal:

LUC-201S-469 Applicant: Blueskin Energy Li
147 Church Road, Merton
Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines

90'85Post Code:

Telephone:

ce (Postal Address):

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

Your Full Name: C;(e::t~e.. ff~,..~ 'B~f'e ..:tr

LJa,+G\,. 4-,
Facsimile:

.

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

Iication that this submission relates to are:

M b'IV su mission IS finclude the reasons for your yiewsl:

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

The decision I wish the Council to make is [give predse details, including the parts of the application you wish to have amended

and the general nature of any conditions SOUQht]:

-r.. WI'~-1.- .k ,,",e:;..ve.... ~e a DO l,'u-,,+';""" d e.c... L~e..d
"

Signature of submitter:
(or

Date: 27/1///5
I I

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 http://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.
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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

Male

Female

Total people

Source: Statistics New Zealand

Evansdale

783

696

1,482

Dunedin City

57,666

62,583

120,246

I

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

Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I support this application
Wish to speak? No
Present jointly to hearing? No
Parts of application that
submission relates to I 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
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? 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. I 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. I 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. I 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

Submission Pg S70



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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469
Position I support this application
Wish to speak? No
Present jointly to hearing? No
Parts of application that
submission relates to In total
Reasons for submission I would like to see the progression of renewable energy in 
close proximity to populations. I 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
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
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 i want 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 I 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 I would like to start by saying that I support this 
application. Below are the reasons why I 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, Ngāi 
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 I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number blueskin energy ltd
Position I 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 I 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, I am totally in favour of developing renewable energy sources. I 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 ( I 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 
 
I oppose this application. 
 
I 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 I 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: I 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: I 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: I 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: j
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,

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

I 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 I 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 I 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 I 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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COUNCIL~.-
SUBMISSION FORM 13

SUbmission concerning resource consent on publicly notified application under
DUNEDIN CITY section 9SA . ". .

Sections 95A, Resource Management Act 1991

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

Resource Consent Number:
Site Address:
Description of Proposal:

LUC-2015-469 Applicant: BlueskinEnergyUmited
147 ChurchRoad,Merton
Establisha community wind farm comprisingthree turbin

urce consent applicationI/We wish to lodge a submission on the above r

Your Full Name:

Address for Service (PostalAddress):

03DEC20;J

-------------- Post Code:

Facsimile: _Telephone:

Email Address: _

I' 5 pporww.. ?PlII/Oppose this Application I: 00/ ? t wish to be heard in support of this submissionat 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 ou would not consider resentin a oint case at a heari

. ,
Date:Signature of submitter:

Notes to Submitter:
Closjng Date: The dosing date r serving submissions on the Dunedin aty Council is Wednesda 2 ecember at Som. A copy
of your submission must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable alter the service of your submission on the
Dunedin City Coundl. Theapplicant's address for service Is 1121 Mount CargiffRoad, RD2, Waitatl 9085.

Electron;c 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 toplanning@dcc.govt.nz

privacy: Please.note that submissions are public. Your name and submission wlfl be Induded In papers that are available to the :
media and the piJblic. 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

From: Murray James Grimwood.

 

I support, with qualifications. 

I wish to be heard.

Windfarm submission.

I support this application, with qualifications. 

I also challenge much of what I 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 
a word – 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 I live close-by, I 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 I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number Wind farm-147 Church Road-LUC-2015-469
Position I 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 I would like to see this application declined.
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t
SUBMISSION FORM 13

DUNEPINC.ITY Submission concerning resource :~~:::~ ~;:UbliclY notified application under

Sections 9SA, Resource Management Act 1991
U~~"llo"'ttllIri

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

Applicant: BlueskinEnergy imited DCC--Resource Consent Number:
Site Address:
Description of Proposal:

LUC-2015-469
147ChurchRoad,Merton
Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines 16 NOV

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

Your Full Name: Hi ! ""-9 JOlM-Q. 'KO'N~
Address for Service (PostalAddress):

Post Code: ~08S
Facsimile:N A-' -Telephone:

Email Address:

I: €poJ1/Neutral/oppose this Application I: Doli wish to be heardin support of this submissionat 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 au would not consider resentl" a oint case at a hearln

Please use the back of this form or attach other pages as required

lication that this submission relates to are:

M

ion I wish the Council to make is [give precise details, including the parts of the application you wish to have amended

and the eneral nature of an conditions sou ht :

Signature of submitter: \\ . \
(or personauthorisedto sign on behal f s bmitter)

Date: II. U.2.0\5
Notes to Submitter:
Clqsing Date; The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City CoundJ is Wednesday 2 December ~m. 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 seIVice 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 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.
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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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC 2015-469
Position I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469
Position I 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 I 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 I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number Wind farm: LUC-2015-469
Position I 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. I was asked to attend a public meeting in Warrington in the evening of 19th 
November. As I listened I 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 I 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. I 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. I 
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. I struggle with this. I 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. I 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 I 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: I am strongly 
in favour of renewable energy , to replace fossil fuels. And I like wind farms…but it is not 
helpful to favour one environmental positive by ignoring other environmental negatives. 
Desired decision I 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 I 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 03 465 7318
Email address admin@puketeraki.nz

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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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From: i
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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC 2015-469
Position I support this application
Wish to speak? No
Present jointly to hearing? No
Parts of application that
submission relates to The whole.
Reasons for submission I would like renewable energy to form a greater percentage 
of our electricity supply.
Desired decision Grant the consent.
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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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number 2015-469
Position I 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 

Address 

Contact phone  

Fax 

Email address 

Submission details 

Consent 
number 

Wind farm 147 Church Road LUC 2015 469 

Position I oppose this application 

Wish to 
speak? 

Yes 

Present jointly 
to hearing? 

Yes 

Parts of 
application 
that 
submission 
relates to 

Position of turbines, negative effect on locals 

Reasons for 
submission 

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

Please do not allow this project to go forward 
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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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469
Position I 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, Kâti 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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. I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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.

Submission Pg S112



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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I support this application
Wish to speak? No
Present jointly to hearing? No
Parts of application that
submission relates to I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469
Position I 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 I support this resource consent because windfarms in 
general (and this one in particular) are sustainable, beautiful and community enhancing. 
I 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. I 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 I would like the Council to grant consent to this application
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SUBMISSION FORM 13

U E
. TV Submission concerning resource consent on publicly notified application under

D N DIN CI section gSA
Sections 9SA, ResourceManagementAct 1991

1<~""'~_"''''''<''T1"•. "tl,~r''

To: Dunedin City Council, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 90S8

Resource Consent Number:
Site Address:
Description of Proposal:

LUC-2015-469 Applicant: BlueskinEner9YLimited
147 Church Road, Merton
Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines

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

Your Ful' Name: Jenny McDonald

Address for Service (PostalAddress):

PostCode: 9085

Telephone: Facsimile:

Email Address:

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

;~ others make a similar submission, 1 will consider presentin9 a joint case with them at a hearing,
Delete the above statement if YOU would not consider oresenting a joint case at a hearinal

Please use the back of tfJis form or attach other pages as required

The sDecific Darts of the aDDlication that this submission relates to are:
Community Engagement in the Project

Sustainability

Assessment of Environmental Effects

My submission is rinclude the reasons for your views':

Attached

_~_If'
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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 eneral nature of an conditions sou ht :

Decline the application,

Signature of submitter: Date:

Notes to Submitter:
Closing Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December at 5Dm. 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 toplanning@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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Jenny McDonald
My submission is that:
LUC-2015-469.

24/11115
Resource Consent should not be granted to application

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 I can see Porteous HiII 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 1regularly 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, I 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 Blues kin residents were actually
engaging with BRCT and the project. I resigned from the Trust in 2014.

I believe the documents provided in the resource consent application as evidence
of community support and engagement (Appendix B 1-7) fail to establish strong
community support for three turbines on Porteous Hill at the present time.
Specifically:

1
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i) 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.

ii) Appendix B 6 is a good example of the failure ofBRCT 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 were 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 Hill. Here are just three examples:

" ... this for me raises concerns csp. re corporate influence + morphing
further away from the comm unity ... "
"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 attendees (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 17th November,
2015 for the meeting organised by Friends of Porteous Hill.

iii) Appendix B2 is an honours dissertation undertaken more than 7 years ago
in which J 3 residents were interviewed. The current wind farm proposal is
quite different in character to that being considered 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;,peaking, it can be said that the Waitati residents
interviewed in this study were interested in the idea of generating
energy at the Jocallevel, although they felt that there would be some
difficult financiaJ, political and engineering issues to overcome. "

iv) Appendices Bl, BJ, B4 andB5 arc dated and while they demonstrate an
interest in alternative energy options and sustainable values within the

2
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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 I 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 conscnt application secms to me to be dated, ad hoc and incomplete.
While BRCT sends out long emails, regularly contributes to the Blueskin news and
is 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 I-Iall on 17th 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. I could see no
good reason then and I 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 it deeply conceming 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 13RC1;the local charity. " p. 23

This is simply not true. BRCI 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 BRCI if the project proceeds to the tune of $6 million. Substantial
investment 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 to the contrary, I 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 Porteous Hill
or Blueskin Bay. There are many ways for the BRCT to demonstrate its 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.

3
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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.

4
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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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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 I 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. I 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. I 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 I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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: planning@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
Address
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

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

Position I oppose this application
Wish to
 speak? Yes

Present
 jointly to
 hearing?

Yes

Parts of
 application
 that
submission
 relates to

Wind farm construction within our neighborhood

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; I would expect to
 have been the required minimum ). I 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. II) 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

 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". III ) 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 I found out has even been classified as having a medical
 related syndrome. I have children and do not wish them or anybody else to
 be subjected to such the horrid effects of high energy harmonics. IV) 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 I 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. VIII ) 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.

Desired
 decision

I 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

 Consent number:

LUC-2015-469

 First name(s):

Just

 Last name:

Doi

 Street number:

 Street name:

 Suburb:

 Postcode:

9082
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 City / town:

Dunedin

 Contact phone:

 Fax number:

 Email address:

Submission details

 Your position:

I 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, I 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.

 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

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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number 147 Church Rd - LUC - 2015 467
Position I support this application
Wish to speak? No
Present jointly to hearing? No
Parts of application that
submission relates to I 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 

LUC-2015-469 

Position I support this application 

Wish to 
speak? 

No 

Present jointly 
to hearing? 

No 

Parts of 
application 
that 
submission 
relates to 

In its entirety 

Reasons for 
submission 

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.  

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”).1 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 
                                                
1  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.  

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

residents if the Proposal is granted consent. 

1.6 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 locations2) 

 

1.7 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. 

                                                
2  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. 
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1.8 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.3 

2. PRINCIPAL SUBMISSION 

2.1 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”).  

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

3. LANDSCAPE/VISUAL EFFECTS 

3.1 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 

3.2 The Application documents state that the Submitters’ property at 22 Pryde Road will 

be only 679m away from the nearest indicative turbine location4 (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.  

                                                
3  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. 

4  Acoustic report, page 4. 
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3.3 From the material provided, the Submitters can only conclude that adverse visual 

effects on them will be significant. 

3.4 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.5 

3.5 At page 12 the Applicant’s landscape assessment states: 

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

be a substantial presence.6 

3.6 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 

3.7 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.8 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”. 

While marketed as a “small scale” “community” energy generation project,9 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. 

                                                
5  Emphasis added. 
6  Emphasis added. 
7  Emphasis added. 
8  See Meridian Energy Ltd v Wellington City Council [2007] NZEnvC 128 at [141]. 
9  See for example the AEE, page 2. 
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3.8 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.  

3.9 Numerous objectives and policies at all levels of the applicable planning framework 

highlight the need to protect amenity values.10 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.11  

3.10 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”.12 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.  

3.11 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.”13 The Proposal will certainly be visible from the Submitters’ home/wider 

property. 

                                                
10  See, for example Objectives 6.2.2 and Policy 6.3.6 of the District Plan. 
11  Rangitikei Guardians Society Inc v Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council [2010] NZEvC 14 at 

[94]-[95]. 
12  Page 11. 
13  AEE, page 30. 
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3.12 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).14 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”.15 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.16 

3.13 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” scenario17 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. However, 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. 

                                                
14  See for example the AEE, page 31. 
15  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]. 

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

17  Taking into account any constraints volunteered by the Applicant. 

Submission Pg S139



7 

 

(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;18 at others as 

“under 125m”;19 and elsewhere it is stated that the maximum height will be 

103m.20 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 

3.14 The AEE states that the Proposal will connect directly into OtagoNet Limited’s 33 kV 

distribution line that runs adjacent to State Highway 1.21 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.22 This would be of 

additional concern from a visual effects perspective.  

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

transmission line is also a concern for the Submitters. 

4. OPERATIONAL ACOUSTIC EFFECTS 

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

including in relation to sleep disturbance, health and amenity. 

4.2 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 
                                                
18  Dunedin City Council public notice of the Proposal; and AEE page 10. 
19  Resource consent application form, page 2; and AEE page 7. 
20  Applicants’ acoustic report, page 3. 
21  AEE, page 7. 
22  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 LA90 noise 

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

acoustic effects of the Proposal will be acceptable.  

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

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

(a) 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. 

(b) 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 LA90 

noise limit). No analysis has been carried out regarding the background 

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

(c) 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.   

(d) 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.23 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. 

5. VIBRATION EFFECTS 

5.1 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.  

6. SHADOW FLICKER AND BLADE GLINT 

Shadow flicker 

6.1 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. 

Submission Pg S142



10 

 

Blade glint 

6.2 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 

6.3 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.24  

6.4 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.  

7. BIRD STRIKE 

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

mortality due to collision with turbines.  

7.2 The Applicant’s ecological report states that “[t]he most important potential [ecological] 

adverse effect is that upon local birds, and especially those of conservation 

importance”,25 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  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. 

25  Page 2. 
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undertaken by the Applicant (a point which the Applicant’s ecological report 

acknowledges),26 the Submitters cannot understand how the Applicant can assert that 

adverse effects on birds will be “minor at most”.27 In the Submitters view, such a claim 

has no evidentiary basis. 

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

including the following: 

(a) 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. 

(b) Even low rates of annual mortality can have cumulatively significant 

impacts on bird populations over time. 

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

and land-based birds frequenting the area. 

(d) The Proposal Site is notoriously foggy which is recognised in the 

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

(e) 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. 

(f) 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.  

(g) The Applicant has not provided an adequate assessment regarding the 

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

                                                
26  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”. 

27  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.28 

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

life. 

8. RADIO COMMUNICATION EFFECTS 

8.1 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;29 

(b) reflection (or scattering);30 

(c) electromagnetic interference;31 and  

(d) near-field effects.32 

8.2 The Submitters have not identified any mention of potential radio communication 

effects in the Application documents.33 The Submitters consider that such assessment 

needs to be undertaken in order to assess the potential adverse radio communication 

effects at the Submitters’ property.  

8.3 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.34 

                                                
28  Applicant’s ecological assessment, page 4. 
29  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. 

30  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.   

31  Electromagnetic interference occurs when electronic equipment inside a turbine generator 
radiates radio energy of a frequency that interferes with a radio service. 

32  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. 

33  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. 

34  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. 
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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.35  

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.  

(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. 

10.3 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. 

11. LAPSE PERIOD 

11.1 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.) 

11.2 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. 

12. INADEQUACY OF AEE 

12.1 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.  

12.2 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. 
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12.3 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 

12.4 The AEE provides the following:36 

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. 

12.5 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.37 Therefore, 

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

12.6 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: 

(a) 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  AEE page 8. 
37  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: 

[A]ny 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 Utilities section. 

12.7 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 200m3 in the Rural zone. The AEE states that 

earthworks of approximately 6,500m3 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). 

12.8 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”.38 

12.9 Taken as a whole, the above issues39 give the Submitters little confidence in the 

accuracy and robustness of the Application documents. 

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

13.1 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  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). 

39  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. 

13.2 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. 

13.3 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.  

14. POTENTIALLY OVERSTATED PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND SUPPORT FOR THE 
PROPOSAL 

14.1 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.  

14.2 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. 

15. IMPACTS ON FARMING ACTIVITIES 

15.1 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 
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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. 

16. RELIEF SOUGHT 

16.1 The Submitters seek that the Application be declined. 

16.2 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.   

16.3 The Submitters wish to be heard in support of their submission.  

16.4 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 
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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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number 2015-469
Position I 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 I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number https://communityadviceandgrants.dia.govt.nz/user_sessions/new
Position I 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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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

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 I 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
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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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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:
 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 ozanne 

Address 

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 
submission relates 
to 

noise,ugliness and ecology. 

Reasons for 
submission 

consistent noise,ugly,unnecessary,nothing is good about it,environmental impact as in 
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
Contact phone
Fax N/A
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
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. I attended a public meeting on the proposed wind farm 
several years ago in the Warrington Village Hall but had received no further information 
until I recently attended a meeting at the Hall where I was informed that a consent 
application had already been submitted. I 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, I am not too far from the proposed site to be 
possibly affected by it. I 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. I 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. I 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. 
I consider that the possibility of high bird strike rates would make the proposed wind 
farm unacceptable. 
Desired decision I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number Wind Farm 147 Church Rd LUC-2015-469
Position I 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
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
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
Contact phone
Fax NA
Email address

Submission details

Consent number 2015-469
Position I 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. I do not hear 
continuing complaints about the visual affect of those farms. Therefore I assume that 
their appearance is acceptable. I in fact enjoy seeing them come into view when I'm 
driving in their area.
Desired decision I 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
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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 I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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

Submission Pg S317



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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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 I 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 Worthington
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 

I would be very grateful if you could include this submission on the Blueskin Bay 
windfarm. I 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 
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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. 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.

2. 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:
(a) 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

Submission Pg S324



New Zealand Wind Energy Association Blueskin Bay Wind Farm
Resource Consent Submission

E-mail:eric@nzwea.org.nz -2 of 6- 2nd December 2015

(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 
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New Zealand Wind Energy Association Blueskin Bay Wind Farm
Resource Consent Submission
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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.

11. New Zealand’s CO2 emissions from the electricity sector have increased 44% 
from a 19901.  Our increasing demand for electricity will also see these emissions 
increase further unless new demand growth is met with new renewable electricity 
generation.

12. 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 Farm2 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. 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.  

14. 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 
Wellington3 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. 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.

16. 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 
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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. 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).

18. 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.

Legislation and policy 

19. New Zealand has a target of 90% renewable electricity generation as set out in 
the New Zealand Energy Strategy4.  This target is also mentioned in the 
preamble to the ‘National Policy Statement for Renewable Electricity Generation 
20115. As a reference, in 2014 some 80% of electricity in New Zealand was from 
renewable sources.  

20. 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.  

21. 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(j))

 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. 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. 

23. 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 II) 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. 

24. 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 Decision6 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. 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.

26. 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:  2nd December 2014

Address for service of Submitter:
New Zealand Wind Energy Association
PO Box 553
Wellington 6140

Telephone: (04) 499 5048
Mobile: 027 244 1049
Fax: (04) 473 6754

E-mail: eric@nzwea.org.nz
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Consent Number: LUC-2015-469 Wind Farm - 147 Church Road -

Derek Onley

I oppose this application and wish to speak in support of my submission.

I am Derek Onley, ornithologist and illustrator. I studied Geography at Cambridge 
University, then after a short spell at the British Trust for Ornithology, I 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. I came to New Zealand in the 1970s where I 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. I 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.

I have been living in the coastal Otago area for nearly 25 years. Over the past 15 
years I 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 I 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 I 
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.

I would like to make it clear that I 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.

I also would like to point out that while I am concerned about bird mortality, I am not,
as the ODT has misquoted me as saying, "specifically concerned about the birds that 
might be killed by the wind turbines". I 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 I 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 I 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." I 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 I 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 IUCN 
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 
question 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:

I oppose this application.

I 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 I have lived in Waitati for more than twenty years.
I hold a Masters Degree in Environmental Science from Otago University. 
From 2002 until 2013 I worked as a forensic scientist at the Ministry for Fisheries. 
Between 1987 and 1996, I did three terms as an elected local body representative. 
From 1990 until 1996 I was a director of a community-owned electricity supply company. 
During 2011 and 2012 I was a trustee of the Blueskin Resilient Community Trust.

1.2 I oppose the current application but am not opposed to appropriate use of so-called “alternative” energy. 
My wife and I 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. I 
have been a sailor for more than 50 years, so have a long acquaintance with and affection for wind power. 
I 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 I became a BRCT trustee in 2011 because the avowed aims of the Trust seemed worth supporting. 
Regrettably, I 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, I 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 I 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. I 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 I 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.

c) 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. I 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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SUBMISSION FORM 13

.

Submission concerning resource consent on publicly notified application under
DUNEDIN CITY section 9SA

Sections 9SA, Resource Management Act 1991
" , K"u~r~~~hc 0 Ott'jXlfi

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

Resource Consent Number:
Site Add ress:
Description of Proposal:

LUC-201S-469 Applicant: BlueskinEnergyLi ited
147 ChurchRoad,Merton
Establisha community wind farm comprisingthree turbines

Dec
2!: ~:DV2015

n ..~;.•. ,.~

I/We wish to lodge a submission on the above resource consent application: ,~. c.m, ';'''''''-''~'
Your Full Name: _e'"'~\l?, S-;:A~l A-0S 06G~D7l?\

Address for Service (PostalAdd £s\.sfC~
Post cOde~'4l \;,2.I.JL

Telephone::1" Facsimile: -
I

Email Address:

I: SStitlIIlPlIiPFliC"''l!tril\U"SRJlllll~.I"'tiIOppose this Application I: 8tI}8o Not ••ish te 8e t:liilrd ;0 support of this cyl;jR=lissiSA at a t:leariRg

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
Delete the abo\7e statement if au would not consider resentl" a .oint case at a hearin

Pleaseuse the back of this form or attach other pages as required
hhrf h°fihT e speci IC parts 0 t e apPlication t at t is submission relates to are:

1'Ir--.e.. ~ ""'-.ole.. C'~,=\~.
'"

M submission is [Include thereasons for our views:

~D, =C\~~O

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 eneral nature of an conditions sou ht :

,

Signature of submitter:

Cch~" ~
'?<\ :U-~te:

orised to sign on behalfof submitter)

(3./tl /2.0l5;
Notes to Submitter:
CloSing Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December at Sam. 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 toplanning@dcc.govt.nz

Privacy: Pleasenote 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:    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  
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I support this application
Wish to speak? No
Present jointly to hearing? No
Parts of application that
submission relates to Entire submission
Reasons for submission I 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. I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469
Position I 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 I support it in its 
entirety.
Reasons for submission I support renewable energy in all forms and I support 
community driven activities such as this because I feel that communities are often let 
down by the ever corporatized national government. I 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. I feel also that 
Dunedin can greatly benefit from this and other such activities and I want this to go 
through in order to pave the way. I also have been witness to some of the nasty tactics 
that the opposition have used and I want to publicly support this in order to counter their 
actions. I have seen the opposition take out ads in the ODT, making unfounded and 
dubious claims about the negative impacts of the project. I know full well that there are 
very few people opposing the project but they are very loud and aggressive and I do not 
wish to allow a loud and irrational minority over rule the majority. While I 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, I find the claims that have been ade by the opposing 
parties quite absurd and distressing. I 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. I feel that 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. I say this 
with authority as energy is my profession. Therefore, for the above reasons, I support 
this project totally.
Desired decision I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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 I feel that Blueskin energy have conducted a thorough and 
complete Assessment of Environmental Effect, I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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 I 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: rosiehoyt@hotmail.com
Sent: Saturday, 14 November 2015 08:37 a.m.
To: planning@dcc.govt.nz
Subject: 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 Rosemary Hoyt 

Address 

Contact phone 1 

Fax 

Email address 

Submission details 

Consent 
number 

LUC-2015-469 

Position I oppose this application 

Wish to 
speak? 

No 

Present jointly 
to hearing? 

Yes 

Parts of 
application 
that 
submission 
relates to 

Resource consent to establish a wind farm Object the proposal  

Reasons for 
submission 

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.  

Desired 
decision 

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
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
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. I 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, I would expect local 
wind generation to be undertaken by one of the large energy companies as part of its 
core business. I think this is a well-intentioned proposal, which is too ambitious for a 
small Trust and a small, diverse community. 
Desired decision I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number 469
Position I 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." I totally agree with this statement. "...the wind farm is 
addressed as having landscape and visual impacts that are assessed to be less than 
minor." I 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 I 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 I leave the City behind and visibly soak 
in the fact that I am now in the natural setting of Blueskin Bay and surrounds. This is 
what could change. This is significant to me and I 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. I 
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 it is 
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

I do not support this application

My name is Rosemary Penwarden. I 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). I am spokesperson for Oil Free Otago and an organising group member of 
Coal Action Network Aotearoa. I am co-author of “Jobs After Coal”.

I 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.

I am committed to a just transition to a low carbon economy. I believe one of the key 
factors in that transition is a strong, connected community, local jobs, local food and 
local energy.

Why then, do I 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. I 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 I 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? It is not causing the closure of fossil-fuelled electricity generation as 
would be the case in other countries.

I do not see sufficient evidence to support this project. I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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 I 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. It is 
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. I 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 I 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. I am a permanent resident of Warrington, and the registered proprietor of  
 (CT: OT216/48). 

3. Relevantly in the context of wind farms, I 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, I 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.

4. As a result of the wind farm battle, I retrained and am now a practising solicitor with 
Dunedin law firm, Wilkinson Rodgers Lawyers.

5. I  am also a published local poet, and have written work about the Warrington and 
greater Dunedin landscapes.

6. Though this submission is made in a personal capacity, and does not represent the 
views of the Branch or the Society, I 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, I 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. I 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, I am not personally concerned by light-flicker, shadow-banding or noise-
related adverse effects.

10. I 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, I do 
regard the proposed wind farm as an incursion on the present rural-natural 
character of the landscape. I 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 I have seen to date has been 
an image placed by an opposition group on the local noticeboard. 

12. I note that the current siting of the Blueskin Energy Project is indicative only.

13. I 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. I 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. I am no expert on this matter, but suggest that this potential adverse effect 
requires investigation.

Positive effects

16. I 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. I am also of the view that all new generation should be renewable, and that the 
Blueskin Energy Project qualifies as renewable energy.

18. While I do not believe that the Blueskin Energy Project will have significant climate-
change benefits, I agree that the activity is better than building new thermal 
stations.
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19. While I do not regard turbines as scupltural, I 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.

20. 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.

21. I express no view on the economic merits of the proposed wind farm per se.

22. I 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. I 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.

23. A benefit of the proposed location, however, is that less energy will be lost in 
transmission to Dunedin than energy generated from further afield. 

24. I 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. For the above reasons, this submission is neutral as to the outcome of the present 
application.

26. 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.

27. 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469
Position I oppose this application
Wish to speak? No
Present jointly to hearing? No
Parts of application that
submission relates to I 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 I have lived in Warrington for 22 years and previously at 
Omimi for 5 years and this is the first I 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 I would like the Council to decline this application
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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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I support this application
Wish to speak? No
Present jointly to hearing? No
Parts of application that
submission relates to the whole
Reasons for submission I 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. I 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: I 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). I 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. I 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. I 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 I 
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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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 I understand there are some concerns around birdlife and 
visual impact, however I wish to support the process and development as I 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 I 
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”).1 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 , 

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 

                                                
1  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,2 and is the 

closest of any house to the Site and to any of the indicative turbine locations.  

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

residents if the Proposal is granted consent. 

1.6 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 locations3) 

 

1.7 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. 

                                                
2  Distances in this section are approximate. 
3  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. 
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1.8 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.4 

2. PRINCIPAL SUBMISSION 

2.1 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”).  

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

3. LANDSCAPE/VISUAL EFFECTS 

3.1 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 

3.2 The Application documents state that the Submitters’ property at 90 Pryde Road will 

be only 471m away from the nearest indicative turbine location5 (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.  

                                                
4  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. 

5  Acoustic report, page 4. 
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3.3 From the material provided, the Submitters can only conclude that adverse visual 

effects on them will be significant. 

3.4 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.6 

3.5 At page 12 the Applicant’s landscape assessment states: 

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

be a substantial presence.7 

3.6 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 

3.7 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.9 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”. 

While marketed as a “small scale” “community” energy generation project,10 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. 

                                                
6  Emphasis added. 
7  Emphasis added. 
8  Emphasis added. 
9  See Meridian Energy Ltd v Wellington City Council [2007] NZEnvC 128 at [141]. 
10  See for example the AEE, page 2. 
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3.8 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.  

3.9 Numerous objectives and policies at all levels of the applicable planning framework 

highlight the need to protect amenity values.11 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.12  

3.10 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”.13 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.  

3.11 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.”14 The Proposal will certainly be visible from the Submitters’ home/wider 

property. 

                                                
11  See, for example Objectives 6.2.2 and Policy 6.3.6 of the District Plan. 
12  Rangitikei Guardians Society Inc v Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council [2010] NZEvC 14 at 

[94]-[95]. 
13  Page 11. 
14  AEE, page 30. 
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3.12 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).15 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”.16 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.17 

3.13 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” scenario18 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. However, 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. 

                                                
15  See for example the AEE, page 31. 
16  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]. 

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

18  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;19 at others as 

“under 125m”;20 and elsewhere it is stated that the maximum height will be 

103m.21 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 

3.14 The AEE states that the Proposal will connect directly into OtagoNet Limited’s 33 kV 

distribution line that runs adjacent to State Highway 1.22 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.23 This would be of 

additional concern from a visual effects perspective.  

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

transmission line is also a concern for the Submitters. 

4. OPERATIONAL ACOUSTIC EFFECTS 

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

including in relation to sleep disturbance, health and amenity. 

4.2 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 
                                                
19  Dunedin City Council public notice of the Proposal; and AEE page 10. 
20  Resource consent application form, page 2; and AEE page 7. 
21  Applicants’ acoustic report, page 3. 
22  AEE, page 7. 
23  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 LA90 noise limit). The acoustic report glosses over 

this non-compliance, asserting that the acoustic effects of the Proposal will be 

acceptable.  

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

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

(a) 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. 

(b) The Submitters’ property generally experiences low background noise 

levels, especially at night (including low traffic noise,24 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 LA90 noise limit). No 

analysis has been carried out regarding the background noise levels/limit, 

as set out in NZS 6808.  

(c) 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.   

(d) 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.25 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. 

5. VIBRATION EFFECTS 

5.1 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.  

6. SHADOW FLICKER AND BLADE GLINT 

Shadow flicker 

6.1 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 

6.2 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 

6.3 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.26  

6.4 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.  

7. BIRD STRIKE 

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

mortality due to collision with turbines.  

7.2 The Applicant’s ecological report states that “[t]he most important potential [ecological] 

adverse effect is that upon local birds, and especially those of conservation 

importance”,27 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  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. 

27  Page 2. 
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undertaken by the Applicant (a point which the Applicant’s ecological report 

acknowledges),28 the Submitters cannot understand how the Applicant can assert that 

adverse effects on birds will be “minor at most”.29 In the Submitters view, such a claim 

has no evidentiary basis. 

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

including the following: 

(a) 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. 

(b) Even low rates of annual mortality can have cumulatively significant 

impacts on bird populations over time. 

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

and land-based birds frequenting the area. 

(d) The Proposal Site is notoriously foggy which is recognised in the 

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

(e) 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. 

(f) 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.  

(g) The Applicant has not provided an adequate assessment regarding the 

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

                                                
28  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”. 

29  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.30 

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

life. 

8. RADIO COMMUNICATION EFFECTS 

8.1 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;31 

(b) reflection (or scattering);32 

(c) electromagnetic interference;33 and  

(d) near-field effects.34 

8.2 The Submitters have not identified any mention of potential radio communication 

effects in the Application documents.35 The Submitters consider that such assessment 

needs to be undertaken in order to assess the potential adverse radio communication 

effects at the Submitters’ property.  

8.3 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  Applicant’s ecological assessment, page 4. 
31  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. 

32  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.   

33  Electromagnetic interference occurs when electronic equipment inside a turbine generator 
radiates radio energy of a frequency that interferes with a radio service. 

34  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. 

35  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. 
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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.36  

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.37  

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.  

                                                
36  Vodafone cell phone/3G coverage and FM radio reception is currently very poor at the 

Submitters’ property. 
37  For example the Site is zoned “Land Instability Area” in the Proposed 2GP. 
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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. 

10.3 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. 

11. LAPSE PERIOD 

11.1 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.) 

11.2 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. 

12. INADEQUACY OF AEE 

12.1 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.  

12.2 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 
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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. 

12.3 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 

12.4 The AEE provides the following:38 

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. 

12.5 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.39 Therefore, 

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

12.6 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: 

(a) 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  AEE page 8. 
39  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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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: 

[A]ny 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 Utilities section. 

12.7 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 200m3 in the Rural zone. The AEE states that 

earthworks of approximately 6,500m3 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). 

12.8 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”.40 

12.9 Taken as a whole, the above issues41 give the Submitters little confidence in the 

accuracy and robustness of the Application documents. 

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

13.1 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  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). 

41  Which do not provide an exhaustive list of the inadequacies in the Application documents 
identified by the Submitters. 
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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. 

13.2 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. 

13.3 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.  

14. POTENTIALLY OVERSTATED PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND SUPPORT FOR THE 
PROPOSAL 

14.1 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.  

14.2 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. 
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15. RELIEF SOUGHT 

15.1 The Submitters seek that the Application be declined. 

15.2 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.   

15.3 The Submitters wish to be heard in support of their submission.  

15.4 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 
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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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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 • 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 I request that the Council grants this resource consent application, 

Submission Pg S390



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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC2015469
Position I 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 I don’t agree that this Blueskin Energy project is a 
community project. I 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’. I 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. I 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 I 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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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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469
Position I 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 I support locally produced renewable energy as part of our 
response to global climate change as well as supporting our local communities
Desired decision I wish council to grant consent to build this wind farm.
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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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number 2015-469
Position I 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 I support positive projects that mitigate climate change
Desired decision Approve
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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
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
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. I 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. I 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, I do not oppose wind farms (and do not consider them ugly). I do support 
detailed study of impact on wildlife, though, and I do support good consultation and 
decision-making processes. I do not believe this proposal meets those standards and 
so I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I support this application
Wish to speak? No
Present jointly to hearing? Yes
Parts of application that
submission relates to Visual amenity 
Reasons for submission I will be very pleased to be able to see the planed wind farm 
from Waitati. I will be pleased to be able to see the generation of the power I use. Being 
an area that is farmed it is already a heavily modified landscape so an ideal location for 
such structures. I am pleased if it would set a precedent. 
Desired decision Approve the consent 
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Talei Anderson

From:
Sent: Friday, 13 November 2015 04:10 p.m.
To: planning@dcc.govt.nz
Subject: 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 Mick Strack 

Address 

Contact phone  

Fax 

Email address 

Submission details 

Consent 
number 

LUC-2015-469 

Position I support this application 

Wish to 
speak? 

No 

Present jointly 
to hearing? 

Yes 

Parts of 
application 
that 
submission 
relates to 

The activity and the AEE  

Reasons for 
submission 

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. 

Desired 
decision 

Grant resource consent approval with the conditions as proposed 
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SUBMISSION FORM 13

Submission concerning resource consent on publlciV notified application under
DUNEDIN CITY section gSA ' ' DC
••.• i.~:. Sections 9SA, Resource Management Act 1991 C

K~unJhl!'."'il-rtl~0 O~potf

To: Dunedin City Council, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058 2 6 NOV 2015
Resource Consent Number:
Site Address:
Description of Proposal:

LUC-2015-469 Applicant: Blueskin En
147 Church Road, Merton
Establish a community wind farm comprising three turbines

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

Your Full Nam~

Address for Service (Postal Address):

Post Code: q 4-7 I

Telephone: Facsimile: - _

Email Address: Gil fa w cr<C4 C

I: SuIlPCi l/Nslrtrel/Oppose this Application 1:..•. /00 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 au would not consider resentln _a oint case at a hearin

Please use the back of this form or attach other pages as required .
licalion that this submission relates to are: . - , .- .. ,,'.

M submission is Include the reasons for

PI

T

"'n.f~

A j / _</ UA/ "'" .s f..A'-'''~£.

"1"0 v<->6"L . ~/2-,c:: .'"7'" ~N ..L-

&r~-?-i V tJ,;ey"~(;... Y/!-C'r-( JV I

-10> .N"r.;. t"?/f.////'c )rF/1-;;..~ .~
The decision I wish the Council to make is [give precise" details, Including the parts of the application you wIsh to have am~nd~d

and the enerar nature of an condItions sou ht :

p

Notes to Submitter: :
Closing Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin City Council is Wednesday 2 December at Sam. 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 Councif. The applicant's address for service Is 1121 Mount Cargill Road, RD 2, Waltati 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 toplannlng@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. -

Signature of submitter: ,It
o
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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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number Wind Farm - 147 Church Road - LUC-2015-469
Position I 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 I am a resident of Warrington and I 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 I would like the council to approve this application
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Talei Anderson

From:
Sent: Monday, 16 November 2015 09:55 a.m.
To: planning@dcc.govt.nz
Subject: 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 Trudy Lee 

Address 

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 
submission 
relates to 

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. 

Reasons for 
submission 

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.  

Desired 
decision 

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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I support this application
Wish to speak? No
Present jointly to hearing? No
Parts of application that
submission relates to All
Reasons for submission I 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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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 I am a resident of Waitati in Blueskin Bay. I make this 
submission in my personal capacity not on behalf of any organisation. I support this 
project fully and look forward to its completion. I 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. I 
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. I believe the overall effect of the project will 
be positive and I understand that the applicant is open to mitigation measures and 
conditions if required. As to the main effects identified: Bird strike I understand that 
there are concerns about bird strike from the turbines. I 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. I 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. I do like the look of wind 
turbines and I would welcome a better view of them from my home. I 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. I 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 I 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 I 
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 I 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. I 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 I ask that you give it due weight in your considerations.
Desired decision Please grant the resource consent for this project.
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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
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent number LUC-2015-469
Position I 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, I wholeheartedly support 
this venture. I 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. I 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 I 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
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? 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. I 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. I 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. I 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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