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REASONS FOR DECISION MADE BY THE PANEL: FTAA-2510-1120 -

LAKE PUKAKI HYDRO STORAGE AND DAM RESILIENCE WORKS

PART A: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Meridian Energy Limited (Meridian or, the Applicant) owns and operates the Waitaki
Power Scheme, which includes the Lake Pukaki Dam and its associated water intake and
diversion infrastructure. Through the operation of that infrastructure, Meridian manages
water stored in Lake Pukaki to enable the hydro generation of electricity which is exported
to the National Grid. The amount of water able to be taken from Lake PiUkaki for this
purpose, expressed as a minimum lake level of metres above mean sea lg RL), is

Piakaki below the currently regulated (*normal’) minimum lev
no less than 513.0 m RL, for a three-year period through until

rock placement on the bed of a lake, discharge
and water, are also proposed. As ther
native lizards during these civil worksy an
Wildlife Act 1953 (WA).

ister er section 21 of the FTAA? for processing
under the FTAA on 14 Aug ebruary 2026 an expert panel was appointed

The Panel has assesse icabion applying the relevant statutory criteria within the
purpose and co th

The Panel mments from commentators and a response to those comments
from the Ap “hhe Panel has carefully reviewed all of that information in evaluating

lied the statutory tests in the following provisions in determining and
pp the Application:

a. edule 5, clause 17 - criteria and other matters for assessment of resource
consent applications.

1 For the purposes of this decision the ‘Application’ includes an application for approval to handle wildlife

under the Wildlife Act 1953.

2 Unless stated otherwise, all references in this decision to Parts, sections, clauses, or schedules are

references to Parts, sections, clauses, or schedules in the FTAA.

3 Legislation Act 2019, s 10; and FTAA, ss 10 and Schedules 5 and 7.
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b. Schedule 7, clause 5 - the criteria for assessment of an application for a wildlife
approval.

Having considered all relevant matters the Panel finds that the Project meets the
purposes of the FTAA and the RMA.

The Panel therefore grants approval for the Application subject to the conditions in
Appendix A.

This decision is made in accordance with section 87. This decision covers all the approvals
sought under the substantive application. This decision document includes:

a. The decision - throughout and summarised in Part R;

b. The reasons for the decision - throughout and summarisedd

C. A statement of the principal issues in contention and the
issues — summarised in Part F, addressed through

ings on those

PART B: OVERVIEW OF THE APPLICATION

12

13

14

15

Introduction - Lake Pukaki and the Wait
The Application has been made by Meridia

diversion infrastructure®. Through the
water stored in Lake Pukaki to genesa

infrastructure, Meridian manages
to export to the National Grid.

The WPS is a nationally and ré @ ighificant component of New Zealand’s electricity

and’s largest and most flexible hydroelectricity power
in the electricity system and economy. It consists of
Genesis Energy and six owned by Meridian),
985, together having an installed capacity of 1,761

eight power stations
commissioned be

5 a modified natural lake located approximately 10 kilometres (km)
Mackenzie Basin. It is New Zealand’s largest hydro storage lake

levels Lake Plkaki have been controlled since the early 1950's, when it was
m via a low dam. In the late 1970s, water from Lake Tekapo was directed
Pikaki via the Tekapo Canal and during this time Lake Plkaki was raised by a
further 37 m with the construction of the Pukaki high dam (referred to as the Pukaki
Dam).

Lake Pukaki is glacial, 15 km and fed by natural and diverted inflows, which include snow
melt, in particular from the Tasman and Hooker Rivers, as well as from Lake Tekapo via
the Tekapo Canal and Tekapo B Power Station. It covers an area of approximately 179
square kilometres and reaches a depth of 107 m.

4 The Application was approved to use the procedures in the FTAA by the Minister on 14 August 2025.
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The outflow of water from Lake Pukaki is generally into the Pukaki Canal via the Pukaki
Canal inlet (Gate 18). To pass flood flows when the lake level is high, for recreational
flows in accordance with consent requirements, and for gate testing, flows can also be
released as necessary into the Pukaki River via the spillway situated within the Pukaki
Dam (Gate 19).

Lake Pakaki is a Statutory Acknowledgement Area. The Mackenzie Basin is also
recognised as an Outstanding Natural Landscape in the Canterbury Regional Policy
Statement (CRPS) and in Plan Change 13 to the Mackenzie District Plan (MDP).

Lake Pilkaki is an important gateway to Aoraki Mt Cook National Park. The mountain
ranges surrounding the basin include Aoraki/Mount Cook, the Ben Ohau Ramge and the

The Plkaki Dam is located at the southern end of the lake wher i€anal begins.
Constructed in 1977, the Pukaki Dam is made up of two st

e edge for approxmately
1.8 km. The downstream shoulders comp utwash gravels, providing

protection from surface erosion.

Application purpose and rationale

The Application has two related first is a temporary approval to operate

lmminimum operating lake water level of 518.0 m
2-year period through to the end of 2028 without the
gers needing to be first exercised. The second is
ouring on the lower slopes of the upstream face
to improve protection of the dam when the lake is
ecision we refer to these components of the Application
or the ‘proposal’.

RL, down to 513.0 m RL,
current System Opera
approval to install pe
of PlUkaki Dam ang

SA) or Official Conservation Campaign (OCC) being initiated by the SO.
ys this means that, for ordinary operational planning, it must manage Lake
f the water stored below 518.0 m RL is not available. Its position is that this
to act more cautiously as lake levels approach 518.0 m RL in dry periods, with
the potential consequence being reduced hydro generation, greater reliance on other
higher-cost generation, increased wholesale electricity prices, and increased emissions.

The rationale for the Application is that removing the current trigger-based constraints
for a limited period would allow the stored water between 518.0 m RL and 513.0 m RL
to be considered as part of the available generation resource during a period of potential
electricity shortages. Meridian also says that the dam armouring works are necessary to
maintain the resilience of Pikaki Dam if the lake is operated at these lower levels. The

5 The System Operator is Transpower Limited.
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Application is advanced on the basis that those two components together would improve
the efficient use and resilience of nationally significant electricity infrastructure.

Claimed benefits of the proposal

Meridian states that the proposal will provide significant national benefits in terms of
security of electricity supply, electricity affordability and the resilience of nationally
significant infrastructure. As Lake Pukaki represents a substantial part of New Zealand’s
controlled hydro storage, it says that eased access to water stored between 518.0 m RL
and 513.0 m RL would make approximately 545 GWh of realisable energy available to
the national grid. Meridian describes that volume as equivalent to the annual output of
its Harapaki wind farm, the annual electricity consumption of approximately 75,000

91 days.

The economic case for the Application is that the curre
arrangements require Meridian to manage Lake Pukaki as if
may not be available, even during dry periods. Meridian

resulting impacts on hydro generation, wholesale spot
price volatility, and electricity consumers. The
prepared by Dr Brent Layton states that eased
over the three-year period, reduce contracted i crease retail competition,
reduce hydro spill, reduce the need for
emissions by increasing hydro generati i il-fuelled generation.

nd futures prices,
its and Costs Report

eifa i exposed to dry-year risk, particularly
C atichgand the reduced availability of gas. In Meridian’s

case, allowing Lake PlkakiPstore below 518.0 m RL to be considered as part of the
available generation d improve the market’s perception of storage
availability in dry yea ove a‘constraint that currently increases electricity prices
in dry periods. Megidi at, in simple terms, electricity is essential to society
and the econom ing a constraint that works to increase electricity prices

e proposed works will provide enduring protection for future low-lake
nd improve the resilience of a major component of New Zealand’s electricity
re. Meridian therefore presents the proposal as having two linked benefit
. temporary access to additional hydro storage over the next three years, and
longer-term protection of the dam infrastructure required to safely support low-lake
operation.

Resource consent requirements

Based on its review of the Application and the relevant statutory documents, and the
comments made by the Canterbury Regional Council (CRC), the Panel agrees that the
proposal requires resource consents under sections 13, 14 and 15 of the RMA for the

6 Project Overview Briefing: Submissions of Counsel for Meridian Energy Limited, 1 April 2026.
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following activities:

a. To disturb and deposit material on the bed of a lake as part of the rock armouring
works (section 13);

b. To take and use water for hydroelectricity generation via the operation of Lake
Pakaki below 518 m RL (section 14);

C. To discharge dust to air during rock armouring works (section 15); and
d. To discharge contaminants (including sediment-laden water, dust, and incidental

hydrocarbon discharges) to land and water during rock armouring (section
15).

Under the WAP, the consent status of these activities varies. We
CRC7 that the section 13 consent and the second of the tw i sents are
discretionary, while the discharge to air consent is non-comp section 14
take and use of water consent is prohibited.

water take aspect, with the overall status of t ¢ dnents therefore being
assessed as non-complying. However, as cl Schedule 5 excludes from
consideration section 104D RMA, the effect is

f water consent, normally the RMA prevents
being made, or consent for them being granted®.

. Its counsel submits that as the FTAA expressly allows approvals to
ivities that would be prohibited under the RMA, even though the
status must be taken into account under the FTAA, it is not

7 CRC s53 comments, S Black, CRC Principal Consents Planner, 27 March 2026.

8 That is, we find the two activities in question are discreet and do not to overlap, such that they can be
considered separately (refer South Park Corp Ltd v Auckland City Council [2001] NZRMA 350; Newbury
Holdings Ltd v Auckland Council [2013] NZHC 1172).

9 Section 87A(6) RMA.
10 Section 42(5) FTAA.
11 Section 81(3)(a) and clause 17(3) and (4) of Schedule 5 FTAA.

12 Project Overview Briefing: Submissions of Counsel for Meridian Energy Limited, 1 April 2026.
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PART C: PANEL PROCEDURE

35

6.
36

37

38

39

decision (refer Part L).

For the resource consents, Schedule 5, clause 17 sets out the criteria for their
consideration namely, the purpose of the FTAA, the provisions of Parts 2, 3, 6, and 8 to
10 of the RMA that direct decision making on resource consent applications (but excluding
section 104D), and the relevant provisions of any other related legislation.

Approvals required under the Wildlife Act 1953

The Application also seeks approval under section 53 of the Wildlife Act 1953 (WA) to
(accidentally) kill, or catch and relocate native lizards observed to be inhabiting the
stockpiles of rocks to be used for the rock armouring works.

Schedule 7, clause 5 of WA sets out the criteria for consideration of a
wildlife approval namely, the purpose of the FTAA, the purpose of
of the project on the protected wildlife in question, and any
requirements relating to the protected wildlife.

edural events.

In considering the Application, the Panel records t

Meetings and site visits

The Panel convened a project overvie
number of its specialist advisers on 1 i i rson in Twizel. The briefing was
very helpful, and the Panel is grateful t

Much of t
over email

her correspondence, deliberations and decision-making occurred
review, drafting and commenting on drafts of further information
report and the conditions. Notwithstanding this, the Panel met on

- 3 April 2026 - discuss comments received, project briefing, site visit, application
materials etc;

C. 28 April 2026 - discuss comments received and Applicant responses; further
information required;

d. 28 May 2026 - discuss further information received and decision process; and

e. 22 June 2026 - discuss comments on conditions and draft decision progress.



7. Invitations to comment and response

40 The Panel determined the parties from whom comments on the Application would be
sought in its Minute 2!3 and the EPA subsequently invited comments by letter dated 10
March 2026. Responses to this invitation were due on 8 April 2026. A summary of the
comments received is included in Part D.

41  On 15 April 2026 the Applicant provided a detailed response to the various section 53
comments received. The response included legal submissions, eleven briefs of expert
evidence and various attachments. Its responses are referred to as necessary in
considering the issues in contention with the Application.

8. Further information

42 At the Panel’s direction the EPA made one request for further informatie

Tekapo B tailrace from the Applicant and Genesis, and inform
management obligations from the Electricity Authority (

9. Conditions

d with the Application
14 Several commenting

43 The Assessment of Effects on the Environme
included draft proposed conditions for the
parties, notably the CRC, DOC and Genesj gested amendments to the
Applicant’s condition proposals. In its ponse ments received, the Applicant

included various amendments to thesef{condi to ‘@ccommodate some of the matters

raised by commenting parties.

itions, circulated pursuant to section 70 FTAA
eceived from parties invited to comment on 15 June
th the conditions and the other parties’ comments

11. Approach to determination

48 The Panel records that it has been mindful of the emphasis on time limited decision-
making in the present process, the purpose of the FTAA in section 3 - to facilitate the
delivery of infrastructure and development projects with significant regional or national

13 Minute 2 dated 9 March 2026.

14 Refer Part 13 of the AEE.
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benefits - and the procedural principles in section 10 that require the Panel to take all
practicable steps to use timely, efficient, consistent, and cost effective processes that are
proportionate to the Panel’s functions, duties or powers.

To this end, the Panel has endeavoured to conduct its processes efficiently, focussing on
the issues in contention identified through the detailed information exchange process
provided under the FTAA. It has also endeavoured to avoid repetition in completing its
reasons for this decision, cross referencing and adopting analysis and assessments of
others where appropriate and relying on the expert evidence and opinions provided to it
in accordance with the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses?!®.

Timing of the Panel decision

In accordance with the panel convenor minute dated 12 February 2026 frame
for the Panel to issue its decision documents under sections 79 andy88 2026.

PART D: COMMENTS ON THE APPLICATION

51

52

Comments on the Application were received on time frg lo rties:

a. Canterbury Regional Council (CRC);
b. Genesis Energy Limited (Genesis);
C. The Department of Conservation %

d. The Electricity Authority (E
e. Ka Rinaka & Te Runan ;

f. Minister for Arts§” Culture d Heritage & Minister for Treaty of Waitangi
Negotiations;

g.  Minister @ Cr elations;

h. Ministen forldiand Information;

eglonal Development

the South Island;

Zealand Transport Agency Waka Kotahi (NZTA);

l. The Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment (PCE); and
m. Transpower Limited (Transpower or SO).

In Panel Minute 5, dated 28 May 2026, the Panel accepted a late comment on the
Application from the Minister of Energy.

15 Refer Appendix B.
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In Panel Minute 6, dated 4 June 2026, the Panel accepted late further comments from
the Minister for the South Island.

In Panel Minute 8, dated 29 June 2026, the Panel accepted a late further comment from
Genesis.

Summary of comments received

The essential issues raised by each commenter are summarised below. The more detailed
evidence and submissions, particularly those provided by CRC, DOC (including via its
section 51 report on the WA aspect of the Application), Genesis and Transpower, are
addressed later, either in the relevant topic, or the matters in contention, sections of this
decision.

exposed

lakebed and rock armouring works, and the adequacy of ement plans
and conditions. CRC considered the proposal was gene h the relevant
policy framework and likely to achieve the purpose of. subject to recommended
conditions.

. The Minister for Land
n land administered by LINZ
separate approval outside the
nS supported the Application subject
atutory acknowledgements, deed of
ai, nohoanga entitlements, and the

Ministerial comments were received from

Information noted that parts of the project_ si
and that any works or assets on Crow
FTAA process. The Minister for Maori
to the Panel having due regard
recognition matters, taonga
comments of K& Rinaka and
Heritage advised that h omments. The Minister for Regional Development
supported the project b, [9)its claimed regional and national economic benefits,
including lower and ble electricity prices and potential benefits for regional
manufacturing. Thepi

Rdnanga o Ngai Tahu addressed the cultural and spiritual significance
the Waitaki catchment, including rangatiratanga, kaitiakitanga, wahi
ai, taonga species, the statutory acknowledgement, deed of recognition
nga entitlement. K& Rdnaka supported the application as a gesture of
a to enable national electricity security of supply, on the basis of its temporary
xisting relationships with Meridian, and agreed changes to conditions addressing
reporting, nohoanga notification, cultural values and mahika kai, and accidental discovery
procedures. Te Rinanga o Ngai Tahu supported the Ka Rinaka position and provided
additional Treaty settlement and taonga species context.

NZTA did not oppose the lowering of Lake Pukaki or the rock armouring works. Its
comments focused on effects on the state highway network, including construction traffic
across SH8, temporary traffic management, corridor access requirements, repair of any
damage to state highway assets, and operational effects of lower lake levels on erosion,
dust, gravel aggradation and livestock access affecting SH8 and SH80.

The PCE commented principally on electricity system operation, regulation, resilience and
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the wider policy implications of shifting control over contingent storage. He also noted
local environmental and amenity impacts, but did not provide specialist ecological or
amenity evidence. His key concerns were the value to be placed on resilience and security
of supply, potential long-term dynamic effects of unrestricted access to contingent
storage, and whether a price-based trigger or fee could better reflect the value of
resilience and provide local compensation if consent were granted.

DOC's section 53 comments addressed resource consent matters within its conservation
interests. DOC focused on effects from lake lowering on wetlands, terrestrial vegetation,
birds and habitat, and effects from vegetation clearance associated with the rock
armouring works. DOC was satisfied that effects on avifauna could be appropriately
managed, but raised concerns about effects on wetlands and plant com nities and
proposed amendments to conditions.

The Director-General of Conservation’s section 51 wildlife approv,
requested WA approval for protected lizards. The report con s of the
project on these species, the adequacy of the Applicant’s pr
compensation measures, the proposed term of the appro

section of this decision.

Genesis opposed the Application. Its com supporting expert evidence

n, efficiency, reliability and security of supply. It considered that suspending

urrent arrangements for access to Pukaki contingent storage for the proposed period
wagli to have a small positive impact on competition, efficiency and reliability, while
recognising uncertainty about the quantum of benefits and the potential cost of increased
vulnerability to low-probability, high-impact events.

The Minister for Energy provided a late comment, which the Panel accepted for
consideration. The Minister did not support the application in its current form. He noted
New Zealand’s dry-year risk, declining gas supply, ageing thermal generation fleet,
ongoing policy reforms and the differing views of Transpower and the EA. His position
was that the Panel should take a cautious approach to proposals that materially alter

16 Security of Supply Forecasting and Information Policy.



67

68

11

hydro storage management while broader electricity system reforms are being
implemented and their effects remain uncertain.

The late further comment from Genesis criticised Meridian’s response to the Panel’ s draft
conditions. We address this below in Part M.

The Panel would like to thank all parties who commented for their detailed and helpful
contributions.

PART E: LEGAL CONTEXT FOR CONSIDERATION OF APPLICATION

14.

69

70

15.

71

72

Legal context for a referred project under the FTAA

In accordance with section 42 an authorised person'” for a referred p
substantive application with the EPA. The substantive application is
process set out in sections 43 and 44. The Applicant lodged its s
5 November 2025.

The EPA decided that the Application was complete and
2025. The EPA made a recommendation on whether ompeting applications
or existing resource consents for the same activit ecember 2025%°. The EPA then
provided the Application to the panel convenor
from the Ministry responsible agency?® unde ioft 18. ASreport was received on 12
August 20252,

Decisions on approvals

Section 81(1) states the scop
substantive application; secti
consider, apply or comply wi
it may impose condition

e Panel’gVdiscretion on approvals sought in a
ets he specific matters that the Panel must
es of making its decision and confirms that
ing) or decline (in accordance with section 85); and
that must be considered for the various types of

approval that may be

The Panel rec g its decision on the Application it has:

a. ubsections 81(2)(a), (b) (c), and (d);
b. pose conditions under section 81(2)(e); and
C. rmined not to decline approval for the Application under section 85 (section

81(2)(f)).

17 FTAA, sections 4 and 42.

18 FTAA, section 43.

19 FTAA, section 47.

20 The Ministry for the Environment is the responsible agency for section 18.

21 Treaty Settlements and other obligations (Section 18) report (FTAA-2503-1036 Lake Pukaki Hydro

Storage and Dam Resilience Works - Section 18 Report).



https://www.fasttrack.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0014/11345/14-FTAA-2503-1036-Lake-Pukaki-Hydro-Storage-and-Dam-Resilience-Works-section-18-report.pdf
https://www.fasttrack.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0014/11345/14-FTAA-2503-1036-Lake-Pukaki-Hydro-Storage-and-Dam-Resilience-Works-section-18-report.pdf
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Approvals relating to the Resource Management Act 1991

The relationship of the FTAA with the RMA is outlined in Schedule 5 which provides the
consent application process that applies instead of the ‘standard’ RMA consent application
process. Clause 17 states:

17 Criteria and other matters for assessment of consent application

(1) For the purposes of section 81, when considering a consent application, including

conditions in accordance with clauses 18 and 19, the panel must take into account, giving

the greatest weight to paragraph (a),

(a) the purpose of this Act; and

(b) the provisions of Parts 2, 3, 6, and 8 to 10 of the Resource Management Act 1991
that direct decision making on an application for a resource consent (but excluding
section 104D of that Act); and

(©) the relevant provisions of any other legislation that directs dg
the Resource Management Act 1991.

(2) For the purpose of applying any provisions in subclause (1),
(a) a reference in the Resource Management Act 199 g t must be
read as a reference to sections 5, 6, and 7 of tha ;
(b) if the consent application relates to an activity that |

activity on the relevant land and on the g
matter under section 6(e) of the Resouf
(c) to avoid doubt, for the purposes o

a Rohe or joint management
relevant matter.

(3) Subclause (4) applies to any pn
for example, section 87A(6))
require a decision maker to d

(4) el must take into account that the provision
ally require an application to be declined, but
jring the panel to decline the application the panel is

(5)
(6) ause (1), the provisions referred to in that subclause must be

modifications, including that a reference to a consent authority

consent assessment. It submits that the direction to “take into account”
atters requires the Panel to give those matters genuine attention and thought,
e weight to be given to each matter is for the Panel. Within that framework,
Meridian says the purpose of the FTAA is the paramount consideration, and the Panel
must consider the extent of the project’s regional or national benefits at every step.

Meridian also submits that the Panel must consider all project impacts, both positive and
adverse, and then consider how adverse impacts are best managed. It argues that
adverse impacts should be avoided, or otherwise mitigated, offset or compensated for,
to the extent practicable. It also says the Panel must determine what conditions are
needed to ensure the project’s impacts are managed as intended. Relevant planning

22 Project Overview Briefing: Submissions of Counsel for Meridian Energy Limited, 1 April 2026.
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instruments may assist in understanding the importance of adverse impacts, but Meridian
cautions that those instruments were not written for the FTAA framework.

On the legal test for decline, Meridian submits that if residual adverse impacts remain
after practicable management measures have been exhausted, the Panel must then
undertake a weighing exercise. The question is whether those residual adverse impacts
“are sufficiently significant to be out of proportion to the project’s regional or national
benefits”. Meridian says the Panel only has jurisdiction to decline an approval if that
threshold is met and only after considering conditions, or project modifications the
applicant may agree to. Even then, that power to decline remains discretionary.

modifications.

The only other party from whom we received legal submissi
Genesis. In this regard, we understand it to agree substa

Meridian, namely that the FTAA sets a high threshold hat even where
adverse impacts are out of proportion to benefits, the s a discretion whether
to decline. However, Genesis’ case was that eets that threshold,

submitting that the adverse impacts are suffici ignifi 0 be out of proportion to
decision. For ‘scene-setting’ purposes adopt the legal submissions for
these parties.

d clauses 17 and 18 of Schedule 5 and
of the RMA in sections 5, 6, and 7 remain

ht to paragraph (a),

a) the purpose of this Act; and

(b) the purpose of the Wildlife Act 1953 and the effects of the project on the protected
wildlife that is to be covered by the approval; and

(c) information and requirements relating to the protected wildlife that is to be

covered by the approval (including, as the case may be, in the New Zealand Threat

Classification System or any relevant international conservation agreement).

The Panel has considered clause 5 of Schedule 7 FTAA and concluded that the purpose
and principles of the Wildlife Act 1953 remain relevant to its decision-making.

For the Panel’s decision-making in relation to the WA approval, clause 5 sets out the
relevant legal approach. In considering the wildlife approval, including any conditions
under clause 6, the Panel must take into account, giving greatest weight to the purpose
of the FTAA; the purpose of the Wildlife Act and the effects of the project on the protected
wildlife covered by the approval; and information and requirements relating to that
protected wildlife, including the New Zealand Threat Classification System or any relevant
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international conservation agreement. The approach is therefore not a standalone Wildlife
Act assessment; it is an FTAA assessment in which the Wildlife Act purpose, wildlife
effects and protected-species information are mandatory considerations but are weighed
within the FTAA framework.

Requirements for decision — principal issues in contention

Section 87(2) FTAA requires a panel’s decision document to state the decision and the
reasons for it, but also to include a statement of the principal issues that were in
contention and the panel’s main findings on those issues.

Following the Panel’s consideration of the Application, the comments received and the

provided, and the parties’ comments on conditions, a number of issues
the Application were apparent. We state those issues in the table bg
where they are evaluated in this decision.

Issue in Contention Evaluated here

Effects on air quality of rock armouring | Part G, Seactio

works
Effects on native lizards Pa S
Modelling of frequency and extent Part 26.1

proposed lake lowering

Effects on wetlands , Section 26.3

Effects on Tekapo B taj Part G, Section 26.4

chute structure and

National and r Part H

project

Scope ( of water take | Part L, Section 39

appligation

management and | Part L, Section 40
rage - roles of parties
t of views

t of prohibited Rule 12 and | Part L, Section 41
whether grounds to decline approval
made out on the evidence

Conditions (various) Part M

Overall assessment - grounds to | PartP
decline
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PART F: IWI AUTHORITIES

19. Section 18 Report for a listed project

85  The Ministry for the Environment provided a report under section 18 in accordance with
section 4923,

86  The key points of the report included:

a. a list of relevant Maori groups, including the relevant iwi authority and Treaty
settlement entities that must be invited by the Panel to comment on a substantive
application under section 53(2) of the Act;

b. the Ngai Tahu Treaty settlement that is relevant to this Applicati0!

C. cultural redress mechanisms under the Ngai Tahu Clai
including:

ele

1998

the statutory acknowledgement of Ngai Tahug
traditional association to Lake Piakaki?4.
that captures the tears of Aoraki,” a
from Aoraki into the lake in the spri

I, historic, and
to as "the basin

the deed of recognition over e i i€ requires that Te Rinanga o
Ngai Tahu must be consult n any application for the use or occupation of
the lakebed, including theiter nditions of any rights of use or
occupation?>,

nga Entitlement adjoining the lake shoreline
Pukaki Dam. Nohoanga entitlements provide
or traditional practices of gathering food and other

ants and animals, including kaki/black stilts, parera/grey ducks,
dhe/black fronted terns, and kamana/southern crested grebes?’.

ication information

Application, the Applicant identified and engaged with the following

iwi and hapu through the iwi authority and Treaty settlement entities,

ctively:

23 | ake Piakaki Hydro Storage and Dam Resilience Works, Treaty settlements and other obligations (Section
18) report (FTAA-2503-1036 Lake Pukaki Hydro Storage and Dam Resilience Works - Section 18

Report).

24 Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998, sch 34.
25 Ngai Tahu Deed of Settlement and Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998, s 213.

26 Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998, sch 95.
27 Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998, sch 97.


https://www.fasttrack.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0014/11345/14-FTAA-2503-1036-Lake-Pukaki-Hydro-Storage-and-Dam-Resilience-Works-section-18-report.pdf
https://www.fasttrack.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0014/11345/14-FTAA-2503-1036-Lake-Pukaki-Hydro-Storage-and-Dam-Resilience-Works-section-18-report.pdf
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o Te Rlnanga o Ngai Tahu (TRONT)

o Te Rinanga o Arowhenua
o Te Rinanga o Waihao
o Te Runanga o Moeraki

TRONT and the Waitaki Runaka (Te Rinanga o Arowhenua, Te Rinanga o Waihao and
Te RUnanga o Moeraki) have an established relationship with Meridian in the Waitaki
Catchment. Waitaki Rinaka speak for mana whenua in this catchment and involve
TRONT as they deem appropriate.

Meridian met with the Waitaki Rinaka and provided an overview o
summary of the technical assessments, and detailed the authoris
consents and a Wildlife Act authority).

Waitaki Rinaka requested that Meridian provide a sum
in the electricity system during periods of security
implementing a hydrological measure that would
low lake levels were being used, it was a res

Meridian provided a response to the i
Meridian’s response was being con
lodgement of the substantive applicati

sted by the Waitaki Rinaka.
aitaki Riunaka at the date of

e iwi authority, Treaty settlement entities and other
in the Application under section 53(2)(b) and (c)

o Aogaki Environmental Consultancy Limited

Comments were received from the iwi authority and Treaty settlement entities listed
above.

21.1 Cultural Association with the Waitaki and Lake Pukaki

The Waitaki Catchment holds immense significance for the Waitaki Rinaka and wider
Ngai Tahu, acting as a unifying awa for all iwi members. The Waitaki lies under the cloak
of Ngai Tahu rakatirataka and is cared for and managed by the Waitaki Rinaka in a
manner consistent with kaitiakitaka.
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Lake Pukaki and the Waitaki catchment is steeped in cultural and spiritual significance.
Plkaki is one of the lakes referred to in the tradition of “Nga Puna Wai Karikari o
Rakaihautu” which tells how the principal lakes of Te Wai Pounamu were dug by the
rangatira (chief) Rakaihautu?8.

The Treaty Impact Assessment prepared for the reconsenting of the Tekapo and Waitaki
Power Schemes records that Pukaki was a kainga nohoanga where weka, putakitaki
(paradise duck), aruhe (bracken fernroot), and tuna (eels) were gathered. Sites from
which resources were gathered extended to the base of Aoraki. Tuna were gathered from
the wetlands at the head of Plkaki.

21.2 Lake Pukaki Nohoanga Entitlement

TRONT manages the Nohoanga Entitlements including maintenance ax
use. During the rock armouring access to the nohoanga must b
effects of the activity on those using the nohoanga entitlement

The Applicant has noted that dust may be an issue for the ca
has put measures in place. This concern also applies to a
is located adjacent to the campground.

itlement which

The Waitaki Riunaka and TRONT have worked
of the activity on the ability of Ngai Tahu Wha

to mitigate the effects

e the [fake Plkaki nohoanga.

the lake lowering
already enable
Operator.

e Application during times of electricity shortage is
ent on the actions of Transpower as the System

d effects of the Application will be temporary in nature;

meaningful and enduring relationship between the Applicant and the

unaka provides a platform for addressing any adverse effects, including

matters of rakatirataka, kaitiakitaka, whanau ora, and the protection of wabhi
na; and

o the obligations of the Waitaki Rinaka to Pukaki and the Waitaki will be efficiently
and effectively met through working with the Applicant.

Representatives for the Waitaki Rlnaka have worked with the Applicant to agree on
changes to the consent conditions.

28 Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998, sch 34.
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Statutory requirements
22.1 Treaty settlements and recognised customary rights

Section 7 requires all persons performing functions and exercising powers under the FTCA
to act in a manner that is consistent with the obligations arising under existing Treaty
settlements and customary rights recognised under the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai
Moana) Act 2011 and the Nga Rohe Moana o Nga Hapd o Ngati Porou Act 2019.

The project is not within or adjacent to Customary Marine Title Groups or Protected
Customary Rights areas. The proposal is not occurring within or adjacent to the
environmental covenant prepared by nga hapu o Ngati Porou under section 19 of the Nga
Rohe Moana o Nga Hapu o Ngati Porou Act 2019.

However, the Ngai Tahu Treaty settlement is relevant to the Applicati

22.2 Effect of treaty settlements and other obligations

Because the Ngai Tahu Treaty settlement applies, section 82 es vant to our
decision making. Section 82 provides:

82 Effect of Treaty settlements and other obliga

(1) This section applies if a Treaty settlem
Act 2011, or the Nga Rohe Moana o
approval.

(2) If the settlement or Act provi
give the document the same
it would have under any r

ion of any document, the panel must
through the panel’s decision making as

(3) anting the approval would comply with section

(4)
arrangement, or other matter; and
planning document amended as a result of the settlement
subsection (1).
22.3 Ngai aty Settlement - statutory acknowledgement

ct to a statutory acknowledgement under the Ngai Tahu Claims

y must, when considering a resource consent for a proposed activity
adjacent to, or affecting a statutory area, provide a summary of the
to the holder of the statutory acknowledgement and have regard to the
cknowledgement when deciding whether the holder is an 'affected person' for
poses of notification decisions under the RMA?°,

The section 18 report identifies TRONT and the Waitaki Rinaka as having relevant
interests in the application and concludes that the process of inviting comment on the
application is comparable to the process under the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act and
the RMA of providing those who hold statutory acknowledgements with a summary of the
application.

22 Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998, ss 208 and 215
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The Panel concurs that inviting comments from the Iwi Authority and Treaty Settlement
Entities under section 53(2)(c) is comparable to the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act
and RMA processes. TRONT and the Waitaki Rinaka provided comments on the
application.

The Panel has considered the comments of the Iwi Authority and Treaty Settlement
Entities and the statutory acknowledgement for Lake Pukaki in its decision making.
22.4 Deed of Recognition

Te Rananga o Ngai Tahu have a deed of recognition with the Commissioner of Crown
Lands (LINZ) over Lake Pukaki. The deed of recognition requires the relevant Crown

The section 18 report concludes that th
application under the Act is comparabl
The section 18 report further advij

g comment from TRONT on the
recognition consultation process.

53(2)(c) is comparab
comments on the app

of the activity on the ability of Ngai Tahu Whanui to use the Lake Pikaki nohoanga.

30 Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998, s 213

31 Deed of Recognition for Lake Pikaki, ss 2 and 3
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22.6 Taonga Species

119 The Crown has also acknowledged the special association of Ngai Tahu with taonga
species of birds, plants and animals, including kaki/black stilts, parera/grey ducks, tara
pirohe/black fronted terns, and kamana/southern crested grebes32.

120 While the application seeks an approval under the Wildlife Act 1953 for the
handling/relocation of lizards, these species are not included amongst the taonga species
in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998.

121 The section 18 report notes that there are no procedural requirements in relation to the
taonga species listed in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998 and the approvals
sought by the Applicant.

122 The Panel has considered the effects of the application on the tacmga Spe tified

in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998 in its decision-ma

22.7 Conditions relating to Treaty settlements and
rights

customary

123 Section 84 provides:

84 Conditions relating to Treaty settlements and rec

(1) For the purposes of section 7, the panel may
Treaty settlement and any obligations agi
Act 2011 or the Nga Rohe Moana o N

(2) This section applies in addition to
this Act.

124 Section 84 is relevant to our'de

125

(1) es if any Treaty settlement Act, the Nga Rohe Moana o Nga Hapu o Ngati Porou

any other iwi participation legislation, or any Mana Whakahono a Rohe or joint

agreement, includes procedural arrangements relating to the appointment of a

ing body for hearings and other procedural matters, such as the following:

a requirement for iwi or hapu to participate in the appointment of hearing commissioners
to determine resource consent applications or notice of requirement lodged under the
Resource Management Act 1991:

a requirement that notice be given to any person or specified class of person of any steps
in @ resource management process:

(c) any consultation requirements with iwi or hapa:

(d) any other matter of procedure for determining a matter granted under a specified Act
that corresponds to an approval under this Act.

(2) The panel convener or panel must—

(a) comply with the arrangements in the legislation, arrangement, or agreement referred to
in subclause (1) as if they were a relevant decision maker (such as a local authority,
department, Crown entity, or board of inquiry); or

(b) obtain the agreement of the relevant party under the legislation, arrangement, or
agreement to adopt a modified arrangement that is consistent with achieving the purpose

32 Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998, sch 97



21

of this Act and the other legislation, arrangement, or agreement referred to in subclause

1).

(3) The party referred to in subclause (2)(b) may not unreasonably withhold their agreement to a
modified arrangement (as described in that subclause).

(4) If the panel convener or panel are unable to obtain agreement under subclause (2)(b) (in
circumstances where that agreement is not unreasonably withheld) they must stop processing
the substantive application and must direct the EPA to return the application to the applicant
immediately.

(5) The panel must also direct the EPA to give written notice to the following that processing of the
substantive application has stopped:

(a) the relevant local authorities; and

(b) if advice or a report has been requested from a person under section 51 and is yet to be
provided to the EPA, that person; and

(c) if a recommendation has been requested from the relevant chief exeg section
48 and is yet to be made, the relevant chief executive; and

(d) if persons or groups have been invited to provide comments und , those
persons or groups.

(6) The panel and a person referred to in subclause (5)(b) or, 3ssing the

substantive application if they receive notice of the stopp

126 Overall, the Panel is satisfied that it has complied wit quirements in
relation to the Ngai Tahu Treaty Settlement and has i bligations under
Section 7 and Schedule 3, Clause 5.

127 As noted above clause 17 of Schedule 5 pr@Vides &ffe crit€fia and other matters for
assessment of consent applications.

PART G: EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTIVI E ENVIRONMENT

128 Schedule 5 clause 5(4) require sen ation to provide an assessment of an
activity’s effects on the envirg overing the information in clauses 6 and 7. These

matters include:

(a) pr potential effects on the environment:

(b) i ivi use of hazardous installations, an assessment of any risks to
e likely to arise from such use:

(c)

ty includes the discharge of any contaminant, a description of—

e nature of the discharge and the sensitivity of the receiving environment to
erse effects; and

(i) any possible alternative methods of discharge, including discharge into any other
receiving environment:

a description of the mitigation measures (including safeguards and contingency plans
where relevant) to be undertaken to help prevent or reduce the actual or potential effect
of the activity:

(e) identification of persons who may be affected by the activity and any response to the
views of any persons consulted, including the views of iwi or hapu that have been
consulted in relation to the proposal:

(f) if iwi or hapu elect not to respond when consulted on the proposal, any reasons that they
have specified for that decision:

(9) if the scale and significance of the activity’s effects are such that monitoring is required,
a description of how the effects will be monitored and by whom, if the activity is approved:

(h) an assessment of any effects of the activity on the exercise of a protected customary
right.
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(a) any effect on the people in the neighbourhood and, if relevant, the wider community,
including any social, economic, or cultural effects:

(b) any physical effect on the locality, including landscape and visual effects:

(c) any effect on ecosystems, including effects on plants or animals and physical disturbance
of habitats in the vicinity:

(d) any effect on natural and physical resources having aesthetic, recreational, scientific,
historical, spiritual, or cultural value, or other special value, for present or future
generations:

(e) any discharge of contaminants into the environment and options for the treatment and
disposal of contaminants:

(f) the unreasonable emission of noise:

(9) any risk to the neighbourhood, the wider community, or the environg A natural

hazards or hazardous installations.

The AEE provided a detailed assessment of these matters in S agorised its
assessment of actual and potential effects by whether they we ising from the
proposed rock armouring works, or whether they were effe
lowering of the lake water level below 518 m RL (referre
We have found it helpful to understand and evaluate
similar way and proceed on that basis below.

‘eased access’).
S of the Application in a

Receiving environment and planning fra

It is well established that for the purpos sses cts the “environment” includes
that which presently exists and also?3:

ment as it might be modified by the
itted activity under a district or regional plan
ource consents which have been granted at the
considered, where it appears likely that those

The Application asserted that the proposed design of the rock armouring works, and the
construction methods, would ensure that the cultural values associated with the area
were protected. In that regard, Meridian identified Lake Pukaki as a Statutory
Acknowledgement Area, and recorded the cultural, spiritual, historic and traditional
association of Ngai Tahu with Lake Pukaki and the wider Waitaki catchment. The AEE

33 Queenstown Lakes District Council v Hawthorn Estate Ltd [2006] NZRMA 424 at [84]
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noted that following feedback from Ka Rdnaka, the eastern construction area was
amended to avoid intruding onto the Lake Pukaki nohoanga.

The AEE also recorded that Ka Rinaka requested Meridian to consider implementing a
hydrological trigger for lake lowering below 518 m RL, but that Meridian considered such
a trigger was not feasible given the complexity and dynamic nature of the electricity
system. Instead, it proposed consent conditions that included detailed reporting to Ka
Ranaka of any lake lowering event, the circumstances leading up to the lowering event
and the strategies to restore the lake to the normal consented minimum.

No concerns were raised during consultation regarding the impacts of the project on
wildlife.

Overall, Meridian concluded in the Application that any adverse effects
associated with the rock armouring and lowering of Lake Pukaki
appropriately mitigated, with project design changes, offer
engagement with Ka Ranaka and proposed consent condition
for that conclusion.

ed togyas the basis

From the comments received on the Application fro thorities etc, the Panel
understands that the Waitaki Catchment holds i gance for Ka Runaka and
i e Waitaki lies under the
cloak of Ngai Tahu rangatiratanga and is car anaged by Ka Rinaka in a
manner consistent with kaitiakitanga.

hat Lake PuUkaki is subject to the Ngai
cognition, is identified as a Site and
d with mahika kai, taonga species, wahi
also identifies the Lake Pukaki Nohoanga
to the lake and surrounding area for customary

In their comments, Ka Rinaka and TR
Tahu statutory acknowledgementa
Area of Significance to Maori @ 3
taonga, wahi tipuna and ap
Entitlement as relevan

all New Zealanders. Their support is expressed on the basis that the lake lowering
element is temporary, relates to an existing lower lake level framework, and can be
addressed through the ongoing relationship with Meridian and the agreed conditions.

For its part, Meridian acknowledges the generosity of Ka Rinaka in enabling the operation
of the wholesale electricity market and security of supply of electricity that benefits New
Zealand and records its gratitude for the ongoing willingness of Ka Ranaka and Ngai Tahu
to engage on the project.

The Panel acknowledges the cultural significance of the Waitaki Catchment and Lake
Pukaki for K& Runaka and wider Ngai Tahu. The Panel has considered the Ngai Tahu
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Treaty Settlement, the cultural redress set out in the Ngai Tahu Settlement Act 1998,
and the comments of TRONT and Ka Runaka.

We give particular weight to the direct comments from K& Rdnaka and TRONT on the
cultural associations with Lake Pukaki, including the statutory acknowledgement, Deed
of Recognition, Nohoanga Entitlement, taonga species and mahinga kai values. We also
recognise Ka Rinaka’s statement that support for the Application is a gesture of
manaakitaka.

We note that no Cultural Impact Assessment or Treaty Impact Assessment was prepared
for this Application. However, in the circumstances, we are satisfied that the absence of
those reports does not leave a material evidential gap, because Ka Rinag nd TRONT

The conditions we have imposed appropriately reflect the views ¥ Rinaka.
In particular, those conditions provide for notification and repO%gi a Runaka when
lake levels approach and fall below 518 m RL, reporting o ed to mitigate

effects on cultural values and mahinga kai, and proce R o the Nohoanga
Entitlement and accidental discoveries.

We are satisfied that no cultural issues arise TRANT a a Rinaka that have not
been identified and appropriately addressed. O e comclude that the cultural effects
of the Application will be no more than

The Panel records its gratitude to Ka andiTRONT for the important information
proces nd for the pragmatic and generous
ation.

On our assessment of
the rock-armouri
potential effec

cation‘and the other materials provided to us, we find that
ie rise to the following main categories of actual and

a. uality (dust from works);
b. ter quality (sediment discharges during works);
effects, particularly on native lizards;
Lapdscape and visual effects;
e. Socio-economic effects; and
f. Effects on Alps to Ocean Cycle Trail and Te Araroa Trail.

As the rock-armouring works also seek consent for the discharge of contaminants to
water, section 105 RMA is engaged and requires an assessment of alternatives to be
undertaken (via clause 6(c), Sch 5 FTAA). We address each of these matters below.
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25.1 Effects on air-quality (dust from works)

Summary of Applicant’s Position

The air quality assessments undertaken by GHD3* and included in the AEE considered the
effects of particulate matter (dust) emissions related to the two discrete aspects of the
Application. Firstly, the impact of dust discharges caused by lowering of Lake Pukaki
below 518 m RL was assessed, taking into account the additional river delta and lake
shoreline area exposed to wind erosion. Secondly, the impact of dust discharges from
the proposed rock armouring works near the High Dam was assessed. We deal with the
second of these potential effects here.

The proposed rock armouring works are associated with rip-rap placement over a lake
shore length of approximately 1700m near the high dam. Works would q blocks of
at least three weeks, likely over a period of several years as lake lo
Applicant estimates that the total duration of rock armouring work
of 18 weeks.

from the left abutment work site. The Pines freedo
nohoaka are also located in close proximity to th

affected. Meridian confirmed that the Mt Coo
to be closed for the duration of each rock

GHD undertook dispersion modelling {@f te¥matter emissions from the rock
armouring works. This modellinggindi d potéential for elevated concentrations of
er ( 0 occur at receptors close to the works
ilet) if best practice dust controls are not

considered that GHD's dispersion modelling assessment
at were overly conservative. He preferred a qualitative
h to such dust sources, recognising the difficulty in accurately
He stated3® that, based on his experience, unmitigated

he DMP included additional dust mitigation measures and the requirement to
operate an on-site weather station when works are occurring. The weather station would
allow wind speed triggers to be sent to the site manager, initiating dust controls during
dry and windy conditions.

GHD and AQCNZ concluded that dust and PM;, discharges from the rock armouring works

34 AEE, Appendices F and G.

35 Statement of Evidence of Peter Stacey on Behalf of Meridian Energy Ltd. 15 April 2026.
36 Ibid, para 17.
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could be adequately controlled, provided good practice site management and dust control
measures were employed. They considered that any adverse health effects of PM;o would
not be significant, bearing in mind the location of sensitive receptors and the frequency
and duration of discharges.

Comments received and Applicant’s response

Comments relating to air quality were received from CRC and NZTA. No comments were
received from parties residing near to the shoreline of Lake Pukaki, the Tasman River
delta or the rock armouring works area.

CRC engaged Ms Suzanne Cawood and Mr Matthew Noonan of Beca to review the air
quality assessment undertaken by GHD. This review expressed a low leve onfidence

improvement that could be made to both the DMP and t
consent.

Mr Stacey’s evidence responded specifically to the ma
updated DMP for rock armouring, submitted with hi

matters relating to the proposed consent
conditions and the DMP for gock 1 e response was provided as a Joint Witness
Statement (JWS)37 by d Ms Callaghan for Meridian and Ms Cawood and Ms
Black for CRC.

works near the Lake Pukaki High Dam will occur
wering allows, with works likely to occur for approximately 18
everal years. As agreement was reached between the experts for

issueiraised by NZTA has been covered in the updated DMP that requires regular
cleani f any accumulated debris from the highway and cognisance of visibility effects
on road users. We find that the updates also address potential effects on the nohoaka,
on cyclists using the Alps to Ocean Trail and on walkers using the Te Araroa Trail.

Persons in close proximity to the rock armouring works area are primarily transient and
are not expected to be present in significant numbers during the typical works period
(late winter to spring). We note that Meridian has the option to temporarily close The
Pines freedom camping and parking area if monitoring identifies adverse effects during

37 Expert Conferencing Joint Witness Statement - Dust Management for Rock Armouring Works. 14t May

2026.
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high wind conditions. The Panel is satisfied on the evidence that other sensitive receptors,
including the dwelling approximately 760m from the works area, are unlikely to be
significantly adversely affected if the proposed good practice dust controls are applied.

We are satisfied that the revised conditions of consent included with the JWS are now
sufficiently robust and require appropriate dust controls for the rock armouring works.
The conditions require that the finalised DMP, with input from the works contractor, be
certified by CRC. Given that works could be undertaken intermittently over many years
before completion, we have determined that review of the DMP should be required every
five years to include consideration of any changes to the sensitivity of the receiving
environment, including sensitive receptor locations, and improvements in dust mitigation
and monitoring methods. We have amended the relevant consent condition ordingly.

appropriate dust controls are applied.

25.2 Effects on water quality (sediment dischag

Summary of Applicant’s Position

The water quality impacts associated with t
armouring works, namely construction activi near and below the lake
waterline, and runoff from stockpiles works containing elevated
sediment or contaminants. In-lake waqfKs ected to disturb and mobilise
sediment from the dam and abutmeng ri mouring and sediment accumulated
along the dam margin.

completing works fro
in water, sedimes

monitoring, ang easures if sediment management is inadequate or is

causing excess i sediment plumes, including use of sediment curtains if
required.

Merid an updated ESCP with its response to comments. The updated ESCP
C at ripsrap will be placed to a maximum depth of 510.5 m RL, with earthworks

d sit ion extending to 509.6 m RL, and that the rock armouring works are
0 take 12 to 18 weeks, likely over multiple stages and possibly beyond 2028.

Ba n the proposed mitigation and given the short duration of the works and
reinstatement of work sites, the Applicant concludes that water quality effects will be less
than minor.

Comments received and Applicant’s response

CRC mostly accepts the Applicant’s water quality assessment. CRC records that Dr Tina
Bayer generally agrees with the Applicant’s conclusions regarding effects on water quality
and how they are best managed during rock armouring works. CRC also records that
Lake Plkaki is in a very low nutrient state and that relevant CLWRP water quality limits
are being met. On that basis, CRC considers section 107(2A) RMA is not relevant.

CRC agreed with the Applicant’s conclusions regarding the need for rip-rap protection to
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mitigate erosion of the lower shoreline with lake lowering and the need for post-
construction lakeshore monitoring to identify and quantify any adverse effects. It raised
specific questions about the specification and implementation of erosion and sediment
controls, which Meridian responded to through its updated ESCP and evidence.

Ka Rinaka and TRONT support the Application subject to agreed conditions. Their
comments are not framed as a technical water quality critique, but they emphasise the
importance of Pukaki, mauri, mahika kai and taonga species.

Overall, Meridian’s response did not identify any substantive disagreement with CRC on
water quality effects from the rock armouring works.

Panel assessment and findings

level and magnitude of construction-phase water quality effec
works.

We accept that sediment will be disturbed and mobhi

priately managed through the
pecific control measures and
CP. The short duration of the work,
instatement of work sites will further

sediment discharge minimisation p
contingency response measures set o
staged construction methodologyfa
mitigate water quality effect @
than minor.

25.3 Ecological ef

Summary of Applie
Meridian’s positi ck armouring works will have limited ecological effects

existing rock stockpiles. The AEE records that sedimentation effects
abe expected to be negligible and not long-term, that the works are

, the Applicant’s assessment initially recorded that the relevant areas had been
as having a low likelihood of being lizard habitat, but that a late October 2025
lizard survey identified lizards in the vicinity of the proposed works. The Applicant
therefore adopted a conservative approach by assessing effects on the basis that lizards
are present within the work areas. The AEE notes that the dam armouring works are in
an area usually inundated and unsuitable as lizard habitat, but that an access track across
the existing revetment will use marginal lizard habitat, and that the 6.3 ha and 0.8 ha
rock stockpile areas may comprise lizard habitat.

The Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA)3® identifies the potential effects of dam
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armouring on native lizards as temporary loss of marginal habitat, temporary effects on
exposed boulder revetment, use of stockpiled rock that may have become artificial lizard
habitat, disturbance, injury or mortality during construction, and displacement of lizards
into nearby habitats. The EcIA records that if no lizards are found during pre-construction
surveys no further lizard management is required, but if lizards are recorded, the
maghnitude of effect could be moderate due to potential injury or mortality, with an overall
low to high level of effect depending on species.

A Lizard Management Plan (LMP)?3°, was prepared to support the wildlife approval
application and updated in the Applicant’s response to comments. The updated LMP
records that native lizards have been identified as present in the project area through
targeted surveys, that all native lizards are protected under the Wildlife Acigand that the

avoidance/minimisation techniques, where practicable. In
compensation to support targeted lizard monitoring and
offered via a Compensation Management Plan (CMP

skink, with residual adverse effects includin
construction and stockpile use, and loss of liz

e project footprint, within an

e lizards and the WA. In its comments on
eeks a wildlife approval to manage impacts on
and requests lawful authority to kill protected lizards
t, with compensation proposed to address these
adverse effects. DOC’s eport states that the project will inevitably involve
disturbance andé’k izards, that the proposal relies heavily on financial
compensationga concerned about the scale of impacts over the 35-year

Comments received and Applicant’s res
DOC is the principal commentj ﬁ
the Application, it records L Me
absolutely protected liz

DOC d surveys between 27 and 31 October 2025 detected McCann’s

skink a Alps gecko across the footprint areas, and that Southern grass skink

i ink were recorded adjacent to the stockpiles. DOC also notes the

0SSi resence nearby of Lake’s skink. It identifies potential impacts as arising from

ss track construction across the rock slope and works at laydown areas and
stogkpil€és, with impacts including disturbance, injury or mortality.

DOC's core concerns are that the Applicant’s survey covered only the directly affected
dam-armouring areas, leaving periodically exposed habitats unassessed; that four native
lizard species occur within the disturbance footprint and adjacent habitats; that the
proposal relies principally on compensation; that the compensation proposal does not
meet the ‘additionality’ principle; that targeted wilding pine removal is supported in
principle but is insufficient on its own; and that significant residual effects will remain
even if the exclusion fence is installed and DOC undertakes wilding pine control. DOC was
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not satisfied that the proposal, as lodged, was consistent with the purpose of the WA,
but considered the approvals could likely be granted consistently with that Act if
additional mitigation and/or conditions were applied.

DOC also raises concerns about the term and scope of the wildlife approval. It prefers a
maximum 10-year term, noting the mismatch between a 35-year approval and the
duration of compensation benefits, and the potential for lizard threat classifications to
change over that period. If a 35-year term is granted, DOC seeks review or recertification
every five years. DOC also records concern that the Applicant had not provided sufficient
information for the Panel to authorise handling and relocation of lizards, particularly
Mackenzie skink, although Meridian later responded with an updated salvage proposal
for the northern stockpile.

K& Runaka and TRONT do not provide a lizard-specific WA asses
emphasise the importance of taonga species, mahinga kai, i
engagement. They support the Application on the basis of
ongoing relationship with Meridian, including reporting, not
mahinga kai, nohoanga and accidental discovery matter
Relations similarly supports the application subject todd

d further engagement with
DOC and herpetologists, is to propose anagement measures to be

incorporated into the WA approval. T

plan. Ms Callaghan, Meridia
approval consistent with t

5-year term is sought, the works themselves will occur
y, Meridian’s lizard experts consider the proposed
to be appropriate, with an additional $10,000 if Mackenzie skink
ned species is detected in the north stockpile, and believe the
al to be commensurate with the area and quality of habitat affected.

compensati
or another

ipal ecological issue arising from the rock armouring works is their effect on
ds and the associated Wildlife Act approval requirements. Other ecological
m the rock armouring works, including sedimentation, wetland, terrestrial
vegetation and avifauna impacts, are comparatively limited. We accept the Applicant’s
assessment that sedimentation effects on the lake littoral zone will be negligible and not
long-term, that the works are located away from identified wetlands, and that terrestrial
vegetation effects can be addressed through reinstatement following completion of the
works. We also accept that avifauna effects from the rock armouring works are likely to
be negligible.

The position is different for native lizards. The material before us establishes that native

40 Evidence A Callagham (response to comments), xx May 2026.
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lizards are present within the project footprint and adjacent habitats. McCann’s skink and
Southern Alps gecko were detected within the footprint areas, and Southern grass skink
and Mackenzie skink were recorded adjacent to the stockpiles. We also note DOC's
evidence that Lake’s skink may be present nearby, although Meridian considers that risk
to be very low. All native lizards are protected under the WA. The rock armouring works
therefore require careful assessment under the FTAA wildlife approval provisions as well
as under the RMA effects framework.

We accept that the dam face itself is usually inundated and is generally unsuitable as
lizard habitat. However, the works are not confined to inundated areas. Access tracks,
laydown areas and, most importantly, the existing rock stockpiles provide or may provide
lizard habitat. The stockpiles appear to have become artificial habitat sig ey were

own proposed CMP recognises residual adverse effects, inc
mortality during construction and stockpile use and loss _ofiha

the proposal relied substantially on
compensation. DOC raised substanti

avoidance, minimisation, salvage,

compensation. In response, Meridia

northern stockpile, an accide @ ocol, a salvage process for the northern
aifca ¥, handling and release of Mackenzie skink in

ed to wilding pine control and lizard monitoring at a

and additionality in the proposed
s a lizard exclusion fence around the

with relevant €X i ife management, and its report identifies real concerns
about the iciemey’of the Applicant’s original approach. In particular, we accept DOC's

for¥feasonable avoidance and minimisation where those measures are
t the duration of any wildlife approval must be aligned with the nature

anellalso gives weight to Meridian’s updated response and expert evidence. We
ac t salvage across all stockpile and work areas may be difficult because of the
scale of the stockpiles, the uncertain timing of works, the seasonal constraints on lizard
activity, and the risk of recolonisation between salvage and construction. However, we
also accept that the proposed northern stockpile exclusion fencing and salvage process
materially improve the effects management package. Those measures reduce, but do not
eliminate, the residual risk to native lizards.

We are not satisfied that the lizard effects can be treated as minor simply because some
habitat is artificial or because the stockpiles were established for future dam resilience
works. The WA protection applies to the animals affected, and the relevant question is
whether the approval, with conditions, appropriately manages the authorised incidental
killing and associated habitat disturbance. Nor do we accept that the proposed
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compensation should be given determinative weight unless it is secured by clear,
enforceable conditions and directed to measurable conservation benefit.

We consider that a wildlife approval can be granted consistent with the purpose of the
WA, but only subject to robust conditions. Those conditions should require
implementation of the updated LMP, use of suitably qualified and experienced
herpetologists, lizard exclusion fencing for the northern stockpile, salvage and relocation
procedures where authorised and practicable, accidental discovery procedures, injury and
mortality reporting, ARDS reporting, post-survey and post-salvage reporting, and a CMP
that is approved before works commence and secures funding for targeted lizard
conservation outcomes. The conditions should also ensure that any handling, holding,
relocation or release of protected lizards is expressly authorised and copn ed, rather
than left to later informal agreement.

uncertainty because lizard threat classifications, conserva
conditions and best practice management methods may 2

M.

Overall, we find that the rock armou
native lizards unless carefully manage ects arise primarily from disturbance
and use of rock stockpiles and ol and laydown areas, rather than from
the inundated dam face itself . 4W effects can be made acceptable, and the
WA approval can be gr conditions that secure avoidance and
minimisation where pra orise salvage and handling where appropriate, and
provide for compens iduapeffects, reporting, regular and adaptive review of
the LMP, and ongoing ith DOC and Ka Rinaka/Te Rananga o Ngai Tahu.

Summary t’s Position

the socio-economic effects of the rock armouring works will arise
truction activity through the establishment of work zones at the Lake
d Lake Pukaki Reserve. It AEE records the key socio-economic themes
Is as access and connectivity, amenity and character, recreation,
nt and livelihood. Adverse effects considered include temporary business
to the Mt Cook Alpine Salmon (MCAS) shop, closure of the Lake Pukaki Car
ss of access to public amenities, potential inconvenience and pressure on
alternative toilet and waste facilities, safety risks for cyclists and pedestrians near
construction traffic, temporary diversion of the Alps20cean and Te Araroa trails, and
possible dust effects including potential temporary closure of The Pines freedom camping
area if health requirements necessitated that.

The Socio-Economic Impact Assessment (SEIA)%*acknowledges that the works can only
be undertaken when Lake Pukaki is below 518.0 m RL, with construction likely to occur
over multiple years, typically in mid to late winter and early spring. Each construction

41 AEE, Appendix O.



203

204

205

206

207

208

33

period is anticipated to be at least three weeks. It states that the Lake Pukaki Car Park
is a popular rest stop and tour-bus stop, and that the MCAS shop will need to be
temporarily relocated, although the specific location was not identified in the SEIA. It also
records that the left abutment work zone will use part of Lake Pilkaki Reserve, while
access to The Pines campground will remain available through the northern entrance,
with toilets remaining open, subject to possible dust-related management.

The Applicant’s proposed effects mitigation package includes consultation with MCAS to
identify a temporary relocation site; signage directing visitors to the nearest available
alternative car park and amenities; public information through Mackenzie District Council,
DOC, A20 and Te Araroa channels; notification to tourism operators; monitoring of
alternative toilet and waste facilities; possible temporary toilets or additio yaste bins

if required; and consultation with A20 and Te Araroa Trail managers oz sions

The AEE also relies on the timing of works as a mitigating factor icular
records that winter is the least busy time for A20 and T and that
construction is most likely to occur during this period. It recor i ommitment
to prepare a safe re-routing plan with the contractor, con e Araroa Trail

managers, communicate route changes on relevant webs hrough signage,
and notify MDC and MCAS as early as possible if lak ate construction may
proceed.

Overall, the SEIA concludes that, with mitig struction phase will have a
“Slight Negative” socio-economic impa th stalled the rock armouring will

have a “Neutral” impact.

Comments received and Applicant’s
CRC's comments on the @

assessment issue as such

5pon
di ot include a separate socio-economic
dist from the rock armouring works as a key
anagement plans, including an Erosion and Sediment
ans, are essential for managing these effects. The
ust management may affect amenity, public health,
nearby public areas, particularly The Pines freedom

construction traffic effects associated with rock armouring and

operati of lower lake levels on state highway infrastructure. For construction,
t material will be moved from stockpiles south of SH8 to work areas

or , with heavy vehicles crossing SH8 in a 100 km/h environment. NZTA
orts temporary traffic management and seeks a Corridor Access Request process,

to ith conditions requiring remediation of any damage to the state highway and

sweeping of loose material from the carriageway.

The Minister for Maori Crown Relations supports the application subject to the Panel
having due regard to the Lake Pukaki Statutory Acknowledgement and Deed of
Recognition, Ka Rilnaka/TRONT views, taonga species, mahinga kai and nohoanga
entitlements, and specifically encourages consideration of potential effects on the Ngai
Tahu nohoanga entitlement, including overlap between works and entitlement periods.
While this is primarily a cultural effects matter, it is relevant to the socio-economic/public
access assessment because the SEIA identifies the Lake Pilkaki Reserve as one of the
work areas and records that the desighated nohoanga site is within the reserve.
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The PCE’s comments were directed mainly to the wider electricity-system and
environmental externality issues, but the Commissioner also asserted that local
environmental and amenity effects are one reason access to contingent storage is
restricted, and that Lake Plkaki sits at the foot of an important visitor attraction where
the natural environment is one of the reasons people come to the area. However, the
PCE says he is not an expert in local ecology or amenity and trusts the Panel will seek
ecological expertise, local input and tourism sector views.

In response to NZTA, Meridian accepts that SH8 construction-interface effects should be
managed through a Traffic Management Plan and Corridor Access Request process. In its
response, Meridian agrees to conditions concerning SH8 in the vicinity of the proposed
rip-rap construction works.

Panel assessment and findings
The Panel accepts that the rock armouring works will generate |
economic effects during construction. Those effects principall
closure of the Lake Pukaki Car Park, disruption to the MCAS
Centre, temporary changes to public access and amenitiesgudi
the A20 and Te Araroa trails, construction traffic
affecting public amenity and use of The Pines freed

We find that those effects will be temporary i ic.Jie works are expected to
occur only when lake levels are sufficiently lo
spring, and each construction stage is

timing is relevant because it is outside the pe iSi nd trail-use season, although we
do not regard that as removing the ne effegtive public communication and access
management.

We accept the Applicant’s ubject to mitigation, the construction-phase
socio-economic effects o ouring works will be slight negative. We also accept
that the permanent fect of the completed armouring will be neutral,
because the finished i ill form part of the existing hydro infrastructure

environment at of Lake Pakaki.

cerning the SH8 construction interface are worthy of weight. We
traffic, including heavy vehicle movements across or near SHS,
mporary traffic management, appropriate Corridor Access Request
ligations to remediate any damage to the state highway network

also Jplace weight on CRC’s concerns about construction dust and the agreed
ou of the subsequent expert conferencing in relation to this issue. We find that
the residual socio-economic risk from dust is acceptable, provided the final Dust
Management Plan and associated consent conditions include the agreed measures,
including certification, water availability, weather monitoring, wind and PM, trigger
levels, visible dust controls, and appropriate management of The Pines freedom camping
area if dust cannot otherwise be managed.

We consider that potential effects on the Lake Pikaki nohoanga entitlement require
specific attention. In this regard, we understand that the construction compound will be
located away from the nohoanga site and that occupation rights will remain available.
However, we consider ongoing consultation with Ka Rdnaka/TRONT and appropriate
construction management controls will be necessary to ensure those rights are not
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practically undermined.

Overall, based on our assessment of the evidence and comments, we find that the socio-
economic effects of the rock armouring works are localised, temporary and capable of
appropriate management through conditions.

25.5 Landscape and visual effects

Summary of Applicant’s Position
Based on its Landscape Effects Assessment (LEA)*?, the Applicant’s position is that the
rock armouring works will affect the landscape and visual setting of the southern end of
Lake Pukaki during construction but will not result in any material permanent adverse

the existing landscape context, including Lake Plkaki’s location wi
Basin Outstanding Natural Feature and Landscape, the iconic vi

the Waitaki Power Scheme, including the dam, outlet works, c
infrastructure and fluctuating lake levels.

Meridian accepts that the temporary construction wor i ate“adverse landscape
effects. Those effects are assessed as moderate-hj construction because
of the visibility of temporary construction b gs, fencing, site offices,
stockpiles, haul routes, machinery and vehicle otherwise visually simple
and open landscape. Its position is that th short term and intermittent,
occurring only when lake levels all i to proceed. Between active
construction periods the effects are expe ce markedly, and any remaining
construction benches are assesse because they will be low-lying, close

Overall, the AEE asserts
construction is compl

rmanent adverse landscape effect will remain once
rary benches, groynes, fencing, machinery and

buildings will be remo permanent rock armouring will be visually consistent with
existing rip-rap a d infrastructural character of the dam edge. For SH8
road users, the opes below road level are described as a relatively minor
element in the vista of Lake Pukaki, surrounding tussock hills, mountains and

. Although the dam slopes may be visible in the foreground or
e viewpoints, including the visitor information centre and A20
plicant considers they will be perceived as an acceptable part of the
tric infrastructure.

Iso relies on the SEIA, which records that Lake Plkaki’s scenic quality is
to tourism and that any visual change capable of affecting visitor experience
consideration. This assessment adopts the LEA and records that the rock
armouring will be consistent with the lake’s character as part of New Zealand’s hydro
storage infrastructure. It assesses amenity and character effects from the rock armouring
construction phase as slight negative, principally because of temporary loss of access to
amenity facilities and construction activity in the visitor area, rather than because of a
permanent visual change to the landscape.

Comments received and Applicant’s response
CRC was the only commenter to raise a substantive landscape-specific issue. It records
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that the Applicant provided a detailed LEA, including 2025 photographic viewpoints,
comparison with 2012 photographs, and visual simulations showing lake levels at 513 m
RL and 518 m RL. CRC's landscape reviewer generally agreed with the LEA’s
methodology, including site visits at different lake levels and use of the NZILA effects
scale, but raised concerns about the assessment’s treatment of natural character and
amenity values. In particular, CRC recorded that its reviewer considered the Application
‘light on detail’ about the effects on natural character of the shoreline, and did not accept
uncritically the description of Lake Plkaki as a “working lake” or a “utilitarian landscape”,
given the lake’s outstanding landscape status and the range of values people associate
with it.

In relation to the rock armouring works specifically, CRC notes that muc he work is
provided for as a permitted activity, that no MDC consent is required,
areas requiring section 13 RMA consent will predominantly be under

from the rock armouring works as a reason to decline cons ludes more
broadly that the proposal is unlikely to result in adverse ici significant to
conditions are
adopted.

The PCE comments provide a general cauti ronmental and amenity
effects at Lake Pukaki matter because the

ecology or amenity. We treat those
tradicting the Applicant’s landscape

local amenity or landscape effects. It also relies on
and the absence of any specific landscape or amenity

man i blie*facing southern lake environment.

that Lake Pukaki and the wider Mackenzie Basin have high landscape and

| valdes, including outstanding natural landscape values and nationally recognised
vie ards Aoraki / Mount Cook. We also accept that the southern end of the lake is
more modified than much of the wider lake environment, because it contains the Pukaki
Dam, SHS8, outlet and canal infrastructure, visitor facilities, stockpiles, and the A20 / Te
Araroa trail connection. That existing modified context is relevant to the landscape
assessment, but it does not remove the need to protect the wider landscape values of
the lake.

We accept the Applicant’s assessment that the active construction phase of the rock
armouring works will have moderate-high adverse landscape and visual effects. The
works will introduce visible construction activity, structures and machinery into a
prominent and sensitive visitor setting. Those effects will be most apparent from the
visitor information centre, SH8, the A20 / Te Araroa route, nearby car parks and public
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viewing areas. We do not minimise those effects.

However, we place weight on the temporary and intermittent nature of the construction
works. The most visually intrusive elements will occur only during construction windows
when lake levels allow work to proceed. The evidence indicates that the temporary
construction elements will be removed after construction, and that remaining effects
between work periods will be materially reduced.

We agree that the completed rock armouring will not result in a material permanent
adverse landscape or visual effect. The permanent armouring will be located on the dam
and abutments, visually associated with existing rip-rap and hydroelectric infrastructure,
and will be perceived as part of the already modified dam edge. Over time e rocks are
expected to weather and develop sediment coatings as they are covereg
fluctuating lake levels. We find that the completed works will be cd
infrastructural character of the immediate dam environment
detract from the broader landscape values of Lake Pukaki or i i > towards
Aoraki / Mount Cook.

nt rock armouring is closely
erefore accept the Applicant’s

associated with that established infr.
conclusion on permanent effects, while

note that no MDC cons
District Plan gi
framework.

Overall, t the rock armouring works will have moderate-high adverse
lands al ‘effects during active construction, low to negligible effects between
s, and no material permanent adverse landscape or visual effects once

25 ects on Alps to Ocean Cycle Trail and Te Araroa Trail

Summary of Applicant’s Position

The Applicant’s position is that the rock armouring works will temporarily affect the Alps
to Ocean Cycle Trail and Te Araroa Trail where those routes pass through or near the
proposed stockpile areas, construction work zones and access routes at the southern end
of Lake Pukaki. The Te Araroa Trail shares the A20 route in the vicinity of the works.
Rock will be transported from existing stockpiles to project-designated stockpiles and
then to the dam face and abutments. That construction methodology creates potential
conflict points between trail users, construction traffic and work areas.

Meridian proposes to maintain the existing A20/Te Araroa route where practicable, with
temporary traffic management controls. Two areas require temporary diversion. In Area
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1, the existing route traverses the western stockpile site and is proposed to be re-routed
around that stockpile for the duration of the relevant works. In Area 2, the existing route
passes through the eastern work zone and temporary stockpile area. The applicant
proposes to re-route users partly along the existing access road, where there will be an
interface with construction traffic, and partly across Meridian land on a temporary trail
running parallel to SH8 before re-joining the existing route near the Pikaki dam crossing.
The applicant records that this route will be closed to all traffic other than A20 and Te
Araroa users and construction traffic.

A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) is to be relied on as the primary management tool.
The proposed TMP is to address construction traffic volumes and routes, hours of
operation, signage, temporary traffic controls, safe pedestrian and cyclist through
or past the site, and measures to prevent dust, debris and mud being ) public
roads. The Engineering Structures Assessment also records that

disorientation if a suitable alternative route is
interaction with construction traffic. The SEIA al

er and the Te Araroa Trail Manager.
The Te Araroa Trust advised on gotenti g and noted that its app is well used
by trail users. The A20 Trail @ at peak season is November to February,

0 d ‘outing onto SH8 is not an acceptable option

anagement through work areas could include stop/go

controls, temporary t 5
safe re-routing plan actor, consulting the trail managers before works
commence, and i oute changes through relevant websites/apps and on-
site signage.

Comments nd Applicant’s response
NZTA% diréctly support the need for temporary traffic management. NZTA
record vehicles will be crossing SH8 in a 100 km/h environment and seeks
Management for construction traffic crossing the highway and for
aroa diversions. NZTA also seeks a Corridor Access Request (CAR) process
conditions requiring repair or reinstatement of any state highway damage and
SW in@ of loose material from the state highway carriageway. Meridian accepts this
approach and agrees to conditions requiring a TMP and CAR-related controls for SH8 in
the vicinity of the proposed rip-rap construction works.

Panel assessment and findings

We accept that the A20 and Te Araroa Trails are important recreational and tourism
routes in the Mackenzie Basin and that temporary disruption to those routes is a relevant
adverse effect of the rock armouring works. The principal effects are not the loss of the
trail routes themselves, but temporary diversion, possible confusion for users, reduced
recreational amenity during construction, and safety risks where walkers and cyclists’
interface with construction traffic.
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We agree with Meridian’s assessment that those effects will be temporary and localised.
They will occur only during construction stages and only where work zones, stockpiles
and haul routes interact with the trail alignment. We also accept that the likely timing of
construction during winter or early spring reduces the number of affected trail users,
given the evidence that peak A20 and Te Araroa use is generally between November and
February. However, we do not treat seasonal timing as a substitute for proper
management. Trail users will still be present, and the safety of walkers and cyclists must
be maintained throughout each construction period.

We place weight on the consultation undertaken with the A20 and Te Araroa trail
managers. Their feedback has materially informed the Applicant’s proposed approach,
including the need to avoid re-routing onto SH8, to use safe crossing point ontrolled

We find that the effects on the trails are acceptable, sub itions. Those
conditions should require a certified or approved TMP be construction
stage; consultation with A20 and Te Araroa trail e finalising any

any diversion onto SH8 unless specifically a
manager; appropriate signage and, where Qp/go controls, spotters or
temporary traffic signals; advance updates
communication channels; and reinstat route after each construction
period.

ts. An assessment of those discharges is therefore relevant to sections
RMA, as applied through Schedule 5 of the FTAA.

ant’s position is that possible alternative discharge methods and receiving
environménts have been considered. The discharges are directly associated with
m nce works to an existing dam structure, at the location where the armouring is
required. The AEE says that alternative locations and methods were considered by the
design team and that the selected methods are appropriate and have the least impact on
environmental receptors. It also says that, because there is no reticulated network and
because of the nature and location of the works, there are no other viable discharge
alternatives.

The Applicant also relies on its construction methodology and erosion and sediment
control approach. The works are to be staged to minimise the time that machinery
operates in water, to contain sediment, and to avoid direct discharge to Lake Pukaki
where practicable. Reinstatement activities following each construction phase are also
proposed to reduce the risk of incidental sediment discharge from the site. With those
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controls it is considered that the works can be undertaken in a manner that safeguards
the water quality of Lake Pukaki.

CRC was the only commenter that directly addressed sections 105 and 107 RMA in its
comments, noting that those provisions remain relevant considerations for the Panel. In
relation to section 105 RMA, CRC agrees that the discharge of contaminants to water and
air cannot be directed to another receiving environment because of the specific location
and purpose of the dam armouring works. It also accepts that the works are essential to
maintain the structural integrity of PUkaki Dam and is satisfied that no other reasonable
alternatives exist.

In relation to section 107 RMA, CRC records that its water quality expert gemenally agrees

Panel assessment and findings
We accept that sections 105 and 107 RMA are relevant

and possible alternative methods of discharg
environment. Section 107 RMA requires us to
the discharge is likely to give rise to erse receiving-water effects,
including conspicuous oil or grease fil s, conspicuous change in colour
or visual clarity, objectionable odour,

We accept that Lake Pukaki i
quality, significant lands
electricity and freshw,
supports a cautious a

eiving environment. It has very high water
| and ecological values, and is part of a wider hydro-

ept that the nature of this discharge is confined to construction-
ciated with maintaining and improving an existing dam structure.
ust occur at the dam and abutments. There is no practical
g environment for those discharges and no reticulated or off-site

W weight on CRC’s agreement that no other reasonable alternatives exist for the
purposes of section 105 RMA. We also place weight on CRC’s acceptance of the Applicant’s
water quality conclusions for the purposes of section 107 RMA. No other commenting
party has raised a contrary section 105 or section 107 position.

We find that the section 105 alternatives assessment is adequate. The available
alternatives are constrained by the location of the existing dam, the purpose of the works,
the need to place rock armouring on the dam face and abutments, and the absence of a
viable alternative receiving environment. The relevant issue is therefore not whether the
discharge can be relocated elsewhere, but whether the construction methodology and
conditions minimise the discharge and its effects as far as practicable.
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We also find that section 107 does not prevent approval. On the evidence before us, and
subject to conditions, the discharges are not likely, after reasonable mixing, to give rise
to the receiving-water effects listed in section 107(1) RMA. In particular, we are satisfied
that the proposed erosion and sediment controls, hazardous substance controls,
biosecurity measures, spill response requirements, timing and staging of works, and
reinstatement obligations are sufficient to manage the risk of conspicuous changes in
water clarity, suspended material, oil or grease effects, or significant adverse effects on
aquatic life.

We consider that the conditions should secure the matters relied on in the assessment.
Those conditions should require the works to be carried out in accordance with an
approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, include a certification @ mendment

effects are acceptable
subject to conditions, and those conditions ar sure the construction
methodology and safeguards relied on in are implemented and
enforceable.

Effects of lake water level lowering (eas

On a similar basis as above, we fiad t the lake water level lowering aspect of the
proposal will give rise to the fo ai ories of actual and potential effects on
the environment:

a. Effects on groun

b. Effects on

C. Effects 0 g lakeside structures;
d. Effects ir lity (dust from additional exposure of lake bed);
e E s on shoreline geomorphology;

scape and visual effects;
cio-economic effects; and
h. Natural hazards.

26.1 Frequency and extent of lowering

Of importance to our assessment of the effects of lowering water levels in Lake Pukaki is
a proper understanding of the extent and frequency that such lowering might occur.

In this regard, it is highly relevant to our assessment that the Application only seeks
consent to lower water levels for a three-year period, described in the substantive
application and technical material as the period from 2026 to 2028 (inclusive).
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Further, Meridian’s claim that lake lowering during that consent term will be relatively
infrequent and not extensive (i.e., not to the full, allowable depth) is also relevant and
important for us to evaluate. The basis for this claim is forward modelling relying on 91
years of hydrological and meteorological data, applied to current electricity system supply
and demand assumptions (Modelling Report*?). Under the restricted/status quo scenario,
the Applicant’s model showed essentially no use of storage below 518 m RL, reflecting,
it says, its risk-averse approach to avoid breaching that level unless access triggers are
met. Under the eased access scenario, the lake is generally modelled to be held lower
but still within the current normal operating range above 518 m RL most of the time.

The Modelling Report also records that, under eased access conditions, the wider
operating range is used and Lake Pukaki is anticipated to drop below 518.0 following

that the lake will be below 518 m RL in any given week, equati
1.5 weeks below 518 m RL. Of the 91 hydrological sequg

For 2027 and 2028, Meridian says t
probability of being below 518 m RL in

ely 1.5-2 weeks per year, and states that
where drawdown occurs, only % ) Ml 518-513 m RL range is likely to be used,
her than the full 5 m.

to the wetland g t t, because the magnitude of any wetland hydrology
effect is direcily often, how far and for how long lake levels fall below

was not without criticism though. In its assessment of
cts, DOC focussed on the importance of duration and frequency. It

between 2026 and 2028, but Dr Walker4* expressed reservations about the

ilityfof the predicted low-water duration because the modelling relied on historic
pr i distributions in a directionally changing climate. To this end, DOC
recommended conditions setting a main operating range, limits on days in lower elevation
bands, a maximum of 39 days in the 518.4-517.4 m range over three years,
progressively fewer days at lower ranges, and an 8-month minimum interval between
drawdowns below 518 m RL.

CRC also observed that Meridian’s effects assessments used 39 days as the likely time
below 518 m RL within the three-year consent term, but the proffered conditions did not

43 AEE, Appendix B.
44 DOC s53 comments, Appendix A, Evidence of Dr S Walker, 8 April 2026.
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restrict the period the lake may be held below 518 m RL. CRC therefore contended that
consideration should be given to extended low lake periods, while noting that Meridian’s
worst-case modelled event of approximately four months is less than the four to seven
months assessed during Plan Change 1. CRC also noted that the actual effects of
operating below 518 m RL have not been tested because Meridian has not used existing
provisions to draw the lake below that level.

Meridian responded to these comments that the effects should be assessed in light of the
limited duration and scale modelled, the short three-year term, and the
permitted/consented baseline under the WAP and existing consents. It says residual
effects are small in extent and duration, and that additional conditions limiting the extent
and frequency of lake lowering below 518 m RL are unnecessary. In Meridian

Panel assessment and findings
We have considered the time-bound nature of the la

The approval sought for eased access i
covering the 2026, 2027 and 2028 op

y. However, Meridian’s modelling does not predict
frequent or routife range. Rather, the modelling indicates that the lake
would genera
only occasi

wing prolonged low inflows or system conditions where use of the
economically and operationally justified.

ridian’s modelling is a reasonable basis for assessing likely effects,

ct t itations identified by commenters. The modelling uses 91 years of

yd al and meteorological data, together with current electricity system supply and
and assumptions. Under the status quo restricted scenario, use below 518 m RL is
effecti negligible. Under the eased access scenario, Meridian models a 3% probability

in the first year that lake levels will be below 518 m RL in any given week, increasing
slightly to around 3.5% in 2027 and 4% in 2028. On average, that equates to
approximately 1.5 to 2 weeks per year below 518 m RL.

We acknowledge the Sapere peer review conclusion that the scenario structure was
conceptually sound and that easing the constraint would logically produce a more
optimised/lower-cost modelled outcome. We treat that as support for the modelling
framework, while recognising that ecological effects depend on the physical lake-level
outputs rather than the economic optimisation itself.

We also accept Meridian’s evidence that, when drawdown below 518 m RL occurs, it is
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likely to be mostly shallow and short-duration. In the first modelled year, 21 of 91
hydrological sequences fall below 518 m RL, but most remain between 518 m RL and 516
m RL. Only one sequence falls below 515 m RL. This supports Meridian’s position that,
although the approval would authorise operation to 513 m RL, the full 5 m range is
unlikely to be used often, if at all, over the three-year term.

The worst-case modelled scenario is materially different. In that scenario, the lake falls
below 518 m RL in early September and does not return above 518 m RL until December,
a period of about four months. Meridian assesses that as an approximately 1% probability
event. We consider that worst-case scenario relevant because environmental effects may
be materially different if lower levels are prolonged. However, we do not consider it
appropriate to assess the proposal as if that scenario were the expeeted, or usual
operating case.

We give weight to CRC’s and DOC’s concerns that duration and CRC
correctly notes that Meridian’s effects assessments rely on period
below 518 m RL, and that conditions should address the possi ded periods

below that level. DOC similarly raises concern that ecologi

will be exercised to the full 513 m RL li
case. The evidence before us supports

assessment of landscape, dust
socio-economic effects.

Plkaki to be lowered below 518 m RL in defined
RL during a declared electricity supply emergency.

actual and potential effects of eased access should be assessed by

efe to both the authorised envelope and the likely modelled use. The authorised
ope)Sets the maximum potential effect: operation down to 513 m RL during the
threge-yéar term. The modelled use informs the likely effect: occasional drawdown below

518 m RL, generally for short periods and usually not to the full depth authorised. The
worst-case four-month event remains a low-probability scenario that should be allowed
for through monitoring and reporting conditions, rather than treated as the normal case.

Overall, we find that the temporary three-year nature of the approval and the modelled
low frequency and limited duration of drawdown below 518 m RL are important factors
supporting the acceptability of the Application. We accept that the approval creates an
ability to operate to 513 m RL, but find that the likely use of that authority is materially
more limited than continuous or frequent operation at that lower level. Subject to
conditions securing notification, monitoring, reporting, explanation of departures from
modelled use, and review if required, we find that the extent and frequency of lake
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lowering are acceptable for the purposes of assessing environmental effects over the
consent term.

26.2 Effects on groundwater users

Summary of Applicant’s Position

Meridian’s position is that lake lowering is unlikely to affect groundwater users. The
Groundwater Assessment*® describes the regional aquifers as being hosted in post-glacial
outwash gravels, particularly the Mt John Formation, which is considered semi-confined
and regionally significant. Groundwater flow generally follows topographic gradients, with
limited connectivity to Lake Pikaki due to low-permeability lakebed sediments.

topography around Lake Piakaki ranges from Aoraki/Mt Cook
approximately 3,700 m, to the Tasman Delta at approximately 533

bores within 500 m of the lake margin: H38/0
Meridian says H38/0273 and H38/0206

range, with its bottom screen at
approximately 558.4 m RL, which_j e maximum lake level of 532.5 m RL

BZ15/5016 required clos ion because it is located on the southern edge of
s suggest groundwater flow southwards from the
lake toward the bore! r, the™ore log records approximately 9 m of sandy silt
between 519 m R

The pares the anticipated effects of the current proposal with those
C Plan Change 1. Meridian notes that Plan Change 1 considered periods
elow of four to seven months, whereas the present proposal anticipates lake
below 518 m RL, on average, for materially shorter periods.
Co ts received and Applicant’s response

CRC generally agrees that potential groundwater effects of lowering the lake would be
lower groundwater levels in nearby wells and possible effects on the hydrological function
of nearby wetlands. CRC also agrees with the Applicant’s assessment of the four domestic
wells within 500 m of the lake edge, which aligns with CRC’s wells database. The 500 m
cut-off distance for assessing potentially affected wells was agreed with the Applicant.
CRC supports the Applicant’s conclusion that groundwater users are unlikely to be
impacted by lower lake levels.

45 AEE, Appendix J.
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Mr Dodson, for Meridian, reviewed and responded to CRC’'s comments on groundwater
users?®. He confirmed that those comments did not alter his previous conclusion that
effects on groundwater users would be negligible.

Panel assessment and findings

We find that the Groundwater Assessment provides sufficient information to understand
the level and magnitude of potential effects on groundwater users from the proposed
lake lowering.

We accept the Applicant’s assessment. If lake lowering were to affect groundwater users,
effects would be most likely in bores close to the lake, screened within or near the lake
operating range, and hydraulically connected to the lake through permes ediments.
The evidence does not identify such a bore.

strongly recharged by the lake.

We note in particular that the assessment in
worst-case scenario in which the lake falls belo

not recover until December. Meridian’s ing

probability that lake levels might fall below 5 n any given week over the 2026-
2029 period, equating to approximate ays below 518 m RL over the three-year
period.

We have not identified san
groundwater-user asses
unlikely to be affec
concerns.

hat materially disputes the Applicant’s
supports the conclusion that groundwater users are
er commenting party raised groundwater-user

Overall, we fin ng or residual adverse effects on groundwater users will
be negligib adofmot consider groundwater-user effects to provide a basis for declining
the Applicati quiring substantial additional mitigation. Given the monitoring and
repo equired for lake-lowering events generally, we consider it
approp st-event reporting record any groundwater-user complaints received

ion or response undertaken.

Effects on wetland hydrology

Su y of Applicant’s Position

Meridian’s position is that the effects of eased access on wetland hydrology will be low or
negligible. It relies on its groundwater and ecological assessments*’, which identify 17
wetlands hydrologically connected to Lake Plkaki. Of those, 16 are assessed as having
low hydrological connectivity to the lake and interacting with the lake at about 525 m RL
and above. The Tasman River Delta is identified as the only wetland with high hydrological
connectivity to the lake and as the principal wetland relevant to the assessment of

46 Response to s53 comments, Appendix K, Evidence of M Dodson, 15 April 2026.
47 EE, Appendices J and M.
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operation below 518 m RL.

Meridian’s evidence is that temporary operation between 518 m RL and 513 m RL will
not materially change other wetland hydrology because:

a. most wetlands interact with the lake only at materially higher lake levels;
b. Lake Plkaki already operates over a large level range;

C. any operation below 518 m RL is expected to be infrequent, shallow and short-
lived;

d. the eased access regime is time limited to three years; and

e. no material change to groundwater levels is expected.

Meridian also relied on the previous Plan Change 1 and 2018 ¢
relevant context for considering such effects. At the Paneigbmiefi

ng assessments as

access rather than the nature of the effects.

The Panel’s request for information*® aske

said were relevant under NPS-
monitoring programme would

In its response, Tonkin

or other permitted actij

it confirmed
Panel: 518

ification, Tonkin & Taylor maintained its conclusion that the overall
wetland features, including the Tasman Delta, would be low?. Its

eas ere the short duration and shallow extent of dips below 518 m RL, the three-
duration of the eased access regime, adaptation of wetland habitats to the existing
op j | immersion/emersion regime, the fact that 16 of the 17 identified wetlands

only interact with the lake above 525 m RL, the high-lake-level interaction of turf
communities, and the absence of any anticipated material change to groundwater levels.

Ms Callaghan addressed the Panel’s questions about compensation and monitoring. She
stated that, in her opinion, any residual adverse impacts are sufficiently small and
temporary and do not support the need for environmental compensation or offsetting
under Policy F(5) of the NPS-REG. Meridian is therefore not offering compensation or

48 Request for Information 1, 4 May 2026.

4 Tonkin & Taylor memorandum - Response to RFI No.: 1.D - Ecology Issues, 13 May 2026. Section 3.
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offsetting.

Ms Callaghan also considered that a new monitoring programme was not warranted. Her
reasons were that any monitoring would need to distinguish subtle ecological shifts
attributable to the three-year consent from natural and scheme-induced seasonal, intra-
seasonal and annual variation, and that the available state-of-the-environment data for
the Tasman Delta is not sufficient to make that realistic over the short consent term. She
considered that a condition requiring further monitoring may risk being more onerous
than necessary. Meridian instead relies on continued facilitation of monitoring under its
existing agreement with DOC when the lake drops below 518 m RL.

Comments received and Applicant’s response
CRC accepts parts of Meridian’s groundwater and hydrological assessm
review broadly agrees with the description of the existing hydrogeqlog
while noting that historic groundwater information around Lake P

CRC also noted that the Applicant had not provided a hydrol
spill to the Pikaki River may change if the lake is ope

. The CRC’s groundwater reviewer did not
accept, without qualificati that lowering the lake below 518 m RL
would be unlikely to ma t groundwater inputs into the delta. CRC notes that

lake and delta. On that
the lake below L

wering the lake for extended periods may draw water out of the
ts, however, that the scale of any such effect is difficult to quantify
o distinguish effects additional to those that could occur under

ear, d is substantially shorter than the four to seven month duration considered in
Change 1, although a worst-case scenario could extend to about four months.

CRC's biodiversity reviewer accepts that if drawdown to 513 m RL occurs infrequently
and for short periods, risks to ecology, including wetlands and avifauna, are reduced
compared with longer or more frequent drawdowns. The CRC nevertheless considers that
monitoring is appropriate to test the conclusions of the Applicant’s assessment, especially
for threatened or at-risk flora and kaki at the Tasman Delta.

CRC therefore recommends monitoring of threatened and at-risk flora at the Tasman
Delta when lake levels drop below 518 m RL, with results provided to CRC and DOC. CRC
also recommends kaki monitoring when lake levels drop below 518 m RL, noting
Meridian’s existing private agreement with DOC but preferring monitoring to be included
in consent conditions for transparency and certainty.
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DOC’'s comments are more critical of the scope and adequacy of Meridian’s ecological
assessment. DOC considers that the EcIA did not adequately identify or assess eastern
lake margin turf wetlands. DOC relies on Dr Susan Walker’s evidence that the Tasman
River Delta wetland and eastern lake margin turf wetlands are both highly dependent on
fluctuating lake levels and have very high ecological and hydrological connectivity with
the lake.

DOC'’s position is that the primary ecological driver for the lake margin turf communities
is the sequence of inundation followed by exposure. Periodic inundation suppresses taller
invasive plants and resets the habitat through disturbance, substrate reworking and
deposition of fresh silt. Exposure then allows indigenous turf species to re-establish. DOC
considers that prolonged or more frequent drawdown could allow weedgi
competitive exclusion of small indigenous wetland plants.

DOC also considers that the ecological values at issue are gr cfibed in
Meridian’s assessment. It says the eastern lake margin turf w eatened
and at-risk vascular plant species and that the list of threatene i lant species
in the Tasman River Delta in the AEE (Appendix M) isgi out of date.
Furthermore, it considers that high lake levels are likel imp o the functioning
of some of the other 16 wetlands, even if they hav gical connectivity than
the Tasman Delta. In DOC’s view, retaining 2ls within the present
elevation range may be important to maintai and periodically set back
weed invasion.

DOC recommends conditions to mana i nd recurrence of low lake levels.
range. DOC also recommends a regular

vegetation monitoring regi of consent, including baseline survey and
monitoring of the Tasm | eastern lake margin turf wetlands.

Meridian responds th tial effects identified by CRC and DOC are low,
temporary and ed by the existing assessment. It accepts that Dr Jack

and Dr Walkeg s i dverse effects if the lake is drawn down for an extended
period, incladi fects on the very high value Tasman Delta wetlands, and that those
habitats are ally significant and support threatened or at-risk plant species.
sagrees with DOC’s proposal for monitoring of turf communities
hore. It says these turf communities are connected to the lake within

t of the reconsenting of the WPS.

Merpidi grees that fluctuating lake levels are necessary for hydrologically connected
turf communities to persist and that periodic inundation is also required to exclude taller
invasive weed species. It says that the eased access scenario, if it occurs, will be for short
periods, over a time-bound three-year period, and for shorter periods than assumed in
the Plan Change 1 baseline. Meridian considers that wetland turf communities have
formed and adapted to the existing lake level regime and associated fluctuations and
would be expected to recover following a return to baseline lake fluctuations and relies
on modelling predicting that Lake PUkaki will be below 518 m RL approximately 3% of
the time and that any drawdown would generally be short in duration and not deep,
generally not below 515 m RL. It therefore considers that further operating constraints
are not warranted.
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314 Meridian also disagrees with DOC’s proposed operating condition requiring limits on
duration and minimum intervals between drawdowns. It says the application does not
seek to alter the normal operating consent above 518 m RL and that the WPS will
otherwise continue to operate as previously, with lake levels fluctuating in response to
rainfall and periodically inundating lake-edge wetlands.

315 Meridian’s proposed conditions include notification and reporting when lake levels fall
below 518 m RL, including reporting on the timing, duration, levels maintained,
circumstances leading to the event, and measures adopted to mitigate adverse effects.
Meridian also proposes that DOC be notified when the lake is forecast to drop below 518
m RL and asked to undertake kaki and Isolepis basilaris monitoring in accordance with
the existing DOC/Meridian agreement, with results provided to CRC.

316 Meridian does not offer environmental compensation or offsetting fo

Panel assessment and findings

317 We have considered the effects of eased access to La
on wetland hydrology and associated ecological cipal wetland issues
concern the Tasman River Delta. The Tasman Ri ds have high or very
high ecological value and are connected, direc i to the lake-level regime.

318 We have treated the frequency and ext
have kept our evaluation of that model i ing section to avoid unnecessary
repetition. The key point for this secti etland effects are directly related to
in Lake Pukaki and the consequent

319 idi icati provided in response to the Panel’s RFI, that its

lied or determinative. That clarification is important.
potential effects of lowering below 518 m RL against

320 The A idence is that 17 wetlands have been identified as hydrologically

e Pukaki. Sixteen of those wetlands are assessed as having low

nce, we accept that temporary drawdown below 518 m RL is unlikely to
affect the hydrology of most of the identified wetlands. The Tasman River Delta
is different. It is the wetland with high hydrological connectivity to the lake and is the
main wetland feature requiring closer consideration.

321 We accept that the Tasman River Delta turf wetland communities are ecologically
important and sensitive to lake-level dynamics. The evidence from DOC, particularly Dr
Walker's comments, usefully explains that wetland turf communities depend on a
dynamic sequence of inundation and exposure. Periodic inundation can suppress taller
invasive plants and reset substrates, while exposure allows indigenous turf species to re-
establish. That means effects cannot be assessed only by asking whether lake lowering
dries wetlands for a short period. The assessment must also consider whether the
operating regime could alter the pattern of inundation and exposure that supports those
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communities.

We accept Meridian’s evidence that the proposed eased-access regime is time limited to
three years and that modelled drawdown below 518 m RL is expected to be infrequent,
shallow and short-lived. The likely scenario is approximately 39 days below 518 m RL
over the three-year term, materially less than the four to seven months considered during
Plan Change 1; the modelled worst-case scenario is about four months and has an
assessed probability of about 1%. We consider that modelled extent, duration and
frequency is central to the effects assessment. If the lake were operated below 518 m
RL more frequently, for longer, or to lower levels than modelled, the effects profile would
be different.

We also accept CRC’s concern that historic groundwater infor
is limited and that there remains uncertainty about whether
could draw water out of the Tasman Delta, including thrg

xd by Dr Jack for CRC
effects are possible,

unities have been assessed in the context
hat effects on the eastern turf communities

operating range and the effec
of the reconsenting of the

Meridian’s position that no new monitoring condition is warranted.

onj may be difficult over a short term and may not conclusively attribute subtle
gicalchange to the exercise of this consent. Nevertheless, the Panel is being asked
to e operation below 518 m RL in circumstances where the actual ecological

response has not been tested and where both CRC and DOC identify residual uncertainty.
In our assessment, a precautionary approach is justified and proportionate monitoring is
necessary, not to prove every causal pathway, but to provide transparency, improve the
evidential base, and allow any material departure from predicted effects to be identified.

The monitoring required should focus on the Tasman River Delta, threatened and at-risk
flora, and kaki where relevant. It should be triggered by lake levels falling below 518 m
RL, with results provided to CRC, DOC and Ka Rianaka/TRONT. It should also align, where
practicable, with Meridian’s existing arrangements with DOC, but should not depend
solely on a private agreement outside the consent framework.
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In this respect, our conditions go beyond merely retaining the existing Meridian/DOC
monitoring arrangement. The consent conditions require a formal wetland management,
monitoring and reporting framework so that any adverse effects arising in the Tasman
Delta wetland and other sensitive wetland areas can be identified, reported and
responded to.

We find that the effects of eased access on wetland hydrology are likely to be low if the
lake lowering occurs in the manner modelled by Meridian: infrequently, for short periods,
and generally not to the full 513 m RL lower limit. The main residual risk is that longer,
deeper or more frequent drawdown could affect the Tasman Delta by altering
inundation/exposure patterns, increasing drying stress, or facilitating weed invasion.

event reporting on whether actual lake levels differed from t
targeted monitoring of the Tasman Delta, including threatene
where relevant; provision of monitoring results to CRC, DOE

materially greater than those assessed.

Subject to those conditions, we find that the
not provide a basis for declining the Applica
significant or irreversible over the t ar ut they require transparent
management, monitoring and reporting/’bec ecological value of the affected
wetland systems and the uncertainty i d by 'CRC and DOC.

26.4 Effects on lakeside

aki within the range of 518 m RL to 513 m RL.
nd spillway structures, the protection of which are

ields Irrigation intake

Tekapo B power station, namely the tailrace weir and chute
The Applicant’s assessment®! of the lakeside gabion retaining wall adjacent to SH80
Mount Cook Road concludes that the structure is unlikely to be directly impacted by a
reduced lake level, given that the concrete base of the retaining wall is located at

approximately 532.0 m RL, well above the existing operating range.

Under present operating conditions, the Boundary Stream Bridge piers are partially

50 AEE, Section 8.5.
5t AEE, Section 8.5.4.
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submerged at higher lake levels and exposed with no inundation of the stream channel
or bridge piers at lower lake levels. The AEE®? identifies no additional risk of stream scour
is anticipated from a lake level operated below 518.0 m RL.

The Catherine Fields Irrigation intake was constructed circa 2017 and is the only identified
lakeside structure that was desighed and installed since Plan Change 1 (dated 2012). The
intake consists of twin DN710 pipelines, with internal pumps, supported and tied to
concrete pedestals. The lowest elevation pedestal supports a stainless-steel intake screen
allowing abstraction down to approximately 518.42 m RL. Lowering the lake below 518
m RL will expose the intake screen foundation to wave action, which may not have been
anticipated in the original design. The existing intake system is physically inoperable at
lake levels below 518.42 m RL and the associated resource consent permitsgabstraction
to a minimum lake level of 518.0 m RL

Meridian’s assessment is that detrimental impacts of wave erosio
intake are unlikely, because the screen anchoring system app hed§ame pipe
support design as other anchor blocks that already experien
Meridian also records that it has an existing agreemen h
structure regarding supply of water, or remuneration fg

are below 518.42 m RL.

when lake levels

The Tekapo B tailrace weir and rock chute wa
structure to enable the operation of the Tekap
1977 and 1978 before Lake Pukaki was rai to i operating range. The tailrace
weir and chute has remained submerge ovember 1978. The applicant
commissioned Damwatch Engineering (Damwatch) to complete assessment of
the weir and chute structure.

and structed as a temporary
ion for a 20 month period in

The Applicant asserts that,th ilrace weir and chute remains structurally
stable and consistent wi ional requirements, despite having been designed as
d since late 1978. This claim is based on key
outcomes from specifi d responses commissioned by the Applicant®3, as

follows:

ruction documentation, field reporting, and technical publications
assessments to review and modelling. The hydraulic review
5)Was followed by an addendum report (5 December 2025), condition

Hydraulic studies completed by Damwatch>* assessed the impacts of operating the

52 AEE, Section 8.5.5.

53 AEE, Appendix L, including Appendix B (Hydraulic review of weir and chute, Damwatch Engineering, 28

October 2025); Tekapo B PS Temporary Tailrace Weir and Rock Chute; Hydraulic Review of Weir and
Chute - Addendum Report. Damwatch Engineering Memorandum, 5 December 2025; Tekapo B Power
Station tailrace weir and chute - condition assessment and review of bathymetric survey data.
Damwatch Engineering Memorandum, 19 March 2026; Pikaki Fast-Track Application: Tekapo B Power
Station Tailrace Weir & Chute Response to Questions from Review Panel. Damwatch Engineering
Memorandum, 28 April 2026.

>4 AEE, Appendix L; Tekapo B PS Temporary Tailrace Weir and Rock Chute; Hydraulic Review of Weir and

Chute - Addendum Report. Damwatch Engineering Memorandum, 5 December 2025; Tekapo B Power
Station tailrace weir and chute - condition assessment and review of bathymetric survey data.
Damwatch Engineering Memorandum, 19 March 2026;
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weir and chute at lake levels between 518.0 and 513.0 m RL. The studies included
assessment of the stability of the rock chute under conditions of ramp-like flow,
the effects of sediment deposition on flow behaviour down the rock chute, and the
effects of wind-generated waves on the lining of the rock chute.

C. Reporting concludes that the rock-lined chute can convey power station discharges
up to 115 m3/s if the level of Lake Pukaki is drawn down to 513 m RL, and that the
existing rip-rap lining is sufficient to resist scour. Reporting concludes that potential
damage to the concrete sills embedded in the chute would be localised rather than
cascading or global.

d. Based on results of a bathymetric survey commissioned in Februag
Applicant asserts that the geometry of the structure remains b
with its as-built records.

20265°, the
istent

e. Additional reporting by Damwatch®® addressed foundati i 2 tailrace
weir and chute for lake levels between 518 m RL an
construction records, visual condition assessment

The Applicant proposes a reactive risk
of the tailrace weir and chute during dr
site rock and gravel stockpiles
experience from 1977 where r hole was repaired within a single day,
the Applicant argues that apy 0 Fmage can be remediated within 1 to 2 days,
making pre-emptive str unnecessary.

Comments in
Genesis, NZTA

CR s that Section 8.5.4 of the AEE states that the monitoring of the gabion wall
adjacent to SH80 Mount Cook Road should be undertaken; however, no requirement for
monitoring is included in the Applicant’s proposed conditions. CRC proposes inclusion of

55 Tekapo B Power Station tailrace weir and chute - condition assessment and review of bathymetric survey

data. Damwatch Engineering Memorandum, 19 March 2026

56 Plikaki Fast-Track Application: Tekapo B Power Station Tailrace Weir & Chute Response to Questions from

Review Panel. Damwatch Engineering Memorandum, 28 April 2026.

57 Appendix B to Appendix L of Substantive Application: Hydraulic review of weir and chute, Damwatch

Engineering, 28 October 2025.
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a consent condition requiring periodic inspections of the rock gabion wall.

In response, the Applicant confirms that it is agreeable to NZTA’s proposal and offers
provisions for base-line survey, additional winter inspection, and development and
implementation of a programme of remedial works. These provisions are proposed via
party-to-party agreement that aligns with the existing agreement between Meridian and
NZTA in relation to the WPS (dated 9 September 2021)%8,

Genesis provided extensive evidence regarding potential adverse impacts associated with
the Tekapo B tailrace weir and chute structure. Genesis states that a failure of the weir
to maintain the 518 m RL tailwater level would force an immediate outage at Tekapo B
to protect the turbine runners, which were replaced in 2022 and are not igned for
lower heads. Because Tekapo A and B are linked by a canal, an outag ces an

Genesis engaged WSP to provide additional evidence regard congition of, and
potential risk to, the ‘temporary’ tailrace weir and chute st

e Tekapo B tailrace weir and
chute. This assessment includedfbath i ey, visual condition inspection,
structural condition assessment, lic assessment, along with review of
watch®°,

C. A bathymetric surv r Genesis in September 2025 identified
including 1 metre drops in the chute invert, indicating
since construction. Exposure of concrete and
s a result of movement of the chute rip-rap. Visual
osition in some regions of the chute that obscured
ctural condition and potential defects. Based on the
ey and observed deterioration, Genesis contends that the future
ilure due to proposed lake lowering is higher than during its original

dations, Genesis claims a significant risk that the foundations are not in “as

59 Tekapo Submerged Weir Bathymetric Survey and Hydraulic Assessment, Hydraulic Assessment, Final

version 3, 2025, WSP; Tekapo Submerged Weir, Structural Condition Assessment, FINAL v2, 2025, WSP
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built” condition and therefore cannot perform their original intended purpose if
exposed and returned to service.

e. WSP generally agrees with the methodology and modelling approach adopted in
the hydraulic weir and chute assessment undertaken by Damwatch; however, WSP
states technical disagreement with some hydraulic parameters and claims deficits
in the modelling of current bathymetry, chute condition, structural deterioration
and material degradation. WSP contends that the Damwatch modelling cannot be
relied upon to represent future performance of the temporary structure under the
Applicant’s proposed lake operating regime.

isk profile associated
ealand exposed to a

national system modelling of costs
518 m RL tailwater level as "fanciful"
narios. Meridian also relies on the history
enesis did not oppose the 2012 Plan Change

ys the issue is the additional risk to Genesis’ infrastructure from that changed
probability, not a new or different physical exposure. Meridian relies on Dr
Webby’s and Mr Lal’s evidence that the credible risk of damage is small, that pre-emptive
works are not required, and that any damage that does occur should be capable of
straightforward remediation. Damwatch also relies on the structure’s observed historical
performance after initial scour repairs in 1977, its satisfactory operation during 1978,
and its assessment that the chute would remain stable for Tekapo B discharges up to 115
m3/s at a lake level of 513 m RL.

Despite this strong response, Meridian nevertheless proposes a mitigation package
directed at Genesis’ risk. It has offered Genesis an indemnity intended to make Genesis
whole if operation under the Fast-track consent causes damage to the Tekapo B tailrace
weir and rock chute. The draft deed appended to Meridian’s response provides for
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advance notice of reliance on the Fast-track consent, three visual inspections of the
tailrace each day during any Fast-track operation, daily sharing of monitoring results,
reimbursement of Genesis’ reasonable monitoring costs, and indemnities for preventative
works, failure costs and associated lost revenue matters. In response to the Panel’s
further information request, Meridian accepted that it has no formal easement or access
right over Genesis’ land for surveillance or maintenance and that a condition cannot
compel Genesis to provide access. It maintained, however, that conditions requiring
surveillance, stockpiling of repair material, and meeting the reasonable costs of repairs
are appropriate mitigation measures for Genesis’ benefit, provided Genesis agrees to
access where access is required.

Panel assessment and findings
The Panel has evaluated the fundamentally divergent engineering assess

evidence, while Meridian provided detailed Damwatch engineeri
commercial and consent-based mitigation. We have tge

associated with the current operating
permitted by the SO only under rare S

approach. The Panel considers that, without
ion would introduce credible risks to the Tekapo B
associated with the original temporary design,

could follow from an avoidable outage, the relevant planning response
ionate to both likelihood and consequence. The high potential

y reactive (i.e. monitor and repair) management strategy.

Accordingly, unless Meridian and Genesis reach an alternative agreement that
appropriately manages the relevant risk, the Panel has adopted conditions requiring the
appointment of a Suitably Qualified and Experienced Practitioner (SQEP) and preparation
of a formal Repair Strategy and Associated Works Programme. That programme must be
prepared following consultation with Genesis and must address the condition, function
and protection of the Tekapo B temporary tailrace, weir and chute. It must identify the
investigations, works, monitoring and controls necessary to ensure that operation of Lake
Pikaki below 518.0 m RL under this consent does not create an unmanaged material risk
to the Tekapo B temporary tailrace, weir, chute or Tekapo B operations.

Our final conditions (see Part M) do not adopt Meridian’s original reactive monitoring and
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repair approach. Nor, however, do they require every possible investigation or repair
item to be completed before any lowering below 518.0 m RL. We accept Meridian’s later
advice and evidence®®, consistent with the evidence for Genesis®!, that some
investigation, repair or stabilisation work may only be practicable when lake levels are
sufficiently low to expose the relevant parts of the structure. It would not be
proportionate to require Meridian to lower Lake Pikaki solely to enable engineering works
if that lowering would be inconsistent with prudent hydrological or market management.

The final conditions therefore require the Repair Strategy and Associated Works
Programme to distinguish between works or measures that are necessary before first
lowering below 518.0 m RL and works that can only practicably be undertaken as lower

We have also considered the access issue. The condi 7 eed, could not)
compel Genesis to grant Meridian access to Genesis astructure and do not
impose obligations on Genesis as if it were Meridian remains

responsible for obtaining any necessary acces pefore undertaking works on
land or infrastructure it does not own or contr issues arise, they do not alter
the conditions imposed by the Panel or a 0 exercise the consent without
complying with any applicable precondi . ers are for Meridian and Genesis

to resolve, or for the relevant consent
arises.

For the other lakeside strugtu at effects will be acceptable. The Catherine
Fields intake is unlikely t i detrimental wave-erosion effects, and Meridian has

an existing agreemen owners addressing water supply or remuneration
when lake levels are b e operating level. To ensure operational security of
adjacent state hi@hw i ture, the Panel has also included the state highway
monitoring an adiati onditions sought by NZTA and the rock gabion wall

inspection

. For the Tekapo B temporary tailrace, weir and chute, that satisfaction
on the expert-led Repair Strategy and Associated Works Programme,

Q ification, completion of any pre-lowering works identified as necessary by the
, staged implementation of any works that can only practicably occur as lower lake
lev w, and the ongoing monitoring, tailwater level and intervention requirements

imposed by the conditions.

60 Meridian Energy Limited, Legal Submissions re Draft Conditions, 19 June 2026; Damwatch Memo, 18

June 2026.

61 Technical Advice - Structural Engineering, Jan Stanaway, 25 March 2026, Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2.
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26.5 Effects on air-quality (lake lowering)

Summary of Applicant’s Position

The air quality assessments undertaken by GHD®? and included in the AEE considered the
effects of particulate matter (dust) emissions related to the two discrete aspects of the
Application. The first aspect, the impact of dust discharges caused by lowering of Lake
Pikaki below 518m RL, was assessed taking into account the additional river delta and
lake shoreline area exposed to wind erosion.

With regard to lake lowering effects, GHD calculated that reducing the lake level from
518m to 513m RL would result in an additional lake shoreline of approximately 9.6km?
being exposed, with approximately 6km? of this area being in the Tasman River Delta.

spring. GHD stated that dust mitigation options for lake lowering
the scale of the additional shoreline and delta exposed. The Ap

potentially affected due to location downwind
winds from the northwestern quarter.

With regard to emissions from lake lo in
experts for Meridian considered thg

three-year period, the air quality
cts of/ddditional discharges from the exposed
ble. acey noted®? that a large area of the
in e current operating regime when the lake
he additional area exposed by lowering the lake to
2ase above the existing authorised exposure. He

to air quality were received from CRC and NZTA. No comments were
ies residing near to the shoreline of Lake Pukaki, the Tasman River

ble with the updated qualitative dust assessment provided by the Applicant,
given the uncertainties associated with dispersion modelling of this type of discharge.
The matters raised by the CRC were addressed in the evidence of Mr Stacey.

Panel assessment and findings
With regard to the effects of dust discharges associated with lake lowering, we are

62 AEE, Appendices F and G.

63 Ibid, para 34
64 Ibid, para 39.
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conscious that additional wind-blown emissions from exposed shoreline and delta areas
would occur for brief periods during the three-year term of consent. The Panel is satisfied
by the evidence of Mr Stacey that nuisance dust effects and any adverse health effects
associated with this discharge are acceptable.

364 Overall, we find that adverse effects on air quality caused by lowering of Lake Pilkaki are
not likely to be significant and are not out of proportion to the regional and national
benefits of the Project. The advice from the air quality experts for the Applicant and CRC
is that practical dust control options for this type of discharge are very limited. The
proposed conditions require communication with potentially affected landowners
regarding lake lowering events. They also require recording and responding to any dust
complaints received. We do not see a reasonable basis to impose a ific dust
mitigation conditions in relation to this potential effect.

26.6 Effects on shoreline geomorphology

Summary of Applicant’s Position
365 An overview of the geomorphological processes and morp

Pikaki to fluctuating lake levels is set out in Appeng

Geomorphology report. That report uses historic morp
lake processes to assess the likely effects of loweri

366

ionmaps. The shoreline is dominated
to erode. For that reason, erosion

367 Meridian’s key assess erse effects on lake geomorphology associated with
operation below limited by the short duration of proposed low lake-
level events. expected to external lake processes, the location of the
shoreline and ould fluctuate with lake levels, affecting where those

368 cepts that storm event-driven morphological change may occur below
active shoreline of 518.0 m RL. In areas of identified erosion, erosion may
lower elevations, potentially affecting lower sections of bluffs and the
rm. Greater shoreline extent may also be exposed to surface processes such as
uncontrolled overland flow erosion and ice-related heave, particularly around artificial
structures. Deltaic and alluvial fan sediment deposition may occur at lower elevations

within the lake area.

369 The Geomorphology report states that the likelihood of these impacts depends on storm
events coinciding with low lake levels. Low lake levels are projected mainly in spring
months, whereas geomorphologically effective storms are characteristic of summer and
winter months. The likelihood of adverse impact is therefore assessed as low. If minor
morphological change occurs, Meridian expects subsequent storm events to result in a
reversion toward pre-change conditions.
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The Geomorphology report recommends that the ongoing lakeshore monitoring
programme be maintained, focused on site-specific assessments of vulnerable areas.
That programme has established a baseline and trends at identified erosional and
depositional landforms along the Lake Plkaki shoreline over approximately 37 years.
While the risk of additional adverse impacts from lower lake operation is assessed as low,
the monitoring programme will assist in identifying and quantifying any effects that occur.

The Geomorphology report also notes that the proposed dam and abutment stabilisation
works are anticipated to have a minor localised impact during construction, when
excavation is required. Those impacts will be managed through construction timing to
avoid high-energy wave events and appropriate erosion and sediment controls. Following
construction, the newly installed rip-rap is expected to stabilise the shoreli djacent to
the Plkaki Dam and abutments, with greater erosion resilience alg Pretected
shoreline.

Overall, the Geomorphology report concludes that the propg operating
regime is within the approved Plan Change 1 operating range i ich required
rigorous assessment, and that the proposed restrictig expected to

response.

Comments received and Applicant’s resp,
CRC’s comments record that lowering
effects, as recognised in Plan Change 1

CRC'’s geomorphology review
detailed technical advice n

y its Principal Science Advisor, with more
essary after review of the GHD assessment.

O gJe,
4@ evels could further expose cliff faces near SH8 and SH80,
asedfor changed wave energy may exacerbate existing erosion-prone
ises uncertainty about whether gravel aggradation from streams
ncluding streams associated with state highway structures, may
se during lowered lake periods. It recommends baseline monitoring

3.0 m RL and 518.0 m RL, and remediation if scour or erosion could affect
ay infrastructure.

Meridian responds by relying on the GHD Lake Processes and Geomorphology report and
the Engineering Structures Assessment. It says the likelihood of adverse shoreline
impacts is low, any minor morphological changes are likely to be short-lived, and
significant or long-term shoreline aggradation of gravels is not expected. It also says the
engineering structures assessment found it highly unlikely that there would be
detrimental impacts on relevant state highway structures.

Assessment and panel findings

We have carefully considered the Application, the comments received and the Applicant’s
response. The principal issue is whether temporary operation of Lake Pikaki between
518.0 m RL and 513.0 m RL is likely to cause adverse shoreline geomorphology effects,
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including erosion, instability, changes to the submerged lake terrace, gravel aggradation,
or effects on infrastructure adjacent to the lake.

We accept that Lake Pikaki has an erodible and dynamic shoreline. We also accept that
the lake has been substantially modified by the Waitaki Power Scheme and has long been
operated within a variable lake-level regime. Lake levels determine the wave-impact zone
around the shoreline, and the lake edge has been adjusting to the raised and managed
lake regime over a long period.

We accept Meridian’s evidence that broad-scale morphological response to changing lake
conditions is slow, with change occurring over years to decades and, in some respects,
over longer periods. Short periods of operation below 518.0 m RL are efore not
expected to trigger large-scale morphological adaptation.

We also accept that short-term and localised event-driven mor,
occur during storm events. That risk is most relevant to the i bmerged
terrace at elevations below 518.0 m RL. However, the evid
events and low lake levels are not expected to coincide at any minor
morphological change that occurs is likely to be sha 3 be reversed or

We accept the Applicant’s contention that th o change, and that this
resilience is largely due to rapid localised adap o changing conditions, long lags in
broad-scale morphological adaptation, a erienced seasonal fluctuations

in lake level. We also place weight on iti shoreline geomorphology is not
a matter requiring decline or substanti

es because its concerns relate to public
infrastructure and safety. Howeve does not oppose the Application and its
ssed through monitoring and remediation conditions.
We accept Meridian’ E)s
gravels is not expecte imental effects on relevant state highway structures
are highly unlik

There remai ncertainty because Lake Pukaki has not yet been operated under
the propose ccess approach, and actual effects will depend on the timing and
duratj e |eévels, storm events, wind and wave conditions, and sediment supply
from t at uncertainty does not require decline, but it supports a monitoring

ework.

all, find that the effects of lake lowering on shoreline geomorphology are likely
to , localised and temporary. We do not find that the proposal will cause large-
scale shoreline instability, significant erosion, or significant long-term gravel aggradation.

We concur with the Applicant’s proposal to maintain the ongoing lakeshore monitoring
programme, with continued focus on site-specific assessments of vulnerable areas. The
established baseline and trends at identified erosional and depositional landforms along
the Lake Pukaki shoreline will assist in identifying and quantifying any effects that occur.
We have reflected this requirement, and NZTA-related state highway monitoring and
remediation, in appropriate conditions.
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26.7 Landscape and visual effects

Summary of Applicant’s Position

Meridian’s position is that temporary lake lowering from 518 m RL to 513 m RL will not
materially affect the broad-scale landscape and visual values of Lake Pikaki. The AEE
identifies Lake Pikaki as an important gateway to Aoraki / Mount Cook National Park,
within the Mackenzie Basin ONFL, and recognises the lake’s high visual amenity,
openness, glacial character and iconic mountain backdrop. It also records that Lake
Pukaki is a modified natural lake and part of the Waitaki Power Scheme, with fluctuating
operating levels already forming part of the existing landscape character.

The LEA®® relies on the 2012 Rough + Milne assessment for Plan Change 1 as its starting

513 m RL would have minor effects on natural character, landscape a
The updated assessment revisited 21 viewpoints, used comparati

records that reducing the lake from 518 m RL to 513
shoreline, with the water-surface reduction esti

range, it concludes that the change in visi
obvious except to people familiar with specifi

nlikely to be particularly
ations.

The Applicant’s ultimate conclusion is
lowering to 513 m RL will be negligible.

verse landscape effect of temporary
the temporary and infrequent nature

ape reviewer agreed with the general methodology, including the use
-point scale and site visits at different lake levels.

omments nevertheless record outstanding concerns. Its landscape reviewer
sought greater clarity on natural character and amenity effects, particularly how
“m e” or “high” values were assessed. He considered the application light on detail
about effects on the natural character of shorelines, queried how the exposed lakebed
would appear at 513 m RL, and disagreed with describing Lake Pikaki simply as a
“working lake” or “utilitarian landscape”, given its ONFL status and its recreational,
biodiversity, viewshaft and identity values.

CRC considered that lowering Lake Pikaki will likely have adverse effects on landscape
values that cannot readily be avoided, remedied or mitigated. It also notes that people
visit Lake Plkaki with different expectations of anticipated lake levels, and that

65 AEE, Appendix N.
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understanding a low lake level as being associated with an electricity shortage may
reduce some landscape effects. CRC ultimately considers that the application is generally
consistent with the relevant RMA policy framework and will not result in adverse effects
sufficiently significant to be out of proportion with the project’s benefits, subject to
conditions.

The PCE does not provide specific landscape evidence, but makes a general amenity
point. The Commissioner notes that local environmental impacts include amenity effects,
and that Lake Pukaki lies at the foot of an iconic tourist attraction where the natural
environment is one reason people come to the area. However, the Commissioner
expressly states that he is not an expert in local ecology or amenity.

Panel assessment and findings
We accept that Lake Pukaki is part of the Mackenzie Basin Outstandi
and Landscape and has very high landscape and visual amenit
include the scale and openness of the lake and basin, the la
glacial setting, the surrounding high-country landforms, an
Aoraki / Mount Cook and the Main Divide. We also accept
visitor and recreation landscape and an important g
travelling through the Mackenzie Basin.

shoreline are part of the present-day |
of the lake. We consider that context r we do not treat it as diminishing the
lake’s outstanding landscape sta carefully assess further effects.

The LEA relies on the 2012 1 assessment as the starting point. That
assessment concluded t Lake Pukaki from 518 m RL to 513 m RL would have

minor effects on n landscape and visual amenity. The updated
assessment revisited th ts used in 2012, considered changes since that time,
and used compgafa hy and visual simulations to assess the difference

between 518
will expos

RL. The Applicant concludes that the further drawdown
shoreline but will not materially alter the broad-scale landscape
e lake.

However, we accept the Applicant’s evidence that the key visual attributes of Lake Pikaki
will remain intact at lower lake levels. The scale of the lake, its colour, the openness of
the basin, and the backdrop of Aoraki / Mount Cook and the Main Divide will continue to
dominate the visual experience. We also accept that lake-level fluctuation is already a
familiar and accepted feature of this landscape, and that the proposed additional lowering
is temporary and limited to a three-year period.

We give weight to CRC’s comments. CRC accepts the general landscape assessment
methodology but raises legitimate concerns about the description of Lake Pikaki as a
“working lake” or “utilitarian landscape”, and about the need to recognise natural
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character, amenity, biodiversity, recreation, viewshaft and ONFL values. We agree that
those descriptions should not be used to understate the landscape importance of Lake
Pdkaki. In our assessment, the more balanced position is that Lake Plkaki is both an
outstanding and highly valued landscape, and a modified lake within an operating hydro-
electricity system.

We also accept CRC's point that different visitors may have different expectations of lake
levels and different responses to exposed shoreline. The fact that the lake is low for
electricity-system reasons may reduce adverse perception for some people, but it will not
necessarily do so for all visitors. The PCE’s comments reinforce the same general caution:
local amenity matters because the natural setting of Lake Pukaki is one of the reasons
people visit the area.

visual relationship between Lake Pukaki and Aoraki / Mount C
lake’s visual amenity from SH8, SH80, Hayman Road or keymwvi

level fluctuation and the scale of the
the view that any physical shoreline c
limited.

Overall, we find that the | al effects of lake lowering will be low. We
would not characterise as wholly neutral, because additional shoreline
exposure will occur a lised amenity and natural character perceptions.
However, we accept th e effects will be temporary, limited in scale, and not
materially impa r
Mackenzie Ba

26.8 Sociozeco ic effects of lake lowering

ant’s position

eased access to Lake Pukaki storage aspect of the proposal, the AEE
will have a neutral socio-economic effect overall. The SEIA assessed the
omic themes of access and connectivity, amenity and character, recreation,
nt and livelihood, and concluded that the only potentially adverse socio-
c impact of lowering lake levels related to environmental effects, principally dust,
with those effects largely concentrated at the northern end of the lake away from most
sensitive receptors.

For access and connectivity, the Applicant’s position is that the lowering of lake levels
will not materially affect public access or movement around the lake. That is, the main
access issues arise from rock armouring works, not the lowered lake level itself.

For amenity and character, the Applicant’s landscape evidence is that the further 5 m
drawdown to 513 m RL exposes additional shoreline, but does not materially change the
broad-scale landscape values that make Lake Pukaki iconic. The main visual attributes —
lake scale, turquoise water, openness of the basin and mountain backdrop including
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Aoraki / Mount Cook — are said to remain intact at lower lake levels.

For recreation, the SEIA records that the lowering of the lake levels will not affect
recreation activities such as fishing, bird watching or hunting, and that the amenity
enjoyed by hikers and cyclists using trails will also not be impacted.

For environment/health and wellbeing, the SEIA identifies dust as the main potential
socio-economic impact pathway. It records that visitors expect good air quality when
camping, hiking or cycling, and that lower lake levels could increase dust events due to
more exposed lake shore being available for wind erosion. The SEIA records that the Air
Quality Assessment found the effects are mostly concentrated at the northern end of the
lake, away from most identified sensitive receptors, and that there is negligi ifference

this environmental socio-economic impact as slight negative.

For livelihood, the SEIA distinguishes the broader electricity- benefits
from local business/tourism effects. It records that tourism bus
be affected if changes to the Lake Pukaki environment fe

perience, but
impacted, and
> will be no impact on
ral.

e values. CRC's comments’ summary
ill result in adverse effects, although

ecommends monitoring of Kakl and threatened/at-risk
application is approved and exercised.

8 concerned that lower lake levels could expose erosion-prone cliff
d SH80, and that sediment exposed in the lake bed could become a
high winds. NZTA recommends baseline and additional monitoring

E raises general local environmental and amenity concerns. The Commissioner
notes that lower lake levels will have local environmental impacts, including physical and
amenity effects, and that Lake Plkaki is at the foot of an iconic tourist attraction where
the natural environment is one reason people come to the area. The PCE does not provide
specific local amenity or tourism evidence, and states that he is not an expert in local
ecology or amenity.

Meridian’s response maintains that local effects from lake lowering are limited and
manageable. In its response to comments, Meridian submits that this is not a proposal
requiring the Panel to balance a national benefit against a substantial local cost. It states
that adjacent landowners did not raise amenity, dust or visual impacts, that matters with
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Ka Rlnaka are resolved by consent conditions, and that outstanding matters with CRC
are limited to conditions.

Panel assessment and findings

We accept that Lake Pukaki is a major visitor, recreation and landscape resource for the
Mackenzie Basin and wider region. We also accept that the potential local socio-economic
effects of eased access are principally effects on amenity, recreation, air quality and
health, road safety, and local livelihood. We have assessed those matters separately from
the wider electricity-system benefits and costs of the proposal, which are addressed
elsewhere in this decision.

ing is dust from exposed lakebed and
delta areas. That risk has potenti r amenity, public health, recreational
use of the eastern shoreline @ ners and, in some circumstances, road
safety. CRC and NZTA both identif a matter requiring management, and the
applicant’s own SEIA a Nepenvironmental socio-economic component as slight

‘s comments on dust and monitoring. We accept that
een tested under the proposed operating approach and
that actual depend on exposed sediment conditions, wind conditions, public
use pattern the duration of lake lowering. That uncertainty supports conditions
i on, monitoring, complaint response, reporting and practicable

e however, treat the existence of dust risk as meaning that the socio-economic

ts offeased access are unacceptable. The record indicates that the higher dust risk

is | ised, concentrated toward the northern end and delta areas, likely to occur only

when meteorological conditions align, and capable of being addressed through
appropriate management measures.

We have also considered the intersection between socio-economic effects, cultural effects
and mana whenua values. In particular, mahinga kai, taonga species, nohoanga, cultural
monitoring and the role of the Lake Pikaki environment in maintaining customary
connection are relevant to how local effects are experienced and assessed. Ka Runaka
and Te Ridnanga o Ngai Tahu support the application subject to agreed conditions and
continuing engagement. We give that position significant weight. We consider the
proposed conditions addressing reporting, notification, cultural values, mahinga kai,
nohoanga and accidental discovery are matters that are important to the acceptability of
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the proposal.

We do not accept that the local socio-economic effects of eased access are materially
adverse at the district or regional tourism level. There is no evidence before us that
temporary lower lake levels will materially diminish the visitor experience to the point of
reducing visitor numbers, visitor spend or local business viability. The PCE’s comments
are relevant as a caution about local amenity and tourism values, but they were expressly
not based on local amenity or tourism expertise.

Overall, we find that the direct local socio-economic effects of eased access are limited.
The effects are temporary, intermittent and localised. We assess the dust-related
amenity, health, recreation and road-safety effect as slight negative, rath neutral,
but find that the remaining local socio-economic effects are neutral.

26.9 Natural hazard and dam safety effects

Summary of Applicant’s Position
Meridian’s position is that temporary lake lowering below 518.
natural hazard risk. Section 8.14 of the AEE relies on Ag
the Lake Pukaki shoreline is continuing to adapt to th n afd operation of the
Waitaki Power Scheme, but that broad-scale resp
d to trigger large-scale
morphological adaptation. Meridian accepts , localised event-driven
change could occur during storms, but sa
winter whereas the modelled low lake |
of adverse impact is low. Meridian als t Mo areas of concern, such as large-
scale land instability, have been identifie long-running shoreline monitoring.

addressed under the Buildi i Building (Dam Safety) Regulations 2022, not
AEE records that all Waitaki Power Scheme dams,
that regulatory regime, and that CRC confirmed
during WPS reco pproach was appropriate. Meridian also relies on the
need for rock a ove the resilience of the Pukaki Dam to wave action at

ppose Meridian’s approach to Pukaki Dam safety. In pre-lodgement
RC accepted that detailed dam safety obligations sit under the Building Act,

Ive to summarise credible failure modes and key controls. Meridian responded
that the failure modes were covered in the new dam safety section and that GHD would
add a section focusing on dam safety controls. CRC also agreed with the applicant’s
conclusions regarding the need for rip-rap armouring and the benefits of operational
flexibility for energy security.

CRC also addresses Genesis’ concerns about the Tekapo B tailrace weir and chute. CRC
records that Genesis is concerned that lowering Lake Piukaki to 513 m RL may cause that
infrastructure to become operational again when the lake is drawn down to around 514
m RL, and that Genesis has concerns about how the structure will perform. CRC notes
Meridian’s commissioned report stating that the infrastructure is structurally stable with
no major degradation, with localised scour under high flows being the key risk, but CRC’s
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technical experts did not review that report. CRC also notes that PC1 modelled between
four and seven months below 518 m RL, whereas Meridian’s current modelling shows a
worst-case scenario of four months, and CRC considers effects on Genesis’ infrastructure
are unlikely to be beyond those provided for under Rule 17 WAP.

NZTA does not oppose lowering Lake Pukaki from 518.0 m RL to 513.0 m RL, and
supports rock armouring to protect Pikaki Dam, including because SH8 sits on top of the
dam. However, NZTA is concerned that lower lake levels may expose erosion-prone cliff
faces near SH8 and SH80 and that changes in wave energy may exacerbate those areas.
It also raises uncertainty about gravel aggradation at streams entering Lake Pukaki,
including streams crossed by state highway structures, and potential safety effects if
lower lake levels allow livestock to move around fences and onto the state higiw

Meridian’s response to NZTA is that existing
conditions, can address state highway ris
construction condition surveys for relev 8 p
damage, and follow-up inspection of paveme

er with further proposed
proposes pre- and post-

Panel assessment and findings
We have considered the natu

m safety effects of lowering Lake PUkaki
issues are shoreline stability and erosion,
rastructure, and the safety and resilience of Pukaki

hat evidence. We also accept that short-term, localised shoreline
during storm events, but the evidence indicates that the likelihood of
natural hazard effects from temporary lowered lake levels is low.

cceptl that Meridian has monitored shoreline erosion and adaptation for many years
an no areas of large-scale land instability have been identified. On the evidence
before us, temporary eased access is not likely to materially increase natural hazard risk
around the lake. The flood hazard overlay in the Mackenzie District Plan does not
materially alter that conclusion, because the proposal does not involve new critical
infrastructure in the relevant sense.

We also accept Meridian’s position that detailed Plkaki Dam safety obligations are
regulated under the Building Act 2004 and the Building (Dam Safety) Regulations 2022.
The Panel’s role is not to duplicate that regime. However, dam safety remains relevant
to our effects assessment to the extent that lake lowering and associated works may
create environmental, public safety or infrastructure risks. In that respect, we accept the
evidence that rock armouring is required to improve the resilience of the Pukaki Dam and
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abutments to wave action when the lake is operated at lower levels. We regard that as a
positive infrastructure resilience effect of the project.

We give weight to CRC’s position. CRC accepted that detailed dam safety matters sit
under the Building Act, while appropriately seeking assurance that credible failure modes
and key controls had been considered from an RMA effects perspective. CRC also agreed
with the applicant’s conclusions regarding the need for rip-rap armouring and the benefits
of operational flexibility for energy security. We consider that supports the applicant’s
position that the Pukaki Dam safety aspects of the proposal are capable of being
appropriately managed.

about whether wave energy, scour, dust from exposed lakebed,
streams, or changed fencing effectiveness could affect sta
maintenance. NZTA does not oppose the proposal, but seek
and management conditions. We accept those concerns as
matters requiring conditions, rather than as reasons to dg

We find that conditions should require baseline monito ake levels first fall below
between 513.0 m RL
and 518.0 m RL, reporting of erosion, scour, d adation matters that may
affect SH8 or SH80, and remediation where

dam safety effects of lake lowering are
acceptable subject to conditio ce does not establish a significant risk of
large-scale shoreline ins i erial natural hazard risk, or unacceptable effects on
Pikaki Dam safety. T works will improve the resilience of Pukaki Dam
at lower lake levels.

A states that the purpose of the Act is to facilitate the delivery of
devVelopment projects with significant regional or national benefits,
having primacy in the decision-making framework. To this end, as

projects. Section 22, which relates to the criteria for assessing a referral
application, provides the following:

(2) For the purposes of subsection (1)(a), the Minister may consider—
(a) whether the project—

(i) has been identified as a priority project in a central government local
government, or sector plan or strategy (for example, in a general policy
statement or spatial strategy), or a central government infrastructure
priority list:

(i) will deliver new regionally or nationally significant infrastructure or enable
the continued functioning of existing regionally or nationally significant
infrastructure:
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(iii) will increase the supply of housing, address housing needs, or contribute
to a well-functioning urban environment (within the meaning of policy 1
of the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020):

(iv) will deliver significant economic benefits:

(v) will support primary industries, including aquaculture:
(vi) will support development of natural resources, including minerals and
petroleum:

(vii) will support climate change mitigation, including the reduction or removal
of greenhouse gas emissions:

(viii)  will support climate change adaptation, reduce risks arising from natural
hazards, or support recovery from events caused by natural hazards:

(ix) will address significant environmental issues:

(x) is consistent with local or regional planning documents, including spatial
strategies:

In the case of the Application, the issue is whether temporarily easing &€ to Lake
Puakaki storage below 518 m RL, down to 513 m RL, would produce si >
or national benefits for the purposes of the FTAA, and how those clai
be weighed against potential economic costs and security of sup,

Summary of Applicant’s Position

Meridian’s position is that eased access would make app#6 h of currently
constrained hydro storage available to the electri during the three-year
consent period. Meridian says this would reduce
volatility, lower electricity costs to consumers,
demand response, lower carbon emissions, a ill. The AEE records Meridian’s
claimed key benefits as including an ave ice reduction of $10/MWh or
electricity costs to consumers,
157 GWh or 59% lower demand respon 0O, equivalent per annum or 9% lower
emissions, and 346 GWh or 23% : i

e Panel, the Applicant’s power system summary, prepared by Grant
the WPS is a key component of the New Zealand power system,

Meridian also relies on modelling comparing the current restricted regime with eased
access. It says the current regime requires it to manage Lake Pukaki as if the contingent
storage below 518 m RL is not available unless SO triggers are met. In Meridian’s case,
this leads to inefficient conservation of water and use of higher-cost resources before
lower-cost hydro.

66 AEE, Appendix A.
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Meridian’s supporting economic evidence also states that, while the proposal would make
545 GWh of Pukaki storage more readily accessible, other contingent storage would
remain in Lakes Tekapo and Hawea, and unless Lake Pukaki had been drawn to 513 mRL
there would still be Plkaki storage available if a later thermal plant failure occurred.

Comments received and Applicant’s response

CRC did not undertake its own peer review of Meridian’s economic assessment but
accepts that Meridian’s identified positive effects are likely to result from the proposal.
Based on the Applicant’s information, it accepted that the proposal will likely result in
regional and national benefits and would thus meet the purpose of the FTAA.

The EA supports the eased access proposal in qualified terms, confir
considers the project should increase competition for contingent
improve efficiency by enabling more flexible management of low

Application benefits, costs and risks provided
the EA confirmed that it does not depart fr essment. It considers the
Transpower and Meridian models are directi d that both show significant
benefits on average from eased access easure benefits differently. The
EA says Meridian’s additional system co dicate system costs of $87 million
to $107 million per year for a cen pared with John Culy’s saved system

management issue, a
The Commissione
likely lower nati

the ider independent electricity market expertise. If the Panel favours
p. g resilience, the PCE suggests a price trigger for access to contingent
ora venue potentially used to offset local environmental and amenity

s. He also recommends that, if granted, access be limited to three years to
avoid crgating a precedent.

The Minister for South Island initially commented in support, noting alignment with
priorities relating to exports, GDP contribution and reliable, resilient infrastructure. In a
later addendum, he asked that any assessment of claimed economic benefits be
considered in light of Transpower’s security of supply concerns, including low inflows,
major generation outages and reduced contingent storage during high-impact events.

Genesis opposes the Application. It describes Lake Plkaki contingent storage as a “fuel
of last resort” and argues that unrestricted access would increase nationally significant

67 Request for Information, 4 May 2026.
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system risk, implement a material change to the access regime without comprehensive
regulatory scrutiny, and create a risk of prolonged loss of Tekapo A and B generation if
the Tekapo B tailrace weir and chute were compromised. Genesis says failure of that
structure could result in system costs of up to $2.5 billion in a worst-case scenario,
depending on outage duration, storage, inflows and system conditions.

Genesis submits the proposal would materially change the risk profile by converting an
exceptional, system-triggered operating condition into an unconditioned discretionary
operating regime. It also says that if the temporary structure fails, degrades, or cannot
maintain the required tailwater, Genesis may need to cease generation at Tekapo B, and
because Tekapo A and B are connected by a canal, generation at Tekapo A would also
cease.

Transpower opposes the type of unrestricted access sought by Me

would affect security of supply policy and risk management
electricity sector. Transpower considers the current i

important in the near term.

Transpower’s modelling identifies potential a
fuel and direct costs of up to $38 million per

realistic use assumptions. Against th
double-contingency scenario involving

ort the Application. Although the Minister
o0 current contingent water storage should lower

reliable supply and efficient operation for the long-term benefit of
, Whereas Transpower’s SO role is narrower and focused on forecasting

e Panel should apply a different economic benefits test from that applied by the
EA when assessing electricity system benefits and costs.

Meridian responds to Genesis by saying Genesis had previously accepted that lowering
Lake Pukaki to 513 m RL for emergency electricity generation was unlikely to physically
affect its operations, and that a later 2018 agreement addressed monitoring and
remediation if the lake was operated below 518 m RL to 515 m RL. Meridian says the
current proposal marginally increases the likelihood and duration, but not the extent, of
incursions below 518 m RL.
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Meridian rejects Genesis’ $2.5 billion figure as unsupported and says Genesis has not
provided evidence on the likelihood of the tailrace weir or chute failing as a consequence
of the proposed operation. Meridian says the 180-day outage scenario modelled by Mr
Weaver lacks a compelling engineering basis and should be given no weight.

Meridian responds to the PCE’s suggested access charge by submitting that there is no
lawful basis for such a condition, that a financial contribution would need to meet the
requirements of the RMA, and that adding a fee would run counter to the purpose of the
Application, which is to bring forward cheaper hydro energy to reduce wholesale prices.

Meridian’s evidence responds that the current arrangements are not a centrally designed
strategic reserve, but rather arise from historical consenting decisions. Mg ndell says
the SOSFIP is a monitoring and information framework, not a regime ates or

Meridian’s evidence®® also responds that removing a fuel c uld improve
market operation, because the same physical resource ) i
prioritised more efficiently. Meridian says easing access minate” storage
but would allow lower-cost hydro storage to compete
reduce spill, which Transpower accepts.

In response to the Minister for Energy, Meri s thgyMinister's comments do not
materially change the task or the inform th nel, and are not supported by
detailed analysis that advances the agSess ian says the proposal has been
advanced with express knowledge of fa s prigduction, a possible LNG import facility
and the age of the Huntly Ranki ‘s further response advises that, given
the EA’s independent statutor erent role of Transpower as SO, the Panel
should prefer the Authority, al benefits and risks.

Assessment and Pa

We have conside project will provide significant regional or national

e FTAA. The principal claimed benefits arise from

lower carbon emissions, reduced spill, improved operational flexibility
ilience of access to hydro storage through the associated dam

aki is New Zealand’s largest hydro storage lake and forms a material part of the
electricity system’s flexible renewable generation capacity. The ability to manage that
storage efficiently is therefore a matter of national importance, particularly during periods
of low hydro inflows, gas supply constraint, elevated wholesale prices and increasing
reliance on renewable generation.

We accept that Meridian’s modelling and supporting evidence identifies substantial
potential benefits from eased access. Those benefits are not confined to Meridian. The
evidence indicates that making the constrained storage more readily available is likely,

68 Statement of Evidence of Rory Blundell, dated 15 April 2026, paragraphs 28-29
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on average, to reduce system costs, reduce the need to use higher-cost thermal
generation and demand response, lower wholesale price pressure, reduce emissions and
reduce spill.

We place particular weight on the EA comments and further information. The Authority
supports the proposal in qualified terms and considers that eased access should increase
competition for contingent energy resources, improve efficiency by enabling more flexible
management of low hydro inflow periods, and may improve reliability by increasing the
system’s risk-management options. The Authority’s later response is important because
it considers the Meridian and Transpower modelling to be directionally similar, and
because it maintains its overall assessment after reviewing the further modelling
material.

We do not treat the modelling as precise prediction. The estimate vary
materially depending on the modelling approach and assum dian’s

welfare
which lower

benefits. The Authority also acknowledges uncertainty about
system costs flow through to consumers. We therefore tre

the consent period.

We have considered the contrary positions of
for South Island’s later addendum, and
raise a serious and legitimate concern
last-resort storage provides resilience

benefits assessment. The proj 0 ple case of benefits without risk. It involves
a choice between more of hydro storage in ordinary and moderately stressed
conditions, and prese

supply value iR ven if that value may reduce over time as the generation
mix chang

production, otential exit of Maui, and the ageing thermal fleet increase the

impo isk management during the next three years. In our view, those
matter: i t do not displace, the benefits case.

e accept Genesis’ and Transpower’s position to the extent it would require us to

Lakel Pukaki contingent storage as incapable of being accessed except under the

pr O trigger regime. The current access arrangements arise through resource

consent and planning instruments, as well as electricity-sector settings. The Panel’s task
is to decide the approvals sought under the FTAA, applying the statutory framework
before it. We do not need to determine the optimal long-term electricity market design
or the final form of any future national strategic reserve mechanism.

Nor do we accept that the proposal removes storage from the electricity system. The
same physical water resource remains available, but the proposal changes who may
decide when it is used and the conditions under which it may be used. That distinction
matters. It means the proposal may reduce the amount of water held back for rare
events, but it does not physically eliminate the resource. The risk is one of timing,
incentives and system management, not physical loss of generation fuel.
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We consider that the EA’s views should be given significant weight when assessing
electricity system efficiency, competition, reliability and consumer benefit. The Authority
is the specialist regulator with the broad statutory objective of promoting competition,
reliable supply and efficient operation for the long-term benefit of consumers.
Transpower’s SO perspective is also important, particularly on security of supply and
emergency management, but it is not the only relevant institutional perspective. Where
the Authority and Transpower differ, we consider the Authority’s broader statutory role
assists us in assessing the overall electricity-system benefits and costs.

The PCE’s comments usefully identify the issue as a trade-off between affordability and
resilience. We accept that characterisation. We do not adopt the PCE’s suggested access
charge or price-trigger mechanism. Meridian disputes the legal basis andgutility of such

a condition, and the material before us does not provide a sufficientl d basis
for imposing a financial contribution or market-price trigger as part o al. We
do, however, accept the PCE’s caution that any approval sho e-limjted and
should not be treated as resolving the long-term regulator ontingent
hydro storage.

We find that the three-year duration is important to the ent. It materially
reduces the risk of the approval pre-empting longer- ity market or security
of supply policy development. It also aligns the i e near-term period in
which the evidence indicates the electricit particular gas, thermal
generation and renewable transition pressu t have had more difficulty
accepting the benefits case if unrestrict ere sought on a long-term or
permanent basis.

We have considered the risk raise cerning the Tekapo B tailrace weir and

chute. That issue is relevant
of supply risk. We accept
a prolonged outage coul

of potential economic cost and security
@' B are nationally significant assets and that
s system consequences. However, we do not accept

improved access to flexible renewable hydro generation, lower
system costs, reduced reliance on higher-cost thermal generation

m for operation at lower lake levels. The benefits are nationally significant
use they relate to the functioning, cost and resilience of New Zealand’s electricity

sy

However, those benefits are subject to important qualifications. The proposal carries
residual security of supply and infrastructure risks, particularly in low-probability but
high-impact circumstances. Those risks justify time limitation, monitoring, reporting and
engagement with relevant electricity-sector and infrastructure parties. They do not,
however, outweigh the project’s likely national and regional benefits over the three-year
consent period.

We therefore find that the national and regional benefits of the project weigh materially
in favour of granting the Application, subject to conditions. The conditions should
preserve the temporary nature of the approval, require appropriate lake-level, system-
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use and reporting information, manage effects on relevant infrastructure including the
Tekapo B tailrace weir and chute, and ensure that any exercise of the approval occurs
within the environmental and operational limits assessed in this decision.

PART I: STATUTORY DOCUMENTS ASSESSMENT
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The AEE addressed the relevant statutory documents and identified relevant provisions.
Rather than repeat that assessment, this section addresses the documents and
provisions of specific relevance to the Application, and the comments received.

National Environmental Standards
The following relevant National Environmental Standards were brief] sed in
section 7 of the AEE:

a. National Environmental Standards for Assessing and Ma ing, Co nts in
Soil to Protect Human Health 2011 (NES-CS); and

b. Resource Management (National Environmental shwater) 2020
(NES-FW).

The NES-CS sets out planning controls for
potentially contaminated land. The AEE reco
NES-CS for this application. Notwithstandi

g on contaminated or
is not required under the
lication includes a proposed

wetland.

Neither the CRC,
accordingly.

y Statements were addressed in section 10 of the AEE. The follow
Application:

onal Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020 (NPS-FM); and
C. National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity 2023 (NPS-IB).

31.1 National Policy Statement for Renewable Electricity Generation

The NPS-REG sets out a framework that enables the sustainable management of
renewable electricity generation (REG).
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The objective of the NPS-REG is to®°:
a. ensure the national, regional and local benefits of REG are provided for;
b. enable REG capacity and output to significantly increase;

C. enable REG to support the social, economic and cultural wellbeing of people and
communities, and for their health and safety;

d. enable REG to provide greater security of electricity supply, and resilience to supply
disruptions to all people and communities;

e. enable REG to support achieving New Zealand’s emission red arget and
implementation of the emissions reduction plan under the ange
Response Act 2002; and

f. ensure REG is developed and operated in a safe, effici effegtive manner
while managing the adverse effects from or on RE iviti

The AEE assesses the Application against the objectiveia s of the NPS-REG and

CRC generally agreed with this assess

to the December 2025 amendments S-REG, including the direction that

decision-makers must enable renéwa i generation assets and activities, and
to the need to consider resid @ ts that cannot be avoided, remedied or
mitigated, including throu etiing

relevant. We have take
benefits and residual

We conclude th i s consistent with the objective and policies of the NPS-
REG.

icy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020
ut a framework under which local authorities are to manage freshwater
ater)”°,

jve of the NPS-FM is to ensure that natural and physical resources are managed
at prioritises the’?:

a. health and well-being of water bodies and freshwater ecosystems;
b. health needs of people (such as drinking water); and
C. ability of people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural

69 NPS-REG clause 2.1.

70 NPS-FM clause 1.5.

71

NPSFM clause 2.1.
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well-being, now and in the future.
This objective reflects the hierarchy of obligations in Te Mana o te Wai’?.

The NPS-FM requires that there is no further loss of extent of natural inland wetlands,
their values are protected, and their restoration is promoted”3.

The AEE assesses the project against the objective and policies of the NPS-FM, and
concludes that any adverse effects generated by the eased access and the rock armouring
works will be low and thus consistent with the outcomes anticipated under the NPS-FM.

The CRC agreed that the project has had regard to the NPS-FM policies, whilegaoting that
section 104(2F) of the RMA prevents the Panel from having regard tg
obligations in Te Mana o te Wai and the sole objective of the NPS-F
consent application. We have approached the NPS-FM on that ba

We concur that the proposal is substantially consistent wit PS-EM, but have
imposed conditions to protect the ecological values of the el land wetland
when the lake is lowered below 518 m RL (refer part

The objective of the NPS-IB is:
(a) to maintain indigenous biodiversi
at least no overall loss in indige

and

(b) to achieve this:
(1)

(ii)

i)

providing for the social, economic, and cultural wellbeing of people and

communities now and in the future.

Th -IB does not apply to the development, operation, maintenance or upgrade of
REG assets and activities and electricity transmission network assets and activities”4.

DOC’s comments on indigenous biodiversity were principally relevant to the separate WA
approval and the conditions for lizard management and compensation. Those matters are
addressed elsewhere in this decision. They do not alter our view that the NPS-IB does

72

73

NPSFM clause 1.3.
NPSFM clause 2.2, Policy 6

74 NPS-IB, Clause 1.3.
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not apply to the RMA approvals for these REG assets and activities. Accordingly, further
consideration of the NPS-IB by the Panel is not required.

PART J: REGIONAL PLANNING DOCUMENTS
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As required by Schedule 5, clause 5(1)(h), an assessment of the relevant statutory plans
was included within the AEE.

The Panel has considered this assessment and the comments provided by CRC, as the
only commenting party who provided a detailed review of the relevant statutory plans
and the Applicant’s assessment of them. In this regard, we record its view that the
proposal is generally consistent with the relevant RMA policy framewg bject to
recommended conditions, and that the principal environmental issues a (S0

PlUkaki ecosystems, the Tasman Delta, landscape values and dust.

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS)

The CRPS provides an overview of the significant resource mana
region, including issues of resource management signifig
of the CRPS is to achieve the integrated managemi€
resources of Canterbury”>.

u. The purpose
ral and physical

A wide range of objectives and policies are relévant, 4 ose contained within the

following chapters:

o Chapter 5: Land Use and Infrastrct
o Chapter 7: Freshwater

o Chapter 9: Ecosyste Biodiversity

akes and their Riparian Zones

: Hazardous Substances.

e projget seeks access to the ‘contingent storage’ at Lake Piikaki and the establishment
of rmouring to protect the integrity of the dam structure when lake levels are low.
The activities promote the reliable and resilient use of existing renewable energy
generation”’®,

The Mackenzie Basin is identified as an Outstanding Natural Landscape (ONL) in the
CRPS’’. The AEE concludes that the outstanding natural landscape of the Mackenzie Basin

75 CRPS, Chapter 1.
76 Objective 16.2.2 and Policies 16.3.3 and 16.3.5.
77 Objective 12.2.1 and Policy 12.3.1.
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within which Lake Pukaki is located will continue to be recognised and protected. The
eased access and rock armouring maintains the natural character and intrinsic values of
the lake and surrounding area, noting that the lake is a modified environment”2.

The AEE identifies one wetland (Tasman Delta) as being potentially impacted by the
proposed eased access activity’?, but concludes that it will not impact on the life
supporting capacity, mauri, ecosystem processes and indigenous species of the Lake
Piakaki environment and the Tasman Delta wetland, given the short-term nature of the
activities and the adaptability of local ecology to fluctuating lake levels?®°,

Air quality assessments undertaken in support of the Application also conclude that given
the short-term duration of lowering events, any increase in the duratio intensity of
dust storms will be low. Further, discharges associated with the roc
are to be mitigated using a range of dust management techniques set
DMPS8?,

The Applicant proposes conditions that require reporting to the
each lowering event, including details of the scenario t

includes specific mitigation measure
management and lizard management®>'

gional and nationally significant benefits,
but consider that adverse_eff ) ecosystems, the Tasman Delta, landscape
i onditions. We have therefore not treated consistency

also depends on the e i and the conditions imposed for wetland monitoring,
erosion and sedj on
management.

We conclude
the

roject is consistent with the overarching objectives and policies of
la those relating to the sustainable management of freshwater

78 Objective 7.2.1 and Policy 7.3.1; Objective 7.2.3 and Policy 7.3.2.

79 Objectives 9.2.1, 9.2.2 and 9.2.3, Policy 9.3.5.

80 Objective 7.2.4 and Policy 7.3.4; Objectives 9.2.1, 9.2.2 and 9.2.3.

81 Objective 14.2.1 and Policy 14.3.1; Objective 14.2.2 and Policy 14.3.5.

82 Objective 7.2.4 and Policy 7.3.13.

83 Objective 10.2.4 and Policy 10.3.5.

84 Objective 5.2.1 and Policy 5.3.2; Objective 5.2.2 and Policy 5.3.9; Objectives 10.2.2 and 10.2.3 and

Policy 10.3.3.

85 Objective 5.2.1 and Policy 5.3.2; Objectives 9.2.1, 9.2.2 and 9.2.3.
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Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (CLWRP)
The purpose of the CLWRP is to identify the resource management objectives for
managing land and water resources in Canterbury.

The objectives of the CLWRP are set in Section 3 and the relevant policies in Section 4,
respectively:

. Nationally and regionally significant infrastructure is enabled and is resilient®®.
o Water is recognised as essential to all life and respected for its intrinsic values®’.
o The quality and quantity of water in freshwater bodies and their. hments is

managed to safeguard the life-supporting capacity of ecosystem cosystem
processes®s,

o The significant indigenous biodiversity values of rivers, apua are
protected®?.

. Wetlands that contribute to cultural and comm
quality, mahinga kai, water cleansing and flood i

resource use and protect the regi
degradation®2.

he rock armouring works as a permitted

activity (being for the use of a lawfully established dam). The consents

before us are therefore f hose components that are not otherwise permitted,
including discharges d bed disturbance. That context supports the
Applicant’s assessmen ot remove the need to impose conditions for the

construction acti h ght to be authorised by the Application.

The proposed rmouring activity will involve incidental discharges to water.
Mitigation are to be established to minimise the impact of these discharges,
includi theWwvork in or immediately adjacent to the lake, directing stormwater
away and the implementation of erosion and sediment controls.

ollo anel’s request for further information, the air quality experts and planners
eridlan and CRC reached agreement on revised dust conditions and the matters to

be inc d in the project DMP and advised that there were no outstanding points of

86 Objective 3.3.

87 Objective 3.6 and Policy 4.5.

88 Objective 3.8 and Policy 4.18.

8 Objective 3.17 and Policy 4.101.

% Objective 3.18 and Policy 4.85.

91 Objective 3.19 and Policy 4.86.

92 Objective 3.24 and Policies 4.19, 4.88, 4.90.
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difference between them. We have taken that agreement into account in assessing
consistency with the CLWRP and Canterbury Air Regional Plan (CARP).

The AEE notes that it is necessary to undertake some work in standing water to complete
rock armouring. The amount of time required for this aspect of the work will be minimised
and site management practices put in place to mitigate any potential effects. This includes
inspecting machinery to ensure it is clean and free of spill residue prior to it entering the
lake and minimising the number of entry/exit points from the lake.

One wetland (the Tasman Delta) is identified as being potentially impacted by the
proposed lake lowering activity®3, however the AEE concludes that the easing of access
will not impact on the cultural, community and biodiversity values of this land. We

the Application, in Part G above.

The construction methodology for the rock armouring has 0 avoid
disturbance of the Lake Pikaki Nohoanga following consultationWii i
Further, the Waitaki Riinaka and Te Rinanga o Ngai Tahuh
on conditions that mitigate the effects of the activity q ai Tahu Whanui
to use the Lake Pukaki nohoanga.

accordance with environmental pra
degradation. We place weight on the

capacity of fresh water and of any associated ecosystem resulting from
hange would be avoided®*.

. loss of extent of natural inland wetlands is avoided, their values are protected,
and their restoration is promoted®°.

o To sustain the qualities of the environment of the Waitaki River and associated beds,
banks, margins, tributaries, islands, lakes, wetlands and aquifers®®.

93 Objectives 9.2.1, 9.2.2 and 9.2.3, Policy 9.3.5.
% Policy 5A2.

95 Policy 5A3.

% Objective 1 and Policy 1.
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o To enable people and communities to provide for their social, economic and cultural
wellbeing and their health and safety, by providing for water for hydro-electricity
generation®’.

. Setting minimum lake levels that recognise the iconic nature and the mana of Lakes
Tekapo, Pikaki and Ohau, and enable appropriate access to water for hydro-
electricity generation®8,

o Providing for temporary lowering of Lakes Tekapo and Pukaki for the purpose of
electricity generation only in times of national or South Island power shortage as
established by the Electricity Commission®®.

necessary for the purposes of maintenance or rehabilitation of elg
infrastructure!®°,

The AEE concludes that the values and functions associated
will be protected by the short-term duration of the proposed ac
proposed. The EcIA identifies one wetland (Tasman Delta

there is little more we can do he existence of this policy and the role it
fulfils within the WAP.

The CRC identified tw ications to the Applicant’'s WAP assessment. First,
CRC considered tha i . nd 5A.5 should be disregarded because, in its view,
inserted into the WAP through the NPS-FM insertion
process. Seco ed Policy 5A.3 remains relevant and that the anticipated
effects on Delta mean the proposal is inconsistent with that policy. CRC also
agreed that posal is contrary to Policy 36 because it would allow temporary
i generation without the specified power shortage trigger.

these matters, we conclude that project can be implemented

onsi y with most of the relevant objectives and policies of WAP. Importantly, it
gnises the iconic nature and the mana of Lake Pukaki and enables appropriate access
to or hydro-electricity generation. We acknowledge the conflict with Policy 36 and

the qualified position identified by CRC in relation to Policy 5A.3 and the Tasman Delta.
We do not consider these policy tensions materially weigh against approval when
considered alongside the project's benefits, the existing permitted and consented
framework for lowering Lake Pukaki in defined circumstances, the temporary nature of

97 Objective 2 and Policy 3.
% Objectives 1 and 2, Policy 35.

99 Objectives 1 and 2, Policy 36.
100 Objectives 1 and 2, Policy 37.
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the eased access approval, and the conditions imposed to address wetland monitoring
and adaptive response.

The Panel notes that no mitigation is proposed to protect the values of natural inland
wetlandsi®, However, our decision imposes monitoring and response requirements for
the Tasman Delta so that any material adverse change associated with the exercise of
the consent can be identified and addressed (refer Part N).

Canterbury Air Regional Plan (CARP)

The CARP sets out the framework to manage discharges to air in the best practicable
manner. Its principal purpose is to maintain air quality where it provides for people’s
health and cultural wellbeing, or to improve it if it does not.

The AEE concludes that any impacts associated
to those that exist at present and specificall

We are satisfied that CRC’s initialf€o
and the rock armouring work @ ssed further through expert conferencing
oxid e Panel. The agreed approach relies on a
weather monitoring,
subsequent works.

utlined above, we are satisfied that the Application is substantially
e regional planning framework. This is not a finding of complete
each individual provision. It recognises the identified tensions with parts
and the need for conditions to manage residual effects.

101 Statement of Evidence of Amy Callaghan, 15 May 2026, para.6.

102 Objective 5.1 and Policy 6.1.
103 Objective 5.3 and Policy 6.14.
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PART K: IWI AUTHORITY DOCUMENTS
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An application for a resource consent must include an assessment of the activity against
any relevant provisions of a planning document recognised by a relevant iwi authority
and lodged with a local authority%4,

Waitaki Iwi Management Plan 2019 (WIMP)

The WIMP has been developed by Te Rinanga o Arowhenua, Te Runanga o Waihao and
Te RUnanga o Moeraki as an expression of rakatirataka and in fulfilment of their kaitiaki
responsibilities within the Waitaki Catchment.

The WIMP sets out objectives and policies for how land, water, biodiversi cultural
resources in the Waitaki catchment should be managed, respectively:

. The mauri of water is protected, restored and enhanced hrougho aitaki
catchment?05,

o The Manawhenua values of lakes Takapo, Pukaki
provided for'%,

. Mahika kai species and their habitats are p zed and enhanced!?’.

. Riparian wetlands are fully protected an e in their natural state supporting

flourishing populations of taoka spegiges:.

o Wahi tupuna are protected and nship Manawhenua have with these

landscapes is enhanced 1°°,

. The direct discharge to of contaminants, nutrients and wastewater is

avoided?!1°,

gbland (Tasman Delta) as being potentially impacted
nd is recognised as being adaptable to the existing

hodology for the rock armouring has been amended to avoid
e Pukaki Nohoanga following consultation with the Waitaki Riinaka.
naka and Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu have worked with the Applicant
mitigate the effects of the activity on the ability of Ngai Tahu Whanui
kaki nohoanga.

proposed activity will involve incidental discharges to water associated with rock
ar . Mitigation measures are proposed to minimise the impact of these discharges,

104 Schedule 5, clause 5(1)(h) and clause 5(2)(g).

105 Chapter 2, Strategic Objectives; Policy 5.1.3.
106 pPolicy 5.3.2.

107 Chapter 2, Strategic Objectives.
108 policy 5.2.7.

109 Chapter 2, Strategic Objectives.
110 Policy 5.2.5.
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including limiting the work in or immediately adjacent to the lake, directing stormwater
away from the lake and the implementation of erosion and sediment controls. In addition,
site management techniques, including inspecting machinery to ensure it is clean and
free of spill residue prior to it entering the lake and minimising the number of entry/exit
points from the lake, will be adopted.

On the basis of these proposed measures, we are satisfied that the project can be
implemented consistent with the relevant objectives and policies of the WIMP. The
Application recognises and provides for the mana whenua values of Lake Pukaki and
avoids the direct discharge of contaminants to the lake.

Treaty settlements

As noted in Part D, sections 7 and 8 FTAA state:

7 Obligation relating to Treaty settlements and recogni S
(1) All persons performing and exercising functions, powers, s under this Act must
act in a manner that is consistent with—
(a) the obligations arising under existing Treaf
(b) customary rights recognised under—
(i) the Marine and Coastal Area (T3 ct 2011:
(i) the Nga Rohe Moana o Nga u jati ou Act 2019.
(2) To avoid doubt, subsection (1) does n a person exercising a judicial

power or performing a judicial functio

(3) In this section, existing Treat
time the relevant function, p i formed or exercised (rather than only
those that exist at the comme j

The Panel understands?!!! tha
Treaty settlement deed) is of

reaty Settlement Act (and associated
he Application area.

Part F provides an ove w ofatheelevance of this treaty settlement to the Application
area. As noted in Pa Panel directed the EPA to seek comments from the iwi
authority, Treaty t entiffes and other Maori groups with relevant interests in
the Applicatio

Comments
Representativ

rereceived from the iwi authority and Treaty settlement entities.
e Waitaki Rlnaka have worked with the Applicant to agree on
sent conditions

irected the EPA to seek comment from the Minister for Maori Crown
nsyunder section 72 FTAA. The Minister encouraged the Panel to:

. nsider whether the taonga species found at Lake Pikaki are likely to be impacted
by the application, and if so, what remedies or mitigation strategies are appropriate
(if any); and

. Consider the Ngai Tahu nohoanga entitlement in relation to potential effects on
cultural values including any impacts on overlap of works and entitlement period.

111 Based on the Ministry for the Environment Treaty Settlements and other obligations section 18 report.


https://www.fasttrack.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0022/8581/FTAA-2504-1055-Rangitoopuni-Section-18-report_Redacted.pdf
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o Give reasonable consideration to the comments provided by relevant Maori groups,
including those relating to appropriate triggers for low lake levels, plan integrity
and precedent, and cultural monitoring programmes.

547 The Panel has adopted the conditions proposed by the Waitaki Rinaka, and imposed
conditions to protect the life supporting capacity, mauri, and ecosystem processes of the
Tasman Delta wetland.

548 We have considered carefully the request by the Waitaki Rlnaka for lake lowering triggers
to be incorporated into any consent, but have ultimately come to the same view as the
Applicant. Any simple hydrological trigger would be difficult to design and apply in a
dynamic electricity system where dry-year response depends on more thapgi s alone.

the circumstances, duration, extent and mitigation measu
lowering event.

549 The Panel is not aware of any additional conditions %

550
is section we address the principal issues
of this decision.
39. i application
551 ication, Genesis argued strongly that the project referred

ther than drawdown limited to the winters of 2026, 2027 and 2028.
ontention, Genesis pointed to Meridian’s modelling, which considered
e winter months, including scenarios where lake levels may fall below
in September and not return above 518 m RL until December. It submitted
sent is granted, it must be confined to the winter-only project described in the

552 Genesis repeated this position in its late memorandum?!?, submitting that the “winter
only period must be imposed as that is the very ‘project’ sought by Meridian”.

553 Meridian’s response was that Genesis’ scope objection was misdirected. It accepted that
the section 28 notice refers to water takes over “three consecutive winters from winter
2026"”, but says the EPA has already made the statutory scope decision under section 46.
Meridian submitted that the EPA determined on 26 November 2025 that the substantive

112 Genesis Energy Limited, Memorandum of Counsel, 29 June 2026.
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application complied with section 46 and related solely to the referred project, and that
this decision was supported by a memorandum expressly concluding that the substantive
application was within the Minister’s notice of decision.

Meridian further submitted that the EPA’s scope decision has not been challenged and is
not open for reconsideration by the Panel. On Meridian’s analysis, any challenge to that
statutory decision would have needed to be brought by judicial review, not re-run before
the Panel. Meridian also says the Panel’s decision-making role under section 81 is to grant
the approvals sought, subject to conditions, or decline them on the grounds available
under section 85; it is not to revisit the EPA’s section 46 scope determination.

Meridian’s later response in relation to Genesis’ proposed conditions alsg essed the

practical consequence of Genesis’ position. Meridian says the Applicatig onsent
to 31 December 2028, its modelling and effects assessment were u that
basis, and there is no scope issue with that expiry date. It say, 2028
expiry, or a June-August only restriction, would materially ability to

exercise the consent in 2028 because lake levels cannot be
around fixed calendar dates. Meridian repeated in responsg

undermine the project benefits.

The Panel agrees with Meridian’s response to

is understandable given the wording of

provides a basis for treating the su

December 2028, as outside scope. The

decision under section 46. Thatfdegi

related solely to the referred p @
th

is for this Panel, in determining

he statutory completeness and scope
ed that the substantive application
ot been challenged. We do not consider it
ive application under section 81, to revisit
anner advanced by Genesis.

that a winter-only operating window, or an expiry
le use of the consent through winter 2028, would not
managed in practice and would materially constrain the
e application. The project is temporary and confined to the 2026-
aterial before us, we find that granting the lake operating consent

r of participants in this FTAA process have roles in the NZ electricity system and
its management, including in relation to securing adequate electricity supply for NZ
consumers. The views of these participants about the Application differed to considerable
degrees. It became clear to the Panel that to give appropriate weight and relevance to
those views it was important to understand the specific roles of the persons giving them.
We endeavour to do this in the Table below.

Party Role in the electricity system Relevance to this application

Generator/retailer and market || Applicant. Seeks temporary eased access
participant. Owns and operates the || to Lake PiUkaki storage below 518 m RL.
Waitaki Power Scheme, including || Meridian is not the national system
Lake Pukaki storage and Pukaki Dam. | manager, but its asset-management and

Meridian
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Party Role in the electricity system Relevance to this application
Responsible for operating its assets, offer decisions materially affect national
managing its water within consent || supply, prices and dry-year risk.
and market settings, and making
generation available in response to
prices, risk and regulatory
obligations.

Gem_—:‘r_ator/retaller and market Commenter. Raises system-risk and
participant. Owns and operates || . - -

eneration assets including Huntl infrastructure-risk concerns, particularly
9 9 Y | about the Tekapo B ‘temporary’ tailrace

Genesis and the Tekapo Power Scheme weir and chute. Genesis defers to
(including Tekapo B). Responsible for -
: . Transpower on contingent storage/system
its own assets, generation offers, fuel operation. but is not itself the system
arrangements and contractual P ! Y

oo manager or regulator.

obligations.
State-owned enterprise. Owns and
operates the national grid.
Separately performs the System || Important expert c
Operator  function under the || of supply

Transpower EIA/Code. As System Operator, | Transpower is

p provides information and short- to || and, on the rec
medium-term security-of-supply || ensuring a ate
forecasting and manages supply || the medi
emergencies, including  SOSFIP-
related functions.
Independent Crown entity and
electricity regulator. .
Sets/administers the Code and ha he uFor ulator Wlt.h the broadest
L - Y -wid perspective across
- the statutory objective of promoting o L -
Electricity s - petitight, reliability, efficiency and
N competition, reliable suppl - S

Authority . - benefit. Its view is central when
efficient operation of the e se overall  electricity-system
industry for the long-term bghgefi - cts 9 s
consumers, plus a
protection objective.

We have considered th
the management of
is responsible for
nationally.

ctricity system, and in particular the issue of who
stem as a whole and ensuring security of supply

icity system is not managed through a single generator or asset
rough a market-based framework in which generators and other
re responsible for building, maintaining and making available
and response in response to price sighals, commercial incentives and

n is are both significant market participants, but neither is responsible for
agingthe electricity system as a whole.

Meridian owns and operates the WPS, including Lake Pukaki and Plkaki Dam. It is
responsible for operating those assets in accordance with its consents, market obligations
and asset-management responsibilities. Its decisions about Lake Pukaki storage are
nationally important because Lake Pikaki is a major hydro storage resource. However,
Meridian remains a generator and market participant. It is not the national regulator, the
SO, or the entity charged with determining electricity-sector policy for security of supply.

Genesis is also a significant generator and market participant. Its assets include Huntly
and the Tekapo Power Scheme. Genesis is responsible for the operation, maintenance
and commercial use of its own assets, and its evidence raises important infrastructure
and system-risk issues. However, Genesis does not have a system-wide statutory role in
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determining how national security of supply is to be managed. Its perspective is relevant
and entitled to weight, particularly where its own assets may be affected, but it is not
determinative of the national security of supply question.

Transpower has two relevant roles. It owns and operates the national grid, and it also
performs the SO function under the Electricity Industry Act and Code. In its SO role,
Transpower provides information and short- to medium-term forecasting on security of
supply and manages supply emergencies. Those functions are important and mean that
Transpower’s evidence on operational security of supply is highly relevant. We give
Transpower’s comments weight for that reason.

focused on coordination, forecasting, information and emerge
owning, procuring or allocating generation fuel.

ity industry. It is the
Its statutory objective

Transpower’s concerns are disregarded.
Rather, it means that w € volves the balance between competition,

We also find
mechanism t Pukaki contingent storage to be preserved as a national

triggers. The consequence is that the current regime operates with
implications, but it should not be treated as if it were a complete and
red national strategic reserve scheme. The fact that a significant
nt feature of it is to be found in a regional plan promulgated under the RMA,

se purpose is different in kind to that found in the Electricity Act, is beguiling, to say
th

That finding is important to this contentious issue. The Panel is not deciding the optimal
long-term national policy for contingent hydro storage. Nor is the Panel assuming the
role of the EA or the SO. The Panel’s task is to determine the approvals sought under the
FTAA, including whether the proposal will deliver significant regional or national benefits
and whether the associated adverse effects and risks are acceptable.

In undertaking that task, we find that responsibility for national security of supply is
shared through the statutory and market framework. Market participants, including
Meridian and Genesis, are responsible for making generation and demand response
available. Transpower, as SO, is responsible for real-time coordination, security-of-supply
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information and emergency management. The EA is responsible for the overall regulatory
framework and for balancing competition, reliable supply, efficient operation and
consumer benefit.

570 We do not accept submissions that effectively treat Transpower as the sole decision-
maker on the national security of supply consequences of this proposal. Equally, we do
not accept that Meridian’s commercial judgement alone resolves those matters. The
correct approach is to assess the proposal within the wider statutory and market
framework, giving weight to the EA’s system-wide regulatory view, Transpower’s
operational security expertise, and the asset-specific evidence of Meridian and Genesis.

571

Overall, we find that the electricity system is managed through a decentsalised market

572

astructure-specific risk
atutory, regulatory and

evidence. That approach best reflects th
commercial roles of the parties. It also suppor

be time-limited and subject to monitorin rti tructure-risk and engagement
conditions, rather than treated as a pgerman n of national security of supply
arrangements.

41. The weight to be given to

573 On the issue of the weigh
argues that it should
lake below 518 m
SSA/OCC trigger 0

574 1In su ian submits that we should not treat the prohibited activity rule as a
at the activity is inherently unacceptable. Rather, it contends that we
ited weight in the FTAA balancing exercise.

575 as the only commenting party that expressly addressed the weight or
ce to be given to WAP Rule 12.1%* Its position was that operation below 518 m
RL outside the current contingent storage release boundary is a prohibited activity, and
that this status is “not lightly applied” under the RMA. Genesis accepted that the Panel
may grant approval for a prohibited activity under the FTAA, but submitted that the
prohibited status reinforces the need for “rigorous scrutiny and a cautious approach”. It
also said that the fact the lake-lowering approval is otherwise for a prohibited activity

113 Evidence of Rory Blundell, 15 April 2026.

114 Genesis Energy Limited, Legal Submissions (Comments), 8 April 2026.
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should weigh in favour of decline when exercising the FTAA discretion.

Genesis also made a related point that the Panel should give significant weight to the fact
that operation below Lake Pukaki's current operating range is presently tightly
constrained by externally controlled, system-triggered and time-limited arrangements.

CRC addressed the WAP framework, but only indirectly. It noted that Meridian already
holds consent to draw the lake to 515 m RL and that the WAP provides for further lowering
to 513 m RL during Declared Electricity Supply Emergency situations. It also said
consideration should be given to those existing permissions when assessing effects. CRC
further stated that Rule 17 WAP is particularly important because the permitted baseline
plays an important role when considering effects.

In response, counsel for Meridian expressly addressed Genesjs
prohibited activity status is “not lightly applied” and should lead
a cautious approach. His response was that the prohibited s
FTAA pathway was used, but that Genesis overstated its signifi
that the WAP already contemplates and provides for the g

ion infrastructure. However, Meridian

said that rule does not provide iyiti ought in this application because the
primary purpose of the Appli cess to stored water below 518 m RL for
electricity generation in thg na , not lowering the lake to undertake dam
resilience work. It also r idian’s advice that Rule 3(3) cannot be relied on for
activities on the lake m structure

activity point
and the W
status but

cords that Meridian reviewed the WAP section 32 report
document, and says the section 32 report considered prohibited
sess the costs or benefits of alternative activity statuses. It then

g response concludes that the justification for prohibited status is weak, that
status is not of itself a reason to decline under Schedule 5 clause 17(4), and
e existence of Rule 3(3), Rule 3(1), and discretionary Rule 17 gives confidence
that prohibited status is not premised on a risk of unacceptable adverse effects.

Genesis accepted that the FTAA sets a high threshold for decline, and that even where
adverse impacts are out of proportion to benefits, the Panel retains a discretion whether
to decline. However, Genesis’ case was that this application meets that threshold. It
submitted that the adverse impacts are sufficiently significant to be out of proportion to
the project’s benefits under s 85(3), and that the Panel should exercise its discretion to
decline.

We accept that Rule 12 of the WAP is a relevant part of the statutory and planning context
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and that its prohibited activity status cannot be ignored. We also accept Genesis’
submission that prohibited activity status is not lightly applied under the RMA and
ordinarily signals a strong policy judgment. However, in the particular circumstances of
this application, we do not consider Rule 12 should be treated as a determinative or
strongly adverse indicator against approval under the FTAA. The FTAA expressly enables
approval to be granted for an activity that would otherwise be prohibited under an RMA
planning instrument. The prohibited status is therefore a matter to be weighed, rather
than a jurisdictional bar or a presumption of decline.

584 On the evidence before us, we prefer Meridian’s submission that limited weight should
be given to Rule 12 in the overall FTAA balancing exercise. We consider it material that
the WAP already contemplates Lake Pukaki being lowered below 518 in defined
circumstances, including to 513 m RL during a Declared Electricity S

the same lower lake levels. We also accept Meridian’s point
does not clearly demonstrate why prohibited activity sta or Rule 12, or
that it was based on a conclusion that the effects g 518 m RL are

that lowering.

585 For those reasons, while we have had ca e 12 and to Genesis’ concerns,

we give the prohibited activity status limi i our final assessment. We do not
consider that Rule 12, either alone or ion with the other matters raised by
Genesis, provides a sufficient he Application. Overall, and having
considered the evidence, comn responses, relevant statutory framework
basis to conclude that the adverse impacts
ant to be out of proportion to its regional or national
wise be declined under the FTAA.

42. FTAA general ements for conditions

586 Section 81 pr es t the Panel must set any conditions to be imposed on the approval.
irements on what conditions are set is determined by what approvals

587 must be complied with and provides:

Conditions must be no more onerous than necessary

When exercising a discretion to set a condition under this Act, the panel must not set a
condition that is more onerous than necessary to address the reason for which it is set in
accordance with the provision of this Act that confers the discretion.

588 How the Panel has complied with this section is discussed below in relation to the
conditions that have been set.

589 If a Treaty settlement, the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011, or the
Nga Rohe Moana o Nga Hapu o Ngati Porou Act 2019 is relevant to an approval then
section 82 applies. This section provides:
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82 Effect of Treaty settlements and other obligations on decision making

(1) This section applies if a Treaty settlement, the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana)
Act 2011, or the Nga Rohe Moana o Nga Hapu o Ngati Porou Act 2019 is relevant to an
approval.

(2) If the settlement or Act provides for the consideration of any document, the panel must

give the document the same or equivalent effect through the panel’s decision making as
it would have under any relevant specified Act.

3) The panel must also consider whether granting the approval would comply with section
7.

(4) In this section, document—
(a) means any document, arrangement, or other matter; and
(b) includes any statutory planning document amended as a resul ettlement

or Act referred to in subsection (1).

43. FTAA requirements for conditions

590 For a resource consent the following clauses of Schedule 5 ap

18 Conditions on resource consent

When setting conditions on a consent, the provis 9, and 10 of the Resource
Management Act 1991 that are relevant to a resource consent apply
to the panel, subject to all necessary mo
(a) a reference to a consent authogi a reference to a panel; and
(b) a reference to services or work read as a reference to any activities that
are the subject of the con ap

591 For the grant of a wildlife authority theffol ause of Schedule 7 apply:

6 Conditions

(1) A panel ma s on a wildlife approval that the panel considers

ge the effects of the activity on protected wildlife.

(2) I n under subclause (1), the panel must-

ether the condition would avoid, minimise, or remedy any

n protected wildlife that is to be covered by the approval; and

ore than minor residual impacts on protected wildlife cannot be

ed, minimised, or remedied, ensure that they are offset or
compensated for where possible and appropriate; and

C) take into account, as the case may be, the New Zealand Threat
Classification System or any relevant international conservation
agreement that may apply in respect of the protected wildlife that is to be
covered by the approval.

ng, a resource consent condition must:11®

r a resource management purpose, not an ulterior one;

b. fairly and reasonably relate to the development authorised by the resource consent
or designation; and

C. not be so unreasonable that a reasonable planning authority, duly appreciating its
statutory duties could not have approved it.

15 Newbury District Council v Secretary of State for the Environment [1980] 1 All ER 731 (HL), at 739.
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The underlying purpose of the conditions of a resource consent is to manage
environmental effects by setting outcomes, requirements or limits to that activity, and
how they are to be achieved!!®, Conditions must also be certain and enforceable!!”.

A condition must also not delegate the making of any consenting or other arbitrary
decision to any person, but may authorise a person to certify that a condition of consent
has been met or complied with or otherwise settle a detail of that condition!!®, Such
authorisation is subject to the following:

a. The basis for any exercise of a power of certification must be clearly set out with
the parameters for certification expressly stated in the relevant conditions.

b. This power of certification does not authorise the making
sufferance or departure from a policy statement or plan ex
authorised under the Act (s 84 of the RMA).

C. This power of certification does not authorise any cha cangellation of a
condition except as expressly authorised under the s27 offthe RMA).

Project conditions

A copy of the Panel’s draft conditions!!® were ulated ne 2026 to the invited
parties.
Comments on the Panel’s draft conditionsWere recei m:

a. Canterbury Regional Council;

b. Minister for Land Infor 0

C. Department of CofiServation,
d. Transpower;
@‘ ;

e. Ka Runak
f. Genesis;qand
N

plicant provided its response to the comments made on the draft conditions on 12
une 20

Shortly before the Panel was scheduled to produce its final decision on the Application,
Genesis filed a late memorandum of counsel in relation to Meridian’s response to Genesis’

16 Summerset Village (Lower Hutt) Ltd v Hutt City Council [2020] MZEnvC 31 at [156].

17 Bjtumix Ltd v Mt Wellington Borough Council [1979] 2 NZLR 57.

18 Turner v Allison (1970) 4 NZTPA 104.

119 Section 70(2), FTAA.
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comments on the Panel’s draft conditions. As noted earlier, we accepted the late further
comment!?%, but also offered Meridian an opportunity to respond, which it did by further
memorandum on 30 June 2026.

In its memorandum, Genesis submitted that the draft conditions process should not be
treated as a further evidential stage and that Meridian’s further material submitted with
its response on draft conditions should be disregarded to the extent it advanced new or
supplementary opinion evidence rather than addressing the wording, implementation or
workability of draft conditions. Meridian responded to this jurisdictional challenge that
section 70 of the FTAA provides a sequential process for comments on draft conditions
and an applicant response to those comments, and that there is no prescribed form for
such responses.

conditions and to comments made by other parties on thos
have been careful not to treat the draft conditions process as
merits of the Application, particularly as our draft decisi

received, responses to comments, response
evidence otherwise before us.

The Panel has considered the positio anded by Meridian, CRC, DOC, Genesis,
Transpower, NZTA, LINZ and aka [T T. The principal outstanding drafting
issues are addressed below. ot repeated matters of detail where the parties'
drafting positions are agre ges are consequential only.

tation risk, is within the scope of the Application and
able and enforceable, and is no more onerous than
so considered whether a proposed condition would materially alter
cing the same operational constraints that the Application seeks to

requirement, or through reasons in this decision rather than by imposing a further
operational constraint.

44.1 Expiry date for water permit CRC262540
Positions: Draft Condition 1 for CRC262540 provided for expiry on 1 September 2028.

CRC and Meridian sought an expiry date of 31 December 2028. Meridian's position was
that the substantive application sought authority through to 31 December 2028, and that

120 panel Minute 8.
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the modelling and effects assessment were undertaken on that basis. Meridian submitted
that a 1 September expiry would materially reduce the practical utility of the consent in
2028, because the consent could not confidently be exercised during winter or spring
2028 if there was a risk that lake levels would not recover above 518 m RL by the earlier
expiry date. Genesis supported the 1 September 2028 date.

Panel evaluation and finding: We have amended the expiry date to 31 December
2028. That date is consistent with the temporal scope of the Application as assessed, and
with the evidence and modelling before us (see Section 39 above). We do not consider
that retaining a 1 September 2028 expiry would materially reduce any identified adverse
environmental effect. Rather, it would create operational uncertainty and reduce the
utility of the approval for part of the final year for which the Application wg essed. In
the absence of an effects-based justification for the shorter date, we hat a 1
September 2028 expiry would be more restrictive than necessary.

Condition implication: Condition 1 for CRC262540 is to vid
December 2028, unless surrendered or cancelled earlier.

on 31

44.2 Genesis' proposed winter-only limitation

Positions: Genesis initially sought conditions li efing below 518 m RL to
June, July and August in 2026, 2027 and 20 e the SO confirmed that

security of supply necessitated the lowering, o ing was necessary for Tekapo
B temporary tailrace repair, remediation orks. In its comments on the
Panel’s draft conditions, Genesis am on. Reflecting the Panel’s draft
decision to grant approval subject to enesis removed the earlier proposed

electricity-shortage trigger. Its fig@e iti ition was that the water take consent
should be limited to the monthsg August in each of 2026, 2027 and 2028,
ecessary to undertake Tekapo B temporary

In our assessment, that limitation would still materially narrow the approval and would
be inconsistent with the project benefits we have accepted. The Application has been
assessed on the basis of temporary eased access to Lake Pukaki storage below 518 m RL
over the consent term, down to 513 m RL, subject to the conditions imposed. The benefits
we have accepted arise principally from increased operational flexibility, improved
certainty of access, and the ability to manage hydro storage more efficiently over a short
and time-limited period. Those benefits would be materially reduced if Meridian could
only exercise the consent during three specified calendar months each year.
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We also do not consider that a winter-only limitation is necessary to manage any adverse
environmental effect identified in the record. The effects assessment has proceeded by
reference to the frequency, duration and extent of potential lowering, rather than on the
basis that adverse effects are acceptable only during June, July and August. The
conditions we impose address the relevant effects through expiry, minimum lake level,
notification, reporting, ecological management, dust response, and specific Tekapo B
protection conditions. We therefore consider that a winter-only limitation would be more
restrictive than necessary.

Condition implication: No winter-only condition is included. No SO confirmation
condition is included, because Genesis did not maintain that requirement in its final
condition position and, in any event, we do not consider such a trigge essary or
appropriate. The consent remains subject to its expiry date, the minim el, and
the notification, reporting, environmental management and Tekape B pratection
conditions imposed elsewhere in the condition set.

44.3 Notice and reporting to Genesis and Transpower

reporting required for CRC and Ka R
developed to address environmental a

sider that Genesis or Transpower require the same weekly and post-
CRC and Ka Runaka. Those reports are directed to environmental and
, including cultural values, mahinga kai and wetland/ecological responses.
d Transpower have not demonstrated a specific non-commercial information
at level of reporting. The more proportionate approach is to require notification
at 519 m RL, while retaining environmental and cultural reporting to CRC and Ka Rinaka.
Condition implication: Genesis and Transpower are to receive notification when lake
levels reach 519 m RL. The 15-working-day notice requirement and broader weekly/post-
event reporting to Genesis and Transpower are not included.

44.4 Tekapo B temporary tailrace conditions and timing of works
Positions: Genesis raised significant concerns regarding the potential effects of lake

lowering on the Tekapo B Power Station temporary tailrace, weir and chute. Its primary
position was that the Application should be declined because, in its view, the potential
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consequences of failure or degradation of the temporary structure were nationally
significant and were not adequately managed by Meridian’s proposed conditions. As a
fallback position, Genesis relied on Dr Mitchell’s proposed conditions'?!. Those conditions
were directed to reducing the probability of failure or operational impairment by requiring
a condition-precedent process before any before any lowering below 518 m RL occurred
under the consent.

Dr Mitchell’s proposed condition package required the appointment of a suitably qualified
and experienced practitioner, preparation of a Repair Strategy and Associated Works
Programme, consultation with Genesis, identification of any approvals required,
completion of repair or remediation works, SQEP certification, and ongomg monitoring
and intervention requirements. Genesis’ position was that this proa condition
framework was necessary given the temporary nature of the structure ainties

operations, and the wider electricity system consequenc
consequentially, Tekapo A were unavailable.

Meridian did not accept Genesis’ assessment of the leve

material to enable rapid response if d

measures were appropriate, responsibl
The Panel’s draft conditions adgpte
, i e @ ure of the conditions sought by Genesis.
i d and submitted that they should not be
idi accepted that, because no agreement had been
consent process, the Panel’s draft conditions
onservative, outcome. However, Meridian sought
and 22, relying on Damwatch advice that some

ncerns access. Genesis owns the relevant land and infrastructure.
have an access right over the Tekapo B temporary tailrace and weir.

en s acknowledged that Meridian would need Genesis’ agreement to undertake
s on/that land or infrastructure. Genesis has stated that, if the conditions it sought
wepe_imiposed, it would grant access subject to prior notice, compliance with Genesis

policies and statutory requirements, consultation on staging and scheduling, emergency
operation arrangements, and prompt provision of investigation data, reports and related
information. Genesis maintained that access position in its comments on the Panel’s draft
conditions and reiterated it in its later memorandum.

Meridian accepts that a consent cannot compel Genesis, as a third party, to grant access.
It submits, however, that the conditions should not be drafted so as to give Genesis an
unqualified discretion to determine whether Meridian can comply with the consent.

121 Evidence of Dr Phil Mitchell, 8 April 2026.
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Rather, it argues that, if Genesis refuses reasonable access for measures imposed for
Genesis’ benefit, Meridian may be unable to complete those measures. Meridian
suggested that an advice note could record that non-performance should be excused if
Genesis refuses reasonable access.

Panel evaluation and finding: We consider that conditions addressing the Tekapo B
temporary tailrace, weir and chute are necessary. We accept that Genesis has identified
potentially significant consequences if the temporary tailrace, weir or chute were
adversely affected. We do not need to resolve every engineering disagreement between
WSP and Damwatch to reach that conclusion. The combination of the temporary nature
of the structure, the uncertainties associated with submerged or obscured elements, and
the operational importance of Tekapo B justifies a cautious condition fram

an expert-led assessment of the structure, identify any works ecessary to
ensure the exercise of the consent does not adversely 3 th B temporary
tailrace or Tekapo B operations, and require appropi monitoring and
response measures.

At the same time, we accept Meridian’s ons must be practical,
enforceable and capable of implementation. A Fgi iti@n requiring all possible works
identified in the Repair Strategy and
before any lowering below 518 m R rkable if some works can only
practicably occur when lower lake lev

the exercise of the con create an unmanaged material risk to the Tekapo B
temporary tailra ekapo B operations. Before Meridian may first operate
nder this consent, it must appoint a SQEP and prepare a
ssociated Works Programme following consultation with Genesis.
That strateg entify the investigations, works, monitoring and controls necessary
i objective.

distinguish between works or measures that are necessary before first

OWEFi elow 518 m RL and works that can only practicably be undertaken as lower
evels expose the relevant structure. Any works or measures identified by the SQEP
as ary before first lowering must be completed and certified before the consent is

exercised. Works that cannot practicably be completed before first lowering may be
staged during the consent term as lake levels allow, but only where that staging is
expressly justified and certified by the SQEP and accompanied by monitoring,
contingency and response measures sufficient to ensure the exercise of the consent does
not create an unmanaged material risk to Tekapo B operations.

We have also considered Genesis’ conditional access position. The conditions do not and
cannot compel Genesis to grant Meridian access to Genesis land or infrastructure. Nor do
they impose obligations on Genesis as if it were the consent holder. Meridian remains
responsible for obtaining any necessary access or approvals before undertaking works on
land or infrastructure it does not own or control. Equally, we do not consider it appropriate
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to frame the consent so that Genesis has an unqualified ability to determine the content
of the conditions or whether the consent may be exercised. The conditions therefore
require consultation with Genesis, provision of information to Genesis, and SQEP
certification, but do not make compliance dependent on Genesis’ approval except where
Meridian and Genesis reach an alternative agreement.

If access issues arise, they do not alter the conditions imposed by the Panel or authorise
Meridian to exercise the consent without complying with any applicable preconditions.
Those matters are for Meridian and Genesis to resolve, or for the relevant consent
authority to consider if a compliance issue later arises. We have not included Meridian’s
suggested advice note that non-performance should be excused if Genesis refuses
reasonable access. That would risk prejudging future factual and legal is he more
appropriate course is to impose clear conditions on Meridian, recognise third-
party access where relevant, and leave any future access or compliahge disputélto be
addressed on its facts.

Condition implication: Conditions 14-27 are retained in s e bufprefined. The

final conditions require an expert-led Repair Strategy andé

consultation with Genesis, SQEP certification, comp -lowering works
identified as necessary by the SQEP, and staged i of any works that can
only practicably occur as lower lake levels expos ucture. The conditions
also maintain ongoing monitoring, tailwater tion requirements. The
advice note has be amended so that it accura enesis’ land ownership and
the need for Meridian to obtain any ne a hout suggesting that Genesis

has given unconditional access permisgion o dian is excused from compliance
if access is not obtained.

and finding: We do not include DOC's proposed lake operating

e itioffs. We accept that DOC's concerns about the Tasman Delta wetland

alu legitimate and have been considered in our effects assessment. However, the
catign is for a temporary approval to ease access below 518 m RL, not to reset the

Wi e Pukaki operating regime above 518 m RL. Conditions that prescribe a new

main operating range, annual mean level, maximum duration below 518 m RL, and fixed
minimum interval between drawdowns would go well beyond managing the incremental
effects of this approval. They would materially alter the way the WPS is operated under
other consents and would risk undermining the project benefits we have accepted.

We also consider the proposed 39-day and 240-day controls too blunt for the effects and
operational context. The evidence indicates that any use below 518 m RL is expected to
be limited and temporary, and the approval itself is time-bound. Residual ecological
uncertainty is better addressed through the Tasman Delta Wetland Ecological
Management Plan (WEMP), monitoring, notification and reporting conditions than
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through prescriptive operating limits that may not respond to actual hydrological or
ecological conditions.

634 Condition implication: DOC's proposed new lake operating regime conditions are not
included.

44.6 Wetland Ecological Management Plan - Tasman Delta and wider lake-
edge wetlands

635 Positions: DOC sought amendments to the WEMP conditions to include eastern
lakeshore turf communities and other wetlands, rather than limiting the WEMP to the
Tasman Delta. Meridian supported some minor technical amendment

through the WPS reconsenting.

636 Panel evaluation and finding: We have confined the
ecological values. The Tasman Delta is the only wetlg

evidence justifies using this consent
regime for lake-edge turf communities

637 This finding does not dismiss ignificance of the eastern lake margin turf

communities. Rather, w, i that those values are not appropriately managed
i this short-term eased-access consent. The final
focus on monitoring, management responses and
when lake levels are forecast to fall below, or do fall

WEMP conditions sho

reporting for Ta
below, 518 m

638 ion: The WEMP applies to Tasman Delta wetland ecological values

sed”extension to eastern lakeshore turfs and other wetlands is not

e Act (WA) approval conditions

639 : DOC proposed a range of amendments to the WA approval conditions.
n accepted several technical amendments, including species naming and
alignment with the LMP, but opposed a number of substantive additions. The remaining
issues concerned the CMP, review and survey frequency, lizard fence inspection, and

rehabilitation of disturbed areas.

640 Compensation Management Plan: DOC sought certification of the CMP as a separate
document so that it could be separately updated without the LMP having to be varied.
Meridian opposed a certification process or wording that would extend compensation
beyond what had been agreed. We agree with DOC that the CMP should exist outside of
the LMP and needs to be certified separately for that to be achieved. We also find that
DOC should be engaged on the final details of the compensation proposed before the
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plan is lodged. That engagement is important given DOC's technical role and its
involvement in the identified compensation area. However, we do not require further
engagement on the quantum of compensation — as that has been offered by Meridian
and is not reviewable by us or DOC. The final condition should require meaningful DOC
engagement on the implementation of compensation measures, while leaving the final
responsibility for preparing and implementing the plan with the approval holder subject
to the conditions.

641 Review and survey frequency: DOC sought five-yearly review or survey requirements
aligned with threat classification reviews. Meridian supported the Panel's 10-yearly
review approach, with additional surveys at 20 and 30 years, and opposed five-yearly
surveys as unjustified. We retaln the 10, 20 and 30-year review approac

642
ed by a herpetologist
position. The annual
sufficient to manage the
fter installation or after each
643 ilitation: i quiring rehabilitation of all disturbed

re lizard management, exclusion, salvage
where necessary, compensati¢ ¥ying review. A further broad rehabilitation
condition directed to al areas would not be sufficiently tied to the specific
residual lizard effects j puld risk duplicating or cutting across the LMP and
compensation require

644 ition i : A approval conditions are to require DOC engagement

DOC's additional lizard fence inspection and rehabilitation

raffic management and SH8 pavement conditions
645 NZTA identified that a previously offered pavement survey and repair
condition had not been included in the draft conditions. NZTA sought conditions requiring
temporary traffic management through an authorised Traffic Management Plan for SHS,
pre- and post-construction condition surveys for SH8 pavement, kerbs and channels used
by heavy construction vehicles, and repair of any construction-related damage within one
month. NZTA also sought an advice note about Corridor Access Request requirements.
No substantive Meridian opposition to those requirements was identified in the conditions
material reviewed.

646 Panel evaluation and finding: We include the NZTA traffic management and pavement
condition requirements. The rock-armouring works will involve heavy vehicle movements
and construction activity in proximity to SH8. Conditions requiring an authorised traffic
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management process, baseline and post-works condition surveys, and repair of any
construction damage are practical, effects-based and enforceable. They are also
consistent with NZTA's role as road controlling authority for the state highway network
and with the need to manage construction traffic effects safely.

647 Condition implication: The agreed NZTA conditions and advice note are to be included
in the appropriate condition set, subject to final drafting alignment with CRC262543 and
any other relevant consent conditions.

44.9 LINZ notification for Crown land, Pines Camp and Nohoanga access

648 Positions: The Minister for Land Information sought amendment RC262543

Condition 5a requiring LINZ to be notified at least 10 working days beforeg

material reviewed.

649 Panel evaluation and finding: We include the LID

condition is narrow, practical and directed to impleme ects on land and access
interests that sit alongside, but are not fully reso approval. Early notice
to LINZ will assist coordination of any tempor es affecting Crown land,

or impose a substantive operational
methodology.

650 Condition implication: CRC2
10 working days before comm evant works, with final drafting to avoid
duplication with TRONT / K3 Rtha ion requirements and to include the correct
contact details.

44.10 Ka Runaka / ir-discharge condition refinements

651 ) ONT sought two minor refinements to CRC262542:

652 Ton and finding: We accept these refinements. They are consistent with
| and access matters addressed elsewhere in the decision and conditions, and
ve clarity in the operation of the air-discharge condition set. Separating closure
tion from general pre-start notification will make the condition easier to
administer, and adding TRONT to recommencement notification appropriately reflects its

interest in ongoing engagement and awareness of works affecting the Lake Pukaki area.

653 Condition implication: CRC262542 is to be amended to restore the separate
notification structure for campsite/campervan closures and to add TRONT to the
recommencement notification requirement.
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44.11 Overall conditions finding

For these reasons, we are satisfied that the final RMA and WA condition sets are
appropriately tailored to the approvals granted. The conditions respond to the key
environmental, cultural, engineering, traffic and implementation matters raised through
comments on draft conditions, while avoiding operational controls that would materially
undermine the project benefits or extend beyond the scope of the temporary eased-
access approval.

We are also satisfied that the final conditions are no more onerous than necessary for
the purposes of section 83 and meet the requirements of section 84. In particular, we
have rejected proposed conditions that would reintroduce SO trigger 4i irements,

activities. Conversely, we have included additional or refined
provide necessary safeguards, including for Tekapo B, SH8 tra
LINZ notification, Ka Rinaka / TRoNT notification, Tasman De
and lizard compensation implementation.

Subject to those conditions, and for the reasons set
decision, we find that the conditions adequatel
otherwise manage the adverse effects and i
approvals granted.

To the extent the final set contains mifnor er,
section 89 to make minor corrections.

anel notes it has powers under

Schedule 5, clause 17 of
the purpose of the F
relevant RMA decisio
approached that

does not requi
matters threug

modified FTAA decision-making framework, and to give greatest
rpose where any tension arises.

enewable hydro-electricity storage resource for a limited period, and
rmanent resilience works to protect the Pukaki Dam when lower lake levels
that respect, it enables the use and development of natural and physical
resources in a way that supports the social and economic wellbeing of people and
communities, while also supporting the health and safety interests associated with secure
electricity supply and resilient dam infrastructure.

We have assessed the principal adverse effects of the project in detail. For the rock-
armouring works, we have found that dust, water quality, lizard, traffic, recreational
access, landscape and socio-economic effects are capable of being avoided, remedied,
mitigated, monitored or compensated through the final conditions. For lake lowering, we
have found that effects on cultural values, groundwater users, wetland hydrology,
lakeside structures, lakebed dust, shoreline geomorphology, landscape and visual values,
socio-economic values, natural hazards and dam safety are acceptable in the context of
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the temporary approval, the existing working hydro-storage environment, the effects
already contemplated by the existing consent and plan framework, and the safeguards
capable of being achieved by conditions.

661 In reaching that view, we have had particular regard to the matters in sections 6 and 7
RMA that are engaged by the Application. The decision recognises the relationship of Ka
Rinaka and Ngai Tahu with Lake PUkaki and associated cultural values, the statutory
acknowledgement and Nohoanga context, the ecological and landscape values of the lake
and Tasman Delta, the efficient use and development of renewable electricity
infrastructure, the benefits to be derived from the use and development of renewable
energy, and the need to manage finite water and ecological resources carefully. The final
conditions reflect those matters through notification, management pla ponitoring,
traffic, lizard compensation and wetland management requirements.

662 We are satisfied that the project promotes sustainable manage
section 5 RMA. It provides for important national and regi 2conomic
wellbeing outcomes through improved electricity system flexibili i
cost and emissions benefits, and improved dam resilience , the adverse
effects identified have either been avoided, remge monitored or
compensated, or are of a scale and duration that we @@nsider ad€eptable having regard
to the receiving environment, the existing hydro-
final conditions.

663 For the same reasons, the project als i rpose of the FTAA. It is an

infrastructure and development proje i igni regional and national benefits.
The FTAA purpose is not achieved mere he project has benefits. It is achieved
because those benefits are sub ect is directed to existing nationally
significant electricity infrastrugtt 3 erse effects and implementation risks do

not materially detract from,h > ose benefits.
664 We therefore find th ovals are consistent with Part 2 of the RMA, as
modified by Schedule and that the project achieves the purposes of both

the RMA and th

PART O: FTAA,

666 anelfinds that the project will deliver development with significant national and
regi enefit (refer Part H).

PART P: OVERALL ASSESSMENT

667 Section 81 requires us to decide whether to grant or decline each approval sought. In
doing so, we must apply the applicable assessment provisions and may decline an
approval only in accordance with section 85. Section 85 does not require decline simply
because adverse effects exist, or because an activity is inconsistent with or contrary to a
statutory instrument or planning document. The relevant discretionary decline question
is whether there are one or more adverse impacts and whether those adverse impacts
are sufficiently significant to be out of proportion to the project’s regional or national
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benefits, taking into account conditions and any proposed mitigation, offsetting or
compensation.

Our assessment of that question draws together the findings made throughout this
decision. We have found that the project will deliver significant regional and national
benefits. Those benefits include the more efficient and flexible use of Lake Pikaki storage
within the WPS, support for electricity system reliability and competition during a period
of near-term system pressure, potential reductions in electricity system costs and
emissions, and the permanent improvement of dam resilience through the rock-
armouring works. Those benefits are connected to existing nationally significant
renewable electricity infrastructure and are central to the purpose for which the project
was referred under the FTAA.

We have also found that the adverse effects of the project do not mate
those benefits. It is temporary in relation to eased access to
permanent only in relation to the physical dam resilien
environment is a modified working hydro-storage lake within t
unavoidable if lower lake levels occur, particularly in i

. Some effects are

issues raised by Genesis and Transpow
Delta wetlands and ecological values,

ers in the body of this decision. In
ing eased access as delivering system

benefits over the short approWe Fiod; ave imposed conditions to manage the
Tekapo B risk to the exte proportionate; we have required ecological,

lizard, dust and constru gement measures; and we have taken WAP Rule 12

for notification, monitoring, adaptive management, construction
| management, lizard compensation, traffic management, Tekapo B
and engagement with parties whose interests may be affected by

Hawi ighed the project’s benefits and adverse impacts as a whole, we find that the
project achieves the purpose of the FTAA. The approvals will facilitate delivery of an
infrastructure project with significant national and regional benefits. The residual adverse
impacts are not sufficiently significant to be out of proportion to those benefits, either
individually or cumulatively, after taking into account the final conditions. We therefore
find that there is no basis to decline the RMA approvals or the WA approval under section
85.

For those reasons, and subject to the final conditions in Appendices Al and A2, we grant
the approvals sought.
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PART R: FINAL DECISION

674

675

676

677

The Panel has considered the Application and supporting information as well as the
comments received on it and on the draft conditions, as well as the further information
provided as a result of comments received from other participants and the subsequent
refinement of the Application. We thank all those who commented for their contributions.

Overall, the Panel is satisfied that the matters set out in section 81 have been addressed
appropriately and that the purpose of the FTAA is achieved. In reaching that view, the
Panel has had regard to the actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing
the proposal as set out above. The Panel has also had regard to the relevant planning
documents.

The Panel determines to grant the RMA approvals sought subject €
attached as Appendix Al to this Decision, and to approve the
subject to the Conditions attached as Appendix A2.

As required by section 99 the persons listed in that se
must commence any appeals within the 20-working dayfp
is published under section 88(3).

day this Decision

/
Kitt R M Littlejohn Tony Cussins
(Chair) (Member)
John Iseli Tim Vial
(Me (Member)






CRC262540 - Section 14 Consent to take and use water for
hydroelectricity generation (Operation of Lake Pukaki below 518 m
RL)

SCOPE

Note: This consent authorises the taking and using of water in Lake Plkaki from between
518.0 m RL and 513 m RL for hydroelectricity generation purposes.

This consent is in addition to consent CRC240441 held by the consent holder, which also
allow it to operate Lake Pukaki between a Maximum Consented Storage Level of 532.5 m
RL and a Normal Consented Minimum Lake Level of 518 m RL and an Alert Minimum
Control Level (Security Supply Alert) of 515.0 m RL.

It is also in addition to the consent holder’s ability to ‘operate Lake Pukaki to 513.0
m RL as a permitted activity under Rule 3, Table 4(ii)(b) and Rule 1 aitaki
Catchment Water Allocation Regional Plan.

GENERAL CONDITIONS

1.  This consent will expire on 31 December 2028 unless surren d or celled at
an earlier date.

2. At any time the consent holder is exercising this co
conditions of CRC240441 with the exception
level.

| also comply with all
ating to minimum lake

3. The consent holder must advise Cant ouncil (Attention: Manager

4, Whenever the level of
this consent, the con

a.
b. the end of each reporting week;
C. d timeframe for returning Lake Pikaki to the Normal Consented

easures adopted to mitigate adverse effects of operating the lake below
t ormal Consented Minimum Lake Level, including effects on cultural values
d mahinga kai.

5. The lake level measurement and reporting under this consent shall be the same as
is required under the main operating consent CRC240441.

6. Every time the consent holder exercises this consent to operate Lake Pikaki below
518 m RL, the consent holder must, no later than eight weeks following the
completion of each lowering event, provide Canterbury Regional Council (Attention:
Manager Compliance), Te Rinanga o Moeraki, Te Rinanga o Arowhenua, and Te
Rdnanga o Waihao with the following information:

a. the date and time at which the lake was lowered below 518 m RL;



CRC262540 - Section 14 Consent to take and use water for
hydroelectricity generation (Operation of Lake Pukaki below 518 m
RL)

b. the levels at which the Lake Pukaki was managed over the duration of the
lowering event;

C. the duration of the lowering event;

a written description of the circumstances leading to and applying during the
lowering event; and

e. a written description of the measures adopted to mitigate adverse effects of
operating the lake below the Normal Consented Minimum Lake Level, including
effects on cultural values and mahinga kai.

7. If the information provided in condition 5 indicates that the tim
frequency and extent of any lowering operation is different to whagfy
application FTAA-2510-1120, then the consent holder shall
explanation of the differences and the circumstances of to the
Canterbury Regional Council (Attention: Manager Compli i onths of
the lowering event.

KAKI MONITORING

when the lake water
ue em to undertake Kaki
een the Department of

8. The consent holder shall notify the Departmen
level is forecast to drop below 518 m R
monitoring in accordance with the agre
Conservation and the consent holder 30
monitoring shall be provided to the Gant egional Council.

to prepare an overarching Wetland Ecological
jasman Delta in accordance with Condition 10 to

r, including the restoration, management and maintenance of the Tasman
wetland ecological features and values; and

sure that any long-term effects are appropriately managed through
monitoring, adaptive management where appropriate, and implementation of
appropriate responses.

11. The WEMP must outline procedures to address the effects of lowering the lake below
518 m RL on the Tasman Delta wetland ecological values, including measures to:

a. avoid where practicable, or otherwise minimise, adverse effects on ecological
and biodiversity values; and
b. achieve the purposes and their expected ecological outcomes.



CRC262540 - Section 14 Consent to take and use water for
hydroelectricity generation (Operation of Lake Pukaki below 518 m

RL)

12.

The WEMP must be prepared in consultation with the Department of Conservation,
Te Runanga o Arowhenua, Te Rinanga o Waihao and Te Rinanga o Moeraki, with at
least 15 working days allowed for these parties to provide comments on a full draft
of the WEMP prior to submission to the Council.

GABION ROCK WALL INSPECTIONS

13.

TEKAPO B POWER STATION AND TAILRACE STRUCTU
14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

The consent holder shall inspect the nature of rip-rap adjacent to the gabion rock
wall located at SH80 Mount Cook Road (SH 80 RS 17 RP 12.64 - 12.7). Inspections
shall be undertaken weekly at any time Lake Plkaki falls below 518m RL. Where
any erosion of the rip-rap is observed, the consent holder shall be
rectifying the situation. The consent holder shall provide a reco
findings and how any erosion was rectified within 8 weeks of
to 518m RL.

of this consent.

Advice note: The Tekapo B Power
tailrace’) are situated on land and |
is consent does not authorise the
consent holder to enter Gene and ertake works on Genesis land or
infrastructure without any
required. The consent hol ponsible for obtaining any necessary access
or approval from Gene er relevant landowner before undertaking works
on land or infrastru 7 ot own or control. Conditions 15 to 27 do not
impose obligatio ergy Limited. If the consent holder and Genesis
tive agreement that manages the potential effects of
e Tekapo B tailrace, the consent holder may provide

(“Suitably Qualified and Experienced Practitioners” or “SQEP”) that the
Ider considers are appropriate to undertake the requirements contained

Provided that Genesis confirms a preferred SQEP from the list within 5 working days,
the consent holder must appoint the SQEP selected by Genesis.

If Genesis does not select a SQEP within 5 working days, the consent holder must
appoint a SQEP from the list and, within a further 5 working days, inform Genesis
who the appointed SQEP is.

The consent holder may, as necessary in the circumstances, replace the appointed
SQEP with another SQEP, provided that the process set out in Conditions 15, 16 and
17 is repeated.



CRC262540 - Section 14 Consent to take and use water for
hydroelectricity generation (Operation of Lake Pukaki below 518 m
RL)

19. Prior to the first lowering of Lake Pukaki below 518.0 m RL in accordance with this
consent, and following consultation with Genesis, the consent holder must have
engaged the SQEP to prepare a Repair Strategy and Associated Works Programme
for the Tekapo B tailrace, the purpose of which is to set out the procedures to be
followed and physical works to be implemented to ensure that any lake level lowering
authorised by this consent will not adversely affect the Tekapo B tailrace or the
operation of the Tekapo B Power Station.

The SQEP may commission further investigations or reports at the consent holder’s
expense that the SQEP considers reasonably necessary to inform the_nature and

20.

a. consider all recommendations contained within the W um ‘Tekapo
B Power Station Submerged Weir — Damwatch D s’ dated 26

iv. e compromised, installation of new

nd reliable connection between the
\% al sill beam survey results and potential cracking;
vi. egetation for detailed inspection and concrete

additional requirements considered necessary by the SQEP to
19;

frames and sequencing for the works required by (i) and (ii) above
eted, including distinguishing between: (i) any works or measures
SQEP considers necessary before the first lowering of Lake Pukaki
bel 518.0 m RL to avoid adverse effects on the Tekapo B tailrace or the

ration of the Tekapo B Power Station; and (ii) any works or measures that
the SQEP considers cannot practicably be undertaken until lower lake levels
expose the relevant structure and may therefore be programmed to occur
during the consent term as lake levels allow;

d. identify the approvals and resource consents (if any) required to be obtained
by the consent holder in order to implement the Repair Strategy and Associated
Works Programme;

e. set out the post construction monitoring and management measures required
to ensure that the lowering of the lake level below 518.0 m RL does not
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hydroelectricity generation (Operation of Lake Pukaki below 518 m

RL)

21.

22.

23.

adversely affect the Tekapo B tailrace or the operation of the Tekapo B Power
Station;

f. be certified by the SQEP as satisfying the requirements of this Condition 20;
and

g. be provided to Genesis and the Canterbury Regional Council (Attention:
Manager Compliance) immediately on completion.

The Repair Strategy and Associated Works Programme may be amended from time
to time, provided that:

a. Genesis has been consulted regarding the details of any amep

b. any amendment has been certified by the SQEP, and
Genesis and the Canterbury Regional Council i anager
Compliance), prior to any amendment being impleme

Before the first lowering of Lake Pukaki below 518.0
Consent Holder must:

consent, the

a. complete the works or measures ide
Associated Works Programme that are
Tekapo B tailrace or the operation of t
completed before the first low of
accordance with that Strategy and P,
SQEP once completed; and

epair Strategy and
adverse effects on the
ower Station which can be
kaki below 518.0 m RL in
and have them certified by the

bur gional Council (Attention: Manager
Compliance) with (i - ation that the requirements of Condition
22(a) have been i luding the SQEP certification; (ii) the monitoring,
easures stipulated by the SEQP in relation to the
e programme for any further staged works to be

complete 23(a).

Whenever th f Lake Pukaki is below 518.0 m RL in accordance with this
t holder must:

lake levels allow, the works identified in the Repair Strategy and
orks Programme that are required to avoid adverse effects on the
ailrace or the operation of the Tekapo B Power Station but which
annhot practicably be undertaken until lower lake levels expose the relevant
S ture, and have them certified by the SQEP as completed; and

b. provide Genesis and Canterbury Regional Council (Attention: Manager
Compliance) with (i) written confirmation of the works completed in accordance
with Condition 23(a), including the SQEP certification; and (ii) the monitoring,
contingency and response measures stipulated by the SEQP in relation to the
completed works; and

C. ensure that a minimum Tail Water Level ("*TWL") of 518.0 m RL is maintained
between the Tekapo B Power Station and the Tekapo Tailrace at all times when
Tekapo B is operating and water is flowing through the station, as measured
at the Tekapo B Power Station or an alternative suitable location certified by
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the SQEP and confirmed in writing to Genesis and Canterbury Regional Council
(Attention: Manager Compliance).

24. Monitoring results collected in accordance with Condition 20(e) must be provided to
the SQEP, who must be instructed by the consent holder to assess whether the
Repair Strategy and Associated Works Programme avoids the adverse effects of
lowering Lake Pikaki below 518.0 m RL on the Tekapo B tailrace or the operation of
the Tekapo B Power Station. A copy of that assessment must be provided to Genesis
and Canterbury Regional Council (Attention: Manager Compliance) immediately on
completion.

25. Should the SQEP advise that the Repair Strategy and Associated

instructed by the consent holder to determine what in i ecessary,

including timeframes for such intervention. A copy of tha t must be
provided to Genesis and Canterbury Regional Manager
Compliance) immediately on completion.

For the purposes of this condition, interventio i dut is not limited to:

a. modifications or repairs to the Tekapo

b. additional monitoring;

C. changes in operation of the Wa iglPoweriScheme; and

d. promptly restoring the leyge u i to 518.0 m RL.

26. The consent holder must 8 ent the intervention measures identified
by the SQEP in accor Condition 25, and Genesis and the Canterbury
Regional Council (A er Compliance) must be advised, in writing,
immediately on comp

27. Genesis must k i diately, and no later than 24 hours afterwards, of any
monitoring or ¢ sément indicating that the required TWL in Condition 23 is not, or
may not be

DUST

28. ons er shall prepare and implement a communication plan to advise
an s adjoining Lake Pukaki of potential increases in dust when the lake is

ectedto drop below 518 m RL. The communication plan shall include details of
w downers will be contacted and the required mechanism for contacting them.

29. A record of all complaints relating to dust discharged from the margins or exposed
bed of Lake Piukaki must be maintained and shall include:

a. The location where the dust was detected by the complainant;
b. The date and time when the dust was detected;

C. A description of the wind speed and wind direction when the dust was detected
by the complainant;

d. The most likely cause of the dust detected; and
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e. Any corrective actions undertaken by the Consent Holder to avoid, remedy, or
mitigate the effects of the dust detected by the complainant.

The complaints record shall be provided to the Canterbury Regional Council
(Attention: Compliance Manager) on request.

REVIEW

30. The Canterbury Regional Council may, once per year, on any of the last five working
days of May or November, serve notice of its intention to review the ditions of
this consent for the purposes of:

a. Dealing with an adverse effect on the environment occurgi
exercise of this resource consent; or

of the

b. Requiring best practicable options to be adopted by
remove or reduce any adverse effect on the ey
exercise of this resource consent; or

t holder to

C. Requiring the consent holder to carry ou
or in addition to, that required by the

d. Requiring the consent holder to evant rule in an operative
regional plan.

DATE OF GRANT: 3 July 20 @ TAA=2510-1120)
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SCOPE

Note: This consent authorises the discharge of contaminants (including sediment-laden
water, dust deposition, and incidental hydrocarbon discharges) to land and water arising
from dam protection works at Lake Pukaki between 510.5 and 518.0 m RL associated with
the Lake Pikaki Dam Resilience Works Project.

GENERAL CONDITIONS

1. All discharges to land and water authorised by this consent shall be located at Lake
Pukaki within the areaidentified as ‘works area’ on Plan CRC262541
about map reference NZTM 1371515E, 5103020N.

2. Construction sequencing and staging shall occur in general ac

a key toe at 513.0 m RL.

b. Tranche 1 - left and right abutment (rip-
m RL).

C. Tranche 2 - Main Dam (rip-rap placem
d. Tranche 2 - Abutments (rip-rap

3. All practicable measures shall be u revent oil and fuel leaks from
vehicles and machinery including

a. elling of vehicles and machinery within
bodies.

b or removed from the site overnight.

C nded, at all times during refuelling.

d all times during refuelling.

e be kept on site at all times.

EROSIO ND NT CONTROL PLAN

4. bury Regional Council shall be notified at least ten working days:
ommencement of works; and
to the re-commencement of works, where works have been discontinued
more than 8 days.
Notification shall include:
C. Consent number.
d. Proposed start and end dates.
e. Name, address and contact telephone number of the person supervising the
works.
5. Before discharging, the consent holder shall provide a copy of this consent to staff

and contractors undertaking the activities authorised by this consent and explain to
them how to comply with the conditions.
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6. Prior to the first exercise of this consent, the consent holder shall establish and
maintain an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (‘ESCP’) in accordance with the
Canterbury Regional Council Erosion & Sediment Control Toolbox for Canterbury. The
objective of the ESCP is to set out the measures to be implemented during
construction to minimise as far as reasonably practicable the erosion and the
discharge of sediment and other contaminants into Lake Pikaki and the Puakaki
Riverbed.

7. The ESCP shall include the following information as appropriate to the scale, location
and type of earthworks:

a. contour information

b. erosion and sediment controls including specific design loc§ ehsions

and capacity

C. details of measures to control sediment runoff, dustand t
debris and other materials from public roads or places.

of soil,

d. catchment boundaries for the sediment control

e. discharge locations for each catchment/sedi

f. details of measures for managing any c

g. details of construction methods to be ding timing and duration

h. identification of the suitably qu manage the erosion and
sediment controls

i maintenance requirements

] reinstatement provision

k. Provision for monitorin rges including triggers that may warrant

further managem es

I practicable me
fluid, or othe

ertaken to prevent the spill of fuel, hydraulic
uid contaminants, including but not limited to

bury can be found at http://esccanterbury.co.nz/

t exercise of this consent, the consent holder must provide a copy of their
ed ESCP to the Canterbury Regional Council (attention: Manager Compliance)
for confirmation that it complies with the conditions of this consent (the ‘Approved
ECSP’). If no response from Canterbury Regional Council is provided within 20
working days of submitting the plan for certification the consent holder shall proceed
as if the plan has been approved.

9. The ESCP may be amended and changed by the consent holder provided such
amendments are consistent with the objective of minimising any effects of sediment
or construction on the lake environment. An amended ESCP shall be submitted to
Canterbury Regional Council (attention: Manager Compliance) for confirmation that
it complies with the conditions of this consent.
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10. An updated ESCP must be prepared in accordance with the requirements of
Conditions 6 and 7 every five years after the date the Approved ESCP is approved.
The updated ESCP must include consideration of any changes to the sensitivity of
the receiving environment, and improvements in sediment discharge mitigation and
monitoring methods. The updated ESCP shall be submitted to Canterbury Regional
Council (Attention: Manager Compliance) for certification that it complies with the
conditions of this consent.

11. The consent holder may implement any amended ESCP after 20 working days of it
being submitted for certification if Canterbury Regional council has not notified the
consent holder of its decision. If Canterbury Regional Council notifig
holder that the amended ESCP does not comply with the condition
the consent holder shall immediately revert (within 5 working d
the Approved ESCP.

12. When discharging in and adjacent to water, the consent h
with the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP), e

place.

13. During the period of the discharges, erosi
implemented to mitigate sedimentation eff
the rock armouring in accordance with E
of this consent.

TEMPORARY REINSTATEME

14. In the event the lake is fo
incomplete, the consen
area of inundation ar

bove the works level, and works remain
all ensure that work areas within the predicted
0 minimise any loss of material.

FINAL REINST
15. Within 14
a.

final completion of rock armouring activities at the site:

eposits of gravel, sand and other natural material (including
ial) shall be levelled to the natural ground level or removed from

d access ramps will be removed, and the area shall be reshaped and
formed to a state consistent with the surrounding dam.

C. temporary structures and construction materials shall be removed.
Re-grassing of any remaining areas of bare ground to match the surrounding
existing land.

e. Rock stockpile areas may be retained for other necessary maintenance works
associated with other aspects of the Lake Pukaki and related engineering
structures.

16. In the event that any contaminated soil or material is uncovered by the works that
has not been already identified, a contamination discovery protocol must be
implemented, including but not limited to the following steps:
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a. Earthworks within ten metres of discovered contaminant soil or material must

cease immediately;

b. All practicable steps must be taken to prevent the contaminated material
becoming entrained in stormwater. Immediate steps must include, where

practicable:

i Diverting any stormwater runoff from surrounding areas away from the

contaminated material; and

ii. Minimising the exposure of the contaminated material, including covering

the contaminants with an impervious cover;

Manager), within 24 hours of the discovery;

d. Earthworks within ten metres of discovered contamina
not recommence until a suitably qualified and experi
practitioner (SQEP) confirms to Canterbury Regi
Compliance Manager), that continuing works dg
risk to the environment; and

e. All records and documentation associate

17. Any material removed from the site during th is potentially or confirmed

as contaminated, must be dispose

material.
18. The Canterbury Regional Councj , once pefyear, on any of the last five working
days of May or November, sg intention to review the conditions of

authorised to receive such

a. Dealing with an Ffect on the environment occurring as a result of the

exercise of thi

19. consent is not exercised before 3 July 2061, then it shall lapse in accordance

with s on 125 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

Advice Note: A 35-year duration was sought by Meridian as part of the Fast-track
process. ‘Exercised’is defined as implementing any requirements to operate this
consent and undertaking the activity as described in these conditions and/or

application documents.

DATE OF GRANT: 3 July 2026 (per FTAA-2510-1120)
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SCOPE

Note: This consent authorises the discharge of contaminants to air associated with the
Lake Pukaki Dam Resilience Works and the following activities:

a.
b.

@ 0o a0

GENERAL CONDITIONS
1.

Constructing access tracks and ramps.

Transporting rock from the existing stockpile sites to the temporary construction
stockpile areas.

Constructing work benches.
Constructing toe along the Dam.
Rock placement on the Dam.
Rock placement on abutments.

Establishment of temporary buildings within or adjacent to the ark and
adjacent to the left abutment.

Decommission of all temporary work sites.

Maintenance/management of temporary stockpiles within_the str n area.

All discharges to air authorised by this conse at Lake Pukaki within
the area identified as ‘works area’ on Plan 62541 attached to this consent at or
about map reference NZTM 1371515,

ause objectionable or offensive
s of particulate matter beyond the

must notify Te RUnanga o] Ngai Tahu
.iwi.nz), Land Information New Zealand, and Canterbury
ntion: Manager Compliance) at least ten working days before
tivities authorised by this consent.

all include:

proposed start and end dates of the period of work;

proposed start and end time of activity on each day during the period of

rks;

C. Where the consent is to be exercised by a person other than the consent holder,
the name, address and contact telephone number of the persons exercising the
consent; and

d. Whether the consent holder is considering closing the campsite and campervan
parking area as a result of dust generation arising from the exercise of this
consent. (Note: Any decision to close the campsite shall be undertaken in
consultation with Te Rinanga o Ngai Tahu Nohoanga Team and LINZ).

Where works have been discontinued for more than eight consecutive days the
Canterbury Regional Council (Attention: Compliance Manager), Te Rinanga o Ngai
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Tahu (nohoanga@ngaitahu.iwi.nz), and Land Information New Zealand, shall be re-
notified at least five working days prior to the recommencement of works.

DUST MANAGEMENT PLAN

6.

The consent holder must produce and comply with a Dust Management Plan (‘DMP’)
at all times.

The purpose of the DMP is to provide a framework for managing dust emissions from
the activities authorised under this consent to minimise any effects of dust
discharges on the surrounding environment. The DMP shall:

a.
b.

C.

d.

e.

Be prepared in accordance with Schedule 2 of the Canterbury Air Regienal Plan;

Be retained on site at all times;

Be provided to all persons operating or carrying out the
by this consent;

A system for training employees and c
requirements relating to dust gation
consent;

e conditions of this resource

Identifying staff responsj
Management Procedur

for i menting and reviewing the Dust

s authorised by this consent and dust

ng speed restrictions for internal access roads, and additional
or handling high risk dust-generating materials,

tion of the methods for the use and source of water for dust

suppression on all exposed areas on dry and/or windy days, including how and
n water will be applied to maintain damp surfaces;

The frequency and triggers of when water will be used to maintain damp

surfaces and when these measures are to commence on dry and/or windy

days;

A description of the contingency measures to be used on-site, including

sensitive receptor triggers to initiate PMio monitoring;

Procedures, processes and methods for managing dust when staff are not on

site;

Procedures to be undertaken to ensure dust is managed during times when

works may be delayed for an extended period of time and upon completion of

works; and
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m. A requirement to visually monitor State Highway 8 road conditions during all
works periods and undertake road sweeping if there is excessive deposition on
the road surface.

Advice Note: When water is required for dust suppression, water will be brought to
site in water trucks. This will be the responsibility of the contractor. Other consents
held by Meridian Energy Ltd do not provide for this use.

8. Before first exercise of this consent, the consent holder must provide a copy of their
proposed DMP to Canterbury Regional Council (Attention: Manager Compliance) for
confirmation that it complies with the conditions of this consent (the ‘Approved
DMP"). If no response from Canterbury Regional Council is provided within 20
working days of submitting the plan for certification the consent holde proceed
as if the plan has been approved.

9. The Approved DMP may be amended by the consent h
amendments are consistent with the objective of minimisi f of dust
discharges on the surrounding environment. Any amende e ‘submitted
to Canterbury Regional Council Attention: Manager Complia
it complies with the conditions of this consent.

10. An updated DMP must be prepared in accordancewi rements of Condition
7 at least once every five years from the da DMP is certified. The
updated plan must include consideration o the sensitivity of the
receiving environment, including sensitiv ons, and improvements in
dust mitigation and monitoring met . d DMP shall be submitted to
Canterbury Regional Council (AttentiQn: ompliance) for certification that
it complies with the conditions ofgthi

11. The consent holder may imp ded or updated DMP after 20 working
days of it being submitte € [ if Canterbury Regional council has not
notified the consent decision. If Canterbury Regional Council notifies
the consent holder d DMP does not comply with the conditions of
this consent the all immediately (within 5 working days) revert to
implementing

r shall ensure a water cart is held on site for the duration of each
ith sufficient availability of water to meet dust suppressant
the Approved DMP.

t holder must utilise all reasonably practicable measures to minimise the
of dust from rock armouring activities on-site:

13.

a. On dry days when dust suppression activities are triggered by the Dust
Management Plan; and

b. When there is any visible emission of dust from the site.
14. The consent holder shall install an on-site weather station during any periods of
construction work to monitor wind and rain conditions. The weather station shall:

a. Be located on or immediately adjacent to the site in accordance with AS/NZS
3580:14-2014 (Methods for sampling and analysis of ambient air - Part 14
Meteorological monitoring for ambient air quality monitoring applications). If
the monitoring station cannot be located in accordance with AS/NZS 580:14-
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2014 an alternative location shall be agreed in writing with the Canterbury
Regional Council;

b. Maintain a date and time stamped electronic record of meteorological
monitoring results, recorded as rolling 10-minute averages, which are up-dated
every one-minute in real-time;

C. Send an alarm to the Site Manager (for example via mobile phone) if the wind
speed trigger level identified in the Approved DMP is reached or exceeded. The
Site Manager must then undertake additional mitigation as deemed necessary;

d. Be maintained and calibrated in accordance with the manufacturer’s
specifications; and

e. All meteorological monitoring data shall be made available to erbury
Regional Council on request.

COMPLAINTS

15. A record of all complaints relating to dust dischar
associated activities must be maintained and shall in

he site and

a. The location where the dust was detected

b. The date and time when the dust was

C. A description of the wind speed and wi
by the complainant;

d. The most likely cause of the dust de

e. Any corrective actions undgstaken by the'consent holder to avoid, remedy, or

de by the complainant.

16. The record of any complaint ~ ponses or |nvest|gat|ve actlons taken as a

Manager) on reques

ANNUAL REPO

17. The conse hall prepare an annual monitoring report for the period of 1 July

to 30 June to (Attention: Compliance Manager), by 30 September each year
is exercised (i.e. if there have been no rock armouring activities
period no report is required).

nitoring report shall include but not be limited to:

A rgcord of any periods when construction work was undertaken, including the
es and duration of the work.

b. The complaints record required in accordance with Condition 14.

ADMINISTRATION

19. The Canterbury Regional Council may, once per year, on any of the last five working
days of May or November, serve notice of its intention to review the conditions of
this consent for the purposes of:

a. Dealing with an adverse effect on the environment occurring as a result of the
exercise of this resource consent; or
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20.

DATE OF GRANT: 3 July 2026 (per FTAA-2510-1120)

Works Area — For CRC262541

b. Requiring best practicable options to be adopted by the consent holder to
remove or reduce any adverse effect on the environment as a result of the
exercise of this resource consent; or

C. Requiring the consent holder to carry out monitoring and reporting instead of,
or in addition to, that required by the resource consent; or

d. Requiring the consent holder to comply with a relevant rule in an operative
regional plan.

If this consent is not exercised before 3 July 2061, then it shall lapse in accordance
with section 125 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

Advice Note: A 35-year duration was sought by Meridian as part of the Fast-track
process. ‘Exercised’is defined as implementing any requirements
consent and undertaking the activity as described in these

application documents.
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1. Introduction

Meridian Energy Limited (Meridian) will create dust emissions as part of construction works at Lake Pikaki. GHD was
commissioned by Meridian to create a Draft Dust Management Plan (Management Plan) to support site construction
works and minimise impacts to the surrounding environment. This plan was developed in accordance with the Good
Practice Guide for Assessing and Managing Dust (MFE, 2016), which outlines management options for dust emitting
sites.

This document is a preliminary Dust Management Plan. Prior to construction commencing, a final version of this

Management Plan will be developed with input from the selected Construction Contractor ( actor) and submitted
to Environment Canterbury for certification. As outlined in Section 1.3 and 7, the Managen
continuous improvement and updates as the project progresses. Management options i
and rectification measures, all of which may become necessary during the constructi
management plan outlines strategies to minimise dust impacts at sensitive rece
processes and activities.

1.1 Purpose of this plan

The purpose of this Management Plan is to:

—  Comply with the Good Practice Guide for Assessing and
other relevant regulatory requirements.

—  Provide a description of the regulatory requireme
course of undertaking construction works at the

h é Scri

s to plemented by Meridian (and their contractors) to manage and

ncountered during the construction works.

—  Provide employees and contractors wit their responsibilities in relation to dust management

during the construction works.

—  Provide a description of the meas
mitigate dust impacts associat

—  Provide a process for respon

1.2 Assumg

— Based on the propo WO planned activities include stockpiling, creation of temporary access tracks and

material hangdii ling. Planned construction activities for the rip-rap works are described in GHD 2025B.
—  Other, es, such as bulk earthworks, drilling, or excavation (other than dam materials) are not
pro are not considered in this Management Plan. Should these activities be required, a

n will be required.
— No baseline itoring has been undertaken at this site to support this plan.

— An air quality assessment report, including dispersion modelling, has been considered in the development of this
plan (GHD 2025A).

— This plan is to be read in conjunction with the GHD 2025A report and addresses the construction site, emissions
sources, and proposed activities only.

—  There may be dust impacts arising from construction activities that are not addressed in the GHD 2025A Report.
Should additional activities occur, a revision to this Management Plan will be required.

—  Compliance with relevant legislation and guidelines.

GHD | Meridian Energy Limited | 12656630 | Dust Management Plan (DRAFT)
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In addition to relevant legislation and guidelines, Meridian is required to comply with consent conditions when
undertaking construction activities at the project site. Draft consent conditions for the project have been developed and
include several conditions related to dust management. Once issued, the final consent conditions should be
appended to this Management Plan as important information for the selected Contractor.

The criteria presented in Table 1.1 are those presented in New Zealand’s Ambient Air Quality Guidelines (2002),
which provide details about the requirements for this Management Plan. The ambient criteria are applied everywhere
in the open air, including residences, businesses, and parks.

Table 1.1 Ambient air quality guidelines for particulate matter
PM1o 50 24 hours Allowance of one e
20 Annual
PMzs 25 24 hours
10 Annual

The Ministry for Environment’s Good Practice Guide for Assessing and
managing Total Suspended Particulates (TSP) and PM1o. These are
monitor that provides feedback to an activity. Exceedance of these

a ‘trigger level for
beWsed when there is an active
Table 1.2 means there is a

Table 1.2 Amenity air quality Trigger Levels for particulate

pollant | aversgingime |
PM1o 1 hour
5-minute
TSP 1 hour
24 hours

1.3 Revisi d Updates

This Management Plan ing document that requires regular review and updating to ensure ongoing stability
and effectiveness for envi management of the construction process.

reviewed and updated regularly:

ith relevant regulations and guidelines.
ents to the management measures be required.

—  After changes are made with regards to construction processes that may affect management measures in the
current version of the Management Plan.

— If there are repeated non-conformances against dust objectives and targets.

— In the event of repeated complaints (more than once for the same aspect).

Changes made to the Management Plan, as well as the reasons for the changes made, will be documented as part of
the review process. Copies of the original Management Plan, as well as all future versions, shall be retained by

Meridian and made available upon request. The most recent version will be implemented. A version control log is
included in Section 9.
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1.4 Responsibilities

The Meridian appointed Contractor for the rock protection works at Lake Pikaki is responsible for ensuring the
completeness and effective implementation of the Management Plan. To accomplish this, the contractor’'s employees
will be trained in this plan and their responsibilities designated. Responsibilities will include the deployment,
maintenance, monitoring and inspection of equipment and the performance of effective actions to control and minimise
dust emissions.

The Site Manager is responsible for:

Maintaining this plan.

Providing training to staff.

Providing guidance on dust control measures.
Ensuring inspections are being undertaken.
Ensuring that proper records are maintained.

<
©
&
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2. Site description

2.1 Location

Lake Pakaki is located in the South Island of New Zealand and makes up part of the Mackenzie Basin. It is located
approximately 200 km west-southwest of Christchurch, in the middle of New Zealand’s South Island and almost
directly south of Aoraki (Mount Cook).

Lake Pukaki is approximately 30 km long (north to south) and 5 km wide (east to west).. The lake sits at the southern
end of the Tasman River delta, which is comprised primarily of glacial till and sediments. The 2 comprises a surface
area of approximately 172 km? based on an average lake level of 528 m RL.

The Pukaki High Dam is located at the southern end of the lake. The nominal flow di is from north to

south, with water discharging from the lake via Gate 18 (into the PUkaki canal) or
The project site will generally encompass the key areas shown on Figure 1, 2

e The Northern and Southern stockpiles shown on Figure 1 and t i ads providing access to
SHS.

e The left abutment work area shown on Figure 2
e The right abutment and dam face work area shown
e The sections of SH8 that provide connections b

Note in addition to SH8, the project site is also cross
shows the current location of the A20/TA trail. Secti
safety of the trail users. GHD 2025B discusses 4
confirmed with the A20/TA trail managers as
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2.2 Background

Lake Pakaki is a modified natural lake and is managed as part of the Waitaki Power Scheme. It is New Zealand’s
largest hydro storage lake and provides an average of 1,767 GWh of stored water in normal operating conditions, with
an additional 546 GWh available during a national hydro shortage.

Meridian is currently authorised to dam the Pikaki River to control and operate Lake PUkaki between the levels of
518 m RL (normal consented minimum lake level) and 532.5 m RL (maximum consented storage level). The proposed
construction works are associated with Meridians Fast Track Approvals Act application to access the 546 GWh of
contingent storage held below 518 m RL.

<
©
&
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3. Programme of works

3.1 Proposed construction activities

When the lake levels are low, Meridian is proposing to extend rip-rap armouring to reduce the risk of erosion on the
dam face and other critical infrastructure. Rip-rap currently exists along the dam upstream face; however the rock
armouring is inadequate to protect the dam and associated infrastructure if water levels were drawn below 518 m RL.
Further details on the required works are provided in GHD 2025B.

3.2 Programme

The rip-rap placement programme is scheduled to be completed over a period of ap
likely occur in short phases over a period of several years, as lake levels allow.

s eks. This will

The construction methodology is based on the following programme:

—  Construction activities may be short in duration (a few weeks) and ogét i ages.
— It may take multiple years to complete all the required works.
—  Access is expected to be more frequent at higher lake levels

lower end.

—  The assumed approach is for rip-rap placement in a mu ith rip-rap being placed when lake
levels allow.

—  Forecasting lake levels within a period of a few i chievable based on predicted generation

flows from the lake, predicted inflows, and predi ents in a 1-to-2-week window.

— Based on this data, guidance can be providee as to when lake levels are likely to reach required
levels for construction to commence a @
gelele

likely to stay low in the short to medium term.

the site, contractor guidance indicates that the minimum

It in a relatively rapid rise in lake level. Historical data indicates
that the lake can rise up to. 1 m 3 min one week. Therefore, the construction sequence must
include contingency plas apidiSi obilisation, ensuring the site is left in a safe and environmentally
dating the works area.

—  Historical data in w lake levels at Lake Pikaki most frequently occur during mid to late winter and

early spring.

e following periods:

riday to Easter Monday (inclusive)

and 26 December (inclusive) and 31 December to 1 January (inclusive)
— New Zealand Public Holidays

3.3 Dust emission sources

Potential dust sources are grouped into the following:

—  Material handling of rip-rap (storage, loadings onto trucks, unloading and placement). Note rip- rap materials that
have been stored on site for several years and are not likely to be overly “dusty” due to exposure to rainfall and
the generally very course nature of the materials.
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Haulage along identified, unpaved haul roads.

Creation of temporary haul roads on the abutments and upstream dam face to facilitate rip-rap works (see
Figures 2 and 3 for approximate locations).

Temporary stockpiling of excavated materials to allow access and rip-rap placement on the dam face.

<
.
&
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4. Surrounding environment

4.1 Sensitive receptors

A detailed list of identified potentially sensitive receptors around the whole lake is provided in GHD (2025A). A
consolidated list of lake environs receptors is also provided in GHD (2025A).

The sensitive receptors closest to the dam earthworks sites (and potentially most affected by proposed construction
activities) are identified as the following and shown on Figure 4:

— Avresidence is located about 760 m from the Left abutment work site (R22).

to the Leftiabutment site

ately 100m

— A publicly accessible parking area, observation and photo point immediately adjace
(R24). This is a place where people will transit through — the toilets and parkin
from the left abutment construction site.

— A business (Mt Cook Alpine Salmon Shop) is immediately adjacent to the ent construction site, but it is

proposed works
— A Nohoanga site near the Pines freedom camping area

—  The A20/TA trail that crosses the site area. It is noted th
winter/early spring), is the trails low to shoulder se
below the summer peaks.

—  State Highway 8.

When finalising this Management Plan the C
of visible dust leaving the site and potentia
the A20/TA Trail will be considered as bein

will dentify the site boundaries with respect to monitoring
ensitive receptors. For the avoidance of doubt both SH8 and
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5. Meteorology

Given that wind can generate and transport dust, it is important that site staff understand the local wind patterns
experienced at the Project site, particularly in relation to the identified sensitive receptors surrounding the earthwork
areas.

A weather station will be installed on-site to assist with the management of potential dust events and to provide real
time meteorological information to support operational decision making. Weather conditions, including wind speed and
wind direction, should be reviewed at the beginning of each workday and monitored throughout active construction
periods to identify periods of elevated dust risk. Particular attention should be given to dry andgwindy conditions, where
there is increased potential for dust generation and transport toward sensitive receptors.

Understanding prevailing wind conditions in relation to active work areas allows site
risk activities and implement additional mitigation measures where required. For ¢
winds blowing toward the Pines camping area, A20/TAtrail, observation areas,
wetting of exposed surfaces, reduced working areas,, or temporary suspension
activities may be required to minimise off site dust effects.

predominantly from the west to northwest sector, with the hig
northwest. The data also indicates that the winds with t

generally associated with the northwest to northeast ors, as th
higher wind speeds.
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6. Dust management

The main features of the dust management strategy are based on prevention, mitigation, and rectification. The
mitigation and rectification measures will be implemented as required and their exact details will be determined on a
case-by-case basis depending upon the situation and the technical solutions available at the time. The proposed
management strategies are described in the following sections.

6.1 Mitigation measures

The following prevention measures should be taken at the Project site:

6.1.1 General site management and training

—  Prepare dust management education material for inclusion in site inductio y toolbox meetings.
The education material must include identification of A20/TA trail users an tial dust receptors.

ecords

where [

— All plant and equipment should be fitted with the approp ions controls and maintained according to the
manufacturer’s specifications.

— Bins, rubbish, and storage areas will be monitor: uring reg dits and emptied at regular intervals.

6.1.2 Weather monitorin erational management

— Undertake daily reviews of forecastiwi d and wind direction prior to commencing works to identify periods

of elevated dust risk.
— Increase watering frequency indy conditions.

—  Restrict particularly dus s during periods of strong winds where effective dust mitigation

cannot be achieved.
av ing disturbed areas exposed ahead of forecast high wind events.
inspections throughout the day during active earthworks, particularly during dry or

— Undertake routine
windy condijtions.

g the site boundary or travelling towards receptors, the activity generating the dust will

suspended, or additional mitigation measures implemented until dust emissions are

effe€tivel lled.

6.1.3 r suppression and exposed surface management

—  Pre-wet exposed work areas prior to undertaking earthworks, excavation, or material handling activities during dry
conditions.

— Minimise the size and duration of exposed surfaces and progressively stabilise disturbed areas as soon as
practicable following completion of works.

— Retain as much vegetative screening between the Project site and the nearest sensitive receptors as possible,
while acknowledging the extent of existing vegetation is very limited.
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— Instigate progressive rehabilitation as soon as practicable to encourage the establishment of vegetation (where
appropriate) as soon as possible after the completion of works.

—  The Draft Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP - GHD 2026) for the Project requires the progressive re-
grassing of any cleared stockpile areas and temporary tracks at the end of each work period and once all works
are complete with the intent of minimising the duration that areas are left as bare ground, where practicable. This
requirement will also assist with dust control.

6.1.4 Traffic management and track out controls

— Implement on-site traffic and operational controls to prevent unnecessary dust generation from vehicle
movements, including:

e Regular watering of access roads if rainfall is insufficient to suppress dust (seefS 6 below for

suggested watering rates).

e  Trucks transporting material may need to be covered (depending on th
conditions).

e  Ensure tailgates are firmly fixed.
o  Enforce speed limits. Speed limits in themselves are not a pii

will be applied on haul roads (excludes SH8).
— Inspect haul roads, access points, and exposed surface

construction periods.

—  The ESCP for the project (GHD 2026) includes r or regular (multiple times per day, as required)

sweeping of the SH8 to remove any trackgd n | include the requirement to initiate sweeping if
visible dust is being generated from thg @ Sociated with the site. The ESCP also includes the option to
install stabilised site entrances/exi efirar ,

6.1.5 Stockpile

—  Locate stockpiles, w y from receptors and minimise stockpile heights during dry and windy

conditions.

—  Consider covering ucks, or spray loads as an alternative if transported materials warrant these
measures.

— Considerins g wind Breaks surrounding primary temporary stockpile locations. Given the often-extreme wind
cond the site, porous wind breaks should be considered in favour of solid wind breaks.
Wh ective mitigation measure, it will ensure that the wind break does not become a safety

6.1.6 -Site Weather Station

To assist in site management, the Contractor will install an on-site weather station during any periods of construction
work to monitor wind and rain conditions. The data will be used to support decision making regarding dust mitigation
activities and will provide a record of site conditions.

The weather station will:

e Measure wind speed as 1-minute scalar averages with maximum resolution of 0.1 metres per second (m/s),
have an accuracy of at least within +/-0.2 m/s, and a stall speed no greater than 0.5 m/s.
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e Measure wind direction as 1-minute vector averages with maximum resolution of 1.0 degree and accuracy of
at least within +/- 1.0 degree, and a stall speed no greater than 0.5 m/s.

e Measure screened temperature with accuracy of +/- 0.5 degree.
e Measure relative humidity with an accuracy of +/- 1%.
e Measure rainfall with an accuracy of +/- 0.2mm.

e Be located on or immediately adjacent to the site in accordance with AS/NZS 3580:14-2014 (Methods for
sampling and analysis of ambient air — Part 14 Meteorological monitoring for ambient air quality monitoring
applications). If the monitoring station cannot be located in accordance with AS/NZS 3580:14-2014 an
alternative location shall be agreed in writing with Environment Canterbury.

e Maintain a date and time stamped electronic record of meteorological monitoring ke corded as rolling
10-minute averages, which are up-dated every one-minute in real-time.

e Send an alarm to the Site Manager (for example via mobile phone) if th
minute scalar average) is reached or exceeded. Site Manager to then
deemed necessary.

level of 7 m/s (10
itional mitigation as

e Be maintained and calibrated in accordance with the manufa

e All meteorological monitoring data shall be made availab

6.1.7 Water Requirements

The general guidance on water requirements is base
Dust (November 2016).

A conservative estimate is that dust generati

starting 12 hours after no rainfall (assuming g quickly) at a rate of 1 Litre/m?/hour. However, if dust

liftoff is observed from roads or stockpiles, V v io rates should be applied at a rate of 2 Litre/m?/hour.
Sufficient water will be stored on site ong with a water cart to allow water application to commence when
required.

6.2 Visible Emissions

Site inspections of visibl issions will be carried out routinely throughout the day. Findings and mitigation
e daily inspection form (Refer to Appendix A.1).

asures are effective, while also assisting in the analysis of dust events for managing and
he specific procedures are outlined below:

e  Staff on-si ill routinely watch for dust plumes.

ust plume moves beyond the Site boundary, the following must be recorded:

The dust emissions source;

The level/extent of the visible dust emissions beyond the Site boundary;

The person in charge of the investigation and response;

Description of the dust emissions; and

o The possible source of the incident, preventative, and corrective actions taken.

e The dust mitigation measures set out in Section 6.1 always apply. If the level of visible dust drifts beyond the
Site boundary, the Site Manager must be notified and take further action. When notified, the Site Manager will
investigate and take necessary steps to ensure dust levels do not impact off-site locations. These actions are

O 0O O O
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to be recorded in the daily inspection form (see Appendix A.1).

6.2.1 Contingency Measures

In addition to the operational preventive measures outlined above, the Contractor will consider the following
contingency measures to further prevent exposure to dust emissions:

Weather forecast

—  Assess upcoming weather conditions for the day and plan site activities accordingly. Pay particular attention to
periods of forecast or observed high winds.

—  If meteorological conditions deteriorate consider:

¢ Modifying or ceasing activities that generate dust which have a direct imp
or

ive receptors,

e Adding additional mitigation measures at source to control adverse d
—  This may include:
e Ceasing dust generating construction activities within 200 m g

receptor (10 minute average wind direction).

Restricting public access

—  Consider closure of the public toilets/visitor area

—  Consider closure of The Pines campsite (R67 o orth of the left abutment construction area
when construction works are being undertaken a are adverse — while noting the site is located over
300m from the Left Abutment is unlikely st generation from construction activities.

Air quality monitoring

Air quality monitoring can be undert e at the discretion of the Contractor and Meridian but is required to
be implemented during any constrégeti if vistble dust is observed leaving the Site boundary and impacting
sensitive receptors.

If required, air quality monj aken at locations that can be used to best assess potential offsite dust

Should air quality monito
developed for uSehi j n with this Management Plan. This will include agreed trigger PM1o concentrations and
agreed res es.

6.3 ification measures

The following rectification measures are to be taken at the Project site:

— Record environmental complaints and maintain regular reviews and reporting of performance. Complaints made
during an initial block of works will inform preventative measures to be undertaken during subsequent
construction works (see Appendix A.3 for Draft Complaints Report form).

—  Consider increasing water sprays as needed (see section 6.1) and/or cover temporary stockpiles when not in use.
—  Develop alternative methods to reduce dust generation.
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6.4 Corrective actions

Corrective actions are to be undertaken to a level proportional to the severity of complaint. Upon receipt of a valid
complaint, the following tasks will be undertaken:

—  Conduct a detailed review of all on-site activities undertaken at the time when the complaint was received.

— ldentify key on-site activities contributing to off-site impacts. This will be achieved by:

e Undertaking a visual inspection of construction processes and activities to ascertain the source of dust
emissions relevant to the complaint.

e Assessing weather data during the time period for which the complaint was made.

— If the trial proves effective at managing the source, a revision to the standard
documented and implemented across site. If the trial did not prove effective

6.5 Site Management After Hours

— A site contact will be available at all times, including out
or incidents. Signage will be provided on the site b

months or years may elaps
minimises the potential for,

storage sites which will no longer be required for storage will be restored to a vegetated
ilar to the surrounding site.

Once all the works are complete, a similar approach to completion of the works will be adopted. Note that the rock
storage sites will continue to be required beyond this project. Rock is stored at the site for a variety of purposes in
addition to this project.
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6.7 Training

All personnel should receive induction training prior to entering site. Training should include:

—  Location of sensitive receptors.

— Implementation of the dust mitigation measures outlined above.

— Roles and responsibilities regarding dust mitigation and management.

— Incident response, management and reporting procedures.

—  Environmentally safe work methods relating to dust.

Supervisors and workforce representatives that are nominated to undertake monitoring and j tions will be trained

specifically for this task. Mitigation measures outlined above will be consistently covered j
reminder to the workforce.

Other specific topics covered by the toolbox talks will be planning and preparatio
events. Lessons learned during the construction and operation of the site and is Mamagement Plan will
be communicated to the workforce in toolbox talks.

A log of site staff training is to be maintained (see Appendix A.2 -form togbe 0 actor once appointed).

6.8 Consideration of cultural i

It is recognised that temporary restriction of access to areas
for the Nohoanga site identified on Figure 4. Therefore, a
consultation between all potentially affected parties.

ould have cultural impacts — particular
decisions should be made with

6.9 Communications s

Meridian are to develop and implement a cgh ations strategy that includes stakeholder engagement procedures.
The communications strategy should in (

—  Procedures for issuing works i arby residents and property owners to informed them of Project
staging and operational activi

Notification regarding
likely to be affected by

truction activities should be provided to adjacent residents and property owners
ions from works. Such notification should be provided prior to the activity
tice) and should provide the following details:

the likely duration and impact of operation at the site and any requirement for subsequent additional works; and
— contact details for further information and complaints.

Schedule follow-ups and check-ins with adjacent residents and property owners regarding dust impacts, where
reasonable and practicable.
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7. Continuous improvement

This Dust Management Plan is a site-specific document that identifies fugitive sources of dust emissions from the Site
and the Best Management Practices for controlling these sources. This plan will be reviewed and updated on an
annual basis, or more frequently as required to reflect changing Site conditions. It will build on current and known
practices with a commitment to continuous improvement.

<
©
&
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GHD 2025A - Lake Pikaki Hydro Storage and Dam Resilience Works — Air Quality Assessment — Rip-Rap Placement.
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GHD 2025B — Lake Pikaki Hydro Storage and Dam Resilience Works - Plkaki Dam Rip-Rap Design and
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9. Version control

Table 9.1 Document Version Control
Version Date Description of Changes
1.0 5/11/2025 DRAFT
2.0 23/01/2026 DRAFT - added draft forms
3.0 26/02/26 DRAFT — updated text
4.0 13/04/26 Description of the “Site” added

Construction of temporary haul roads included as
Trigger levels defined for dust monitoring
Wind speed and direction trigger levels ing
After hours and site closure activities ig
Water requirements included
Requirement for a weather statig

5.0 13/05/26 Included reference to road s

Updated list of se
Nohoanga

6.0 19/05/26 pdated associated text. Further edited text to align
ncing Joint Witness Statement — Dust Management for

orks (14 May 2026).
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Daily Inspection/Ma@ ce Report




Daily Inspection Record / Maintenance Report
Lake Pukaki Hydro Storage and Dam Resilience Works

Day

Construction works underway:

Date

Time

Inspector name

Monitoring Location / Work Zone

'Wind Direction

Wind Speed

Rain forecast / Actual rain for the
day (mm)

Dust Monitoring
[e.g. visual, air sampling pumps,
OPC/CPC)

Dust Rating 1-5
{1=0k, 5= no visibility)

Dust Source

Dust management and mitigation
controls implemented

Stockpile(s) condition
[e.g. dust generation)

Noise reading (dBa)

Road inspection
[material tracking)

Environme ent Plan and Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Observations

General Site Observations







Intentionally left blank — to be added by
Contractor in Final Version
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Dust Complaint Report

Lake Pukaki Hydro Storage and Dam Resilience Works

Date: : Time: I:l

Complainant Details Receiver Details
Name: Name:
Contact: Contact:

Complaint Details

]

Investizati { A :

Physical Location of the Complaint:

Wind Direction at the Time:

ake Pikaki

-

“-‘ Not to scale

Wind Speed 3

MostLi

Cormrective Action:

Closeout Detail:







Intentionally left blank — to be added by
Contractor in Final Version
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CRC262543 Section 13 Consent to disturb and to deposit material
on the bed of Lake Pukaki

SCOPE

Note: This land use consent only authorises works associated with the Lake Pukaki Dam
Resilience Works project that occur outside of the Lake Plkaki dam face itself. This
consent does not authorise the discharge of contaminants to land or water associated with
these activities. These discharges are authorised by air discharge consent CRC262541.

GENERAL CONDITIONS

1. The activities authorised by this consent shall be associated with the rock armouring
of Lake Pukaki Dam and limited to:
a. The excavation and disturbance of the bed of Lake Pukaki.

b. The deposition of aggregate and rock armouring in, on or er<he bed of Lake

Pukaki.
C. Establishing and decommissioning haul roads to wor
2. The works carried out in accordance with Condition 1 sheg Lake Pikaki
within the area identified as ‘works area’ on Plan CR d, which forms
part of this consent.
3. The works shall be undertaken in general a dan he ‘Design Plans for

CRC262543’ attached, which form part of thi§ con

PRIOR TO WORKS COMMENCING

4, Before starting work the consent hol all vide a copy of this consent to staff
and contractors undertaking t iV iti rised by this consent and explain to

o Ngai Tahu (no itahu.iwi.nz) and Land Information New Zealand,
are notifi a
and

ave been discontinued for more than eight consecutive days,
Regional Council Attention: Compliance Manager, Te Runanga
(nohoanga@ngaitahu.iwi.nz) and Land Information New Zealand,
otified at least five working days prior to the recommencement of

otification shall include:
The proposed start date of the period of work;

ii. The proposed start and end time of works on each day during the period
of works; and

iii. Where the consent is to be exercised by a person other than the consent
holder, the name, address and contact telephone number of the persons
exercising the consent.

Advice note: Notification to CRC may be via emailing ecinfo@ecan.govt.nz

6. The consent holder shall ensure all works are carried out in accordance with Lake
Pukaki Reservoir Hydro Storage and Dam Resilience Works (DRAFT) Erosion and


mailto:nohoanga@ngaitahu.iwi.nz
mailto:nohoanga@ngaitahu.iwi.nz
mailto:ecinfo@ecan.govt.nz

CRC262543 Section 13 Consent to disturb and to deposit material
on the bed of Lake Pukaki

Sediment Control Plan, Rev 04, dated 15 April 2026, attached to and forming a part
of this consent (the ‘Approved ESCP’).

Advice note: The Canterbury Regional Council Erosion & Sediment Control Toolbox
for Canterbury can be found at http://esccanterbury.co.nz/

7. The Approved ESCP may be amended at any time. Any amendments shall be:

a. For the purpose of improving the efficacy of the erosion and sediment control
measures and hazardous substance management, and shall not result in
reduced discharge quality;

b. Consistent with the conditions of this resource consent; and

Submitted in writing to the Canterbury Regional Council, Atte pliance
Manager for confirmation that it complies with the conditi ) donsent
prior to any amendment being implemented.

8. The consent holder may implement any amended ESCP a days of it
being submitted for certification if Canterbury Regional notified the
consent holder of its decision. If Canterbury Regiofic i y the consent
holder that the amended ESCP does not comply w jtions of this consent

the consent holder shall immediately (within 5 vertto implementing
the Approved ESCP.
9 All practicable measures shall be undertake s to minimise:
a Erosion of the bed and banks of
b. The discharge of sediment to Lake Pd i result of the works; and
10. In the event of any erosion occurki or banks of Lake Plkaki as a result

11. Works shall:

a. Only occur betwee
b. Not occur on:

i Good Fri
ii 24, ember and 1 January; or
iii. Ne Holidays observed in the Mackenzie District.

DURING WOR

12. In theWevent of)any disturbance of Koiwi Tangata (human bones) or Taonga
cts), the consent holder shall immediately:

ise the Canterbury Regional Council of the disturbance,

se the Upoko of Te Rinanga o Arowhenua or their representative, and the
ew Zealand Historic Places Trust, of the disturbance; and

C. Cease earthmoving operations / works in the affected area until an area has
been marked off around the site, and Kaumatua and archaeologists have given
the approval for the activity to commence.

Note: This condition is in addition to any agreements that are in place between the

consent holder and the Rinanga Upoko or the New Zealand Historic Places Trust.

13. All practicable measures shall be undertaken to prevent oil and fuel leaks from
vehicles and machinery including but not limited to:

a. There shall be no storage of fuel or refuelling of vehicles and machinery within
20 metres of flowing water or water bodies.


http://esccanterbury.co.nz/

CRC262543 Section 13 Consent to disturb and to deposit material
on the bed of Lake Pukaki

b Fuel shall be stored securely or removed from the site overnight.
C The pump shall be attended at all times during refuelling.

d. Drip trays shall be used at all times during refuelling.

e A spill response kit shall be kept on site at all times.

14. To prevent the spread of pest species, including but not limited to didymo, the
consent holder shall ensure that activities authorised by this consent are undertaken
in accordance with Biosecurity New Zealand’s hygiene procedures and that
machinery shall be free from plants and plant species before use in water.

TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT

15. Prior to the movement of rock material to the site by heavy

the applicant shall implement temporary traffic manageme y 8 via
an authorised Traffic Management Plan for the duration of .
16. If authorised by the New Zealand Transport Age holder shall

undertake a pre and post construction condition
pavement, kerbs and channels for the sections

tate Highway 8
8 utilised by heavy

condition and damage. A pre and post con ign survey shall be undertaken for
each phase of construction. Any p e caused by the rip-rap
construction traffic shall be repaired

Advice note: Before the i n_of any temporary traffic management or prior
to any physical work on ' dy you are legally required to apply to the
New Zealand Transpo a Corridor Access Request (CAR) and for that
request to be appro it your CAR to www.submitica.com a minimum
of fourteen worki

nt for the purposes of:

Dealing with an adverse effecton the environment occurring as a result of the
rcise of this resource consent; or

b. Requiring best practicable options to be adopted by the consent holder to
remove or reduce any adverse effect on the environment as a result of the
exercise of this resource consent; or

C. Requiring the consent holder to carry out monitoring and reporting instead of,
or in addition to, that required by the resource consent; or

d. Requiring the consent holder to comply with a relevant rule in an operative
regional plan.

18. If this consent is not exercised before 3 July 2061, then it shall lapse in accordance
with section 125 of the Resource Management Act 1991.
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Advice Note: A 35-year duration was sought by Meridian as part of the Fast-track
process. ‘Exercised’ is defined as implementing any requirements to operate this
consent and undertaking the activity as described in these conditions and/or
application documents.

DATE OF GRANT: 3 July 2026 (per FTAA-2510-1120)
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Design Plans for CRC262543

As contained inthe Erosion and Sediment Control Plan and Project Overview Presentation
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1. Introduction

Meridian Energy Limited (Meridian) have engaged GHD Limited (GHD), to assist with obtaining consents to
authorise the operation of Lake Pikaki below the current normal minimum level of 518.0 m above mean sea level
(m RL), for a three-year period, and for civil works at Pukaki Dam to improve the structures resilience to wave
action during lower lake operational levels.

Merdian Energy Limited (Meridian) has engaged GHD to develop a draft Erosion and Sediment Control Plan
(ESCP) for the proposed Pikaki Dam rip-rap upgrade works located at the southern end of Lake Pikaki
approximately 7.5 km North of Twizel. This plan also includes proposed dust control measures.

1.1 Project Background

1.1.1  Waitaki Power Scheme

1.1.2 Previous Plan
Regional Pl

The WAP is a sub-regional p
resources within the Wai

n Change 1 (PC 1) to the WAP which sought to introduce a new minimum lake level
stances when the System Operator (SO) had commenced an Official Conservation
d to electricity supply. PC1 allowed additional water from Lake Pukaki to be used for
as a permitted activity when an OCC is declared by the SO.

(time below 518.0 m RL) was considered likely to be between 4-7 months (this includes the time spent operating
below 518.0 m RL while the OCC was in place, as well as the time required to restore the lake level to above
518.0 m RL once an electricity supply emergency ended). Supporting technical effects assessments were
submitted as part of this plan change process. It was ultimately concluded that allowing access for electricity
generation purposes to water stored between 513.0 and 518.0 m RL, as a permitted activity once an OCC had
been declared, was appropriate and promoted the sustainable management purpose of the RMA. PC1 was
adopted by Environment Canterbury on 27 September 2012.

1.1.2.2 Plan Change 3 (PC3)

PC3 included a new rule regarding the use of Lake Pikaki between 518.0 m RL and 515.0 m RL. In addition to the
PC1 Permitted Activity rule, at times of a Security of Supply Alert (SSA) initiated by the SO, the lake may be

GHD | Meridian Energy Limited | 12656630 | Lake Pukaki Reservoir Hydro Storage and Dam Resilience Works 1



operated between the alert minimum control level of 515.0 m RL and 518.0 m RL. The rule is not a permitted
activity and to implement this, Meridian applied for and was a granted resource consent in 2018 (CRC185833).

This consent expired on 30 April 2025 but has been granted a section 124 continuance while the new replacement

consent (CRC240441) is being processed.

1.1.3 Meridan’s Application

Meridian is seeking approvals under the Fast Track Approvals Act (FTAA) to enable access to water stored in
Lake Pikaki below 518.0 m RL, without the currently applicable security of supply triggers, thereby enabling the
better planning and utilisation of the available stored generating capacity. Further information on the background
to the proposal and the benefits of allowing access to additional water is provided in the Substantive Application’
document that supports the FTAA application.

Meridian is proposing to access the additional storage for a time-bound period of three yeeé til the end of

period is to allow for additional generation capacity that is currently being bui
clarification, the existing lake operation framework and proposed activityai

Existing Framework

Operation of Lake above 518.0 m RL

(CRC905321.7). . UNCHANGED.

Operation of Lake between 518.0 m RL and llor’of Lake between 518.0 m RL and 513
m RL as a discretionary activity at times of a RL for a period of 3 years without a Security
Security of Supply Alert initiated by the pply Alert or Official Conservation
Operator (CRC185833). ‘ paign being initiated by the System

Table 1

plete but is expected to be done over multiple stages over several years and works
e completed beyond 2028.

Meridian has,st iled rock for this purpose on its land adjacent to the Pikaki dam since 2014, but the rock
armouring has not been undertaken due to the existing supply triggers never being initiated by the SO, with the
result that the lake level has not been low enough over that period to allow the works to be completed.

"FOOTNOTE OF SA HERE

GHD | Meridian Energy Limited | 12656630 | Lake Pukaki Reservoir Hydro Storage and Dam Resilience Works
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1.2 Purpose of this ESCP

This ESCP has been developed to support the FTAA application for the excavation and placing of the rock
armouring above and below the water line of Lake Pukaki and the stormwater runoff diversions and discharges
related to the proposed construction and operation activities at the site.

The plan is developed in general accordance with the Environment Canterbury erosion & sediment control toolbox
for soil disturbing activities. It outlines measures to minimise sediment discharges to water from site during and
following construction.

This ESCP is draft and has been developed to support the rip-rap design and construction methodology set out in
Lake PUkaki Dam Resilience Works Report GHD 2025A. The ESCP has been prepared by a suitably qualified
GHD professional (see Section 1.3) and reviewed by Rooney Earthmoving Ltd — a construction company that has
undertaken similar work to the rip-rap upgrade activities required for this project. Prior to the. commencement of

The qualifications and experience of the report authors are set out in Appendi r confirms that they
have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in theg&nvironn Practice Note (2023)

and agree to comply with it. In that regard the lead author confirms
except where stated that the author is relying on the assessme er person. The author confirms that they

This report has been prepared by GHD Limitede

&

s of Meridian Energy, in accordance with the
lication under the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 and
sinistering agencies for the purposes of assessing the

GHD | Meridian Energy Limited | 12656630 | Lake Pukaki Reservoir Hydro Storage and Dam Resilience Works 3



2. Basis of Plan

2.1 Legislation, Guidelines and Standards

This ESCP is prepared with consideration given to Erosion & Sediment Control Toolbox for Canterbury

2.2 Resource Consent Conditions and other Site

Specific Rules
To be populated prior to finalising-likely include as Appendix.

2.3 Assumptions

As discussed in Section 1.2, this ESCP is expected to be adopted for the constr
commencement of earthworks, the ESCP will be finalised to align with the fin
construction methodology, and any resource consent conditions, and provid

This ESCP has been prepared using the following assumptions:

— No significant amounts of groundwater will be encountered du

— No specific measures have been adopted in respect of po
Investigation (PSI) has been completed for the site (se
concern for the proposed construction site. In the unli
Unexpected Discovery Protocol has been includ

GHD | Meridian Energy Limited | 12656630 | Lake Pukaki Reservoir Hydro Storage and Dam Resilience Works
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3. Site Description

3.1 Site description
The site covers the Lake Pakaki Main Dam area as shown in Figure 1, including:

—  The upstream face of the Main Dam,
—  The left and right abutments, and
—  Existing rip-rap stockpiles east of the spillway and south of the Main Dam.

The surrounding hydrologic features of the site are:

—  Lake Pukaki (works will occur within the lake margin), and

—  Pdkaki River which runs from Lake Pdkaki south approximately 100 m from the
normal conditions, this river does not have any flow due to the Plkaki Dam a
the Pukaki Canal. However, the river does flow periodically through the PG
sediment discharged to the riverbed will eventually be picked up by the i

—  The Pukaki Canal which is located to the west of the Main Dam. Water di infermittently from the lake
to the canal via the Gate 18 structure.

3.2 Existing Site.

The existing features on the sites include:

flows through
ate 19 and any

Main Dam and Abutments

—  Constructed dam faces with placed riprra I r bedding and low permeability materials,

P ia
—  Exposed rock and gravels and placed ap material on the abutment faces,

Stockpile areas

—  Exposed rip-rap stockpi

—  Gravel access road

— Naturally establish raés and some bushes with substantial exposed areas due to ongoing
vehicle tracki

GHD | Meridian Energy Limited | 12656630 | Lake Pukaki Reservoir Hydro Storage and Dam Resilience Works 5



Figure 1 Locations of rock armouring stockpiles, ab

3.3 Receiving Environan

The proposed site works are described ingG . The report includes a description of the proposed
methodology for placement of additio ip<ta odology has been used in the development of this
ESCP.

From an erosion and sediment c ive, the receiving environment includes:

ent plumes generated within the lake, and

erland flow from the two rip-rap stockpile areas. This riverbed has some residual
dry outside time of high-level lake overflow or intentional release. However, any
he riverbed will eventually be entrained by the flow when releases occur.

directly toward thefPikaki River. If runoff from either the stockpile area or contracting works carries elevated levels
of sediment nstruction-related contaminants, it may adversely affect water quality. Additionally, in-lake
operations are expected to disturb sediment associated with the constructed dam and abutment rip-rap armouring
as well as any sediment that that has accumulated along the dam margin, further contributing sediment
accumulation in Lake PUkaki.

The ESCP purpose is to mitigate effects on the receiving environment to the extent practicable by collection and
detention of runoff from the site.

It is noted that the environment at the site is generally beneficial with respect to potential generation of sediment
due to:

e Low rainfall climate

e Typically, free draining gravel dominated substrate.

GHD | Meridian Energy Limited | 12656630 | Lake Pukaki Reservoir Hydro Storage and Dam Resilience Works 6



4. Construction and Programme of Works

4.1 Project Schedule

These works are proposed to occur during periods when the lake level is at a sufficiently low level to access the
works area. Once a defined start date for the works is determined, the site will be established as the lake level
lowers towards 518.0 m RL. As the lake levels are influenced by weather, energy demand and operational
controls, an exact construction period cannot be determined, however, based on modelling (Meridian 2025), it is
expected to generally occur within the months of August to November, however when lake levels are suitable for
construction outside this period, the works may be progressed. When suitable lake level conditions are met, the
works will be undertaken. The proposed construction methodology, as described in GHD 2025A, involves placing
rip-rap in two sequential tranches, defined by elevation ranges:

— Main Dam: Tranche 1: Rip-rap Placement from 517.3 m RL to 514.5 m RL.

—  Abutments: Tranche 1: Rip-rap Placement from 517 m RL to 513.0 m RL. includes as-
m RL. However,
presence or absence

GHD 2025A it has

past dive surveys have only confirmed that rip-rap extends to at least 5
of rip-rap below this level will be confirmed by further diver surveys.

able to work in up to 600 mm water
the lake when water levels are at or

The trigger levels for commencing works are based on an
depth while sitting on the 517.3 m RL bench. This allow;

nt programme is completed in a single stage, the estimated duration is approximately 12 to
18 weeks. Howe it is unlikely that the lake level will be maintained below 518.0 m RL for an extended period
allowing all to be completed in a single continuous effort. Construction is likely to be undertaken in shorter
periods over multiple years.

Construction activities will be restricted to the following schedule:
—  Daily: 6:00 a.m to 7:30 p.m.
—  No work during the following periods:

e  Good Friday to Easter Monday (inclusive)

o 24, 25,26 and 31 December and 1 January

e New Zealand Public Holidays

GHD | Meridian Energy Limited | 12656630 | Lake Pukaki Reservoir Hydro Storage and Dam Resilience Works
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4.2 Earthworks Volumes and Areas

Rock material has been previously stockpiled with approximately 23,000 tonnes of rock available at the two
stockpile sites identified in Figure 1. This is sufficient to complete the proposed works across all three work zones
down to 514.0 m RL. An additional 50,000 tonnes of rock will be required to support lake operation to 513.0 m RL,
which includes rip-rap placement to 510.5 m RL, plus rip-rap bedding (as required).

In addition, there will be re-handled Zone 6 and Zone 10 materials at the dam and abutments.

The total area of the construction works including rehandled and existing stockpile areas, access tracks and rock
placement areas is approximately 15 ha.

4.3 Construction Staging and Methodologies

A staging summary is provided in Table 2 and this should be read in conjunction with

D (2025A).

Table 2 Sequence Plance, Summary from GHD 2025

1 Main Dam (see — Establish Excavator
Figure 2 and — Construct High Dam access track to 5
Figure 6) — Construct Right Abutment access tr
— Strip and stockpile Zone 10 mat 5.6) with 45 tonne excavator.
— Establish a key toe at 514.5
— Rip-rap placement will pr i ideSections at a rate of approximately 1
section per week.
1 Left and right — 45t Excavator strigiexisti p 10 form 517.3 m RL bench and reuse material to
abutments (see extend benchwith nne excavator.
Figure 3 and 5mi perpendicular to abutment face.
Figure 7) . .
al on bench for running coarse.
oe key.
aterial from toe key up the abutment, deconstructing groynes as work
2 Main Dam (se cess ramp to 512.4 m RL and create a 7.3 m wide bench.
Figure 4 and Excavate zone 6 material for reuse.
Figure 8) — Excavate zone 8 material for off-site disposal.
Place 0.9 m of rip-rap bedding on bench for form bench at 513.3 m RL.
— Excavate toe key to 509.6 m RL.
— Place rip-rap from toe key (510.5 m RL) to 514.5 m RL with excavator.
2 t andiright — Establish new construction bench at 513.4 mRL using 45 tonne or similar excavator.
abut s (see — Form groynes at 15 m intervals perpendicular to abutment face.
Figure g)and — Place imported material on bench for running coarse.

— Place 1.5 m rip-rap from 510.5 mRL, moving upslope and deconstructing groynes as
works progresses.

GHD | Meridian Energy Limited | 12656630 | Lake Pukaki Reservoir Hydro Storage and Dam Resilience Works 8



Place minimum 0.9 m

thick of rip-rap bedding Stockpile of approved Zone 10

517.9 mRLY

Figure 2 RL and installation of rip-rap bedding

517.9 mRLy

Matural ground

Figure 3 Schematic sketc, 0 ents - construction of key toe at 513.0 m RL and installation of rip-rap
bedding

GHD | Meridian Energy Limited | 12656630 | Lake Pukaki Reservoir Hydro Storage and Dam Resilience Works 9



Place minimum 0.9 m
thick of rip-rap bedding

Zone 10

513.0 mRL
h 4

Figure 4 Schematic sketch — Tranche 2 — Main Dam — constructio llation of rip-rap bedding

513.0 mRLy

Natural ground

Figure 5 Schematic g

GHD | Meridian Energy Limited | 12656630 | Lake Pukaki Reservoir Hydro Storage and Dam Resilience Works 10



Lake Pukaki

Approximate location of existing
construction bench at 517.3 m RL

S

(1) access ramp

Figure 6 Site plan (Main Dam) — Tranche 1 - indicative 517.3 con

Left abutment access ram;

Lake Pukaki

Approximate location of new
construction bench at 517.3

7%

JTe Araroat

Approximate location of new
construction bench at 517.3 m RL

Figure 7 Site plan (abutments) — Tranche 1 - and indicative 517.3 m RL construction bench
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Lake Pukaki

Approximate location of new
construction bench at 512.4 m RL

Lramp to 512.4 m RL

in-Dam
acdcess ramp

.- - IS
3 TExap, g
Be20. T =
0 = \

L WY
Figure 8 Site plan (Main Dam) — Tranche 2 - indicative 512.4 consttuctio

Left abutment access ram;

Lake Pukaki

Approximate location of new

construction bench at 513.4 m RL

TEAs gé
& il

Approximate |ocation of new
construction bench at 513.4 m RL

T Exty_jené%ibn of access ramp to 513.4 mRL :
7

Figure 9 Site plan (abutments) — Tranche 2 - indicative 513.4 m RL construction bench
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4.4 Key Equipment

A summary list of the likely large plant to be used on site is provided in Table 3 (GHD, 2025A). This does not
include the site offices, traffic management units and small plant including excavators, water trucks, sweeps, etc.

Table 3 Key equipment

20t Excavator 2 Sorting and loading rock from stockpile area

45t Excavator 1 Enabling and construction work on High Dam and Right
Abutment

Mercedes AXOR Heavy Duty Road Trucks 3 Carting gravels and Rock to/from High Dam and Right
Abutment

AXOR 45t Excavator 1 Enabling and construction wor Left Abutment

AXOR Heavy Duty Road Trucks 3 Carting gravels and Rock toifromikeft Abutment

4.5 Reinstatement

Reinstatement of the works sites will include the following activities:

End of each work period

— Removal of any temporary stockpiles created during wor
commercial quarries, as required.

— Re-grassing of any rip-rap stockpile areas to matc
undertaken as works progresses and bare gro 0 minimise the duration that areas are left
as bare ground.

—  Temporary protection of created access
to minimise erosion.

Once All Works Complete
— Removal of access ramps and instatement with zone 10 materials (rip-rap).
—  Complete re-grassing of stogkpi sociated tracks

— Removal and reinstate
completed.

Note stockpiles may be rée
material for other on

dfbeyond the end of the works associated with this project to provide a source of
aifitenance projects associated with the wider Lake PUkaki engineering structures.
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5. Proposed Erosion and Sediment Controls

The proposed erosion and sediment control measures are outlined on the site plan in Figure 10. These features
are discussed in detail below.

Legend
—— Transport Routes

w—=—a Sjlt Fence
[ | Stockpile Catchments
[ sedimentPond

Il Site Entrance Points

Placement Areas
2 (Approximate Extents)

RIP-RAP PLACEMENT AREAS
(APPROXIMATE EXTENTS)

Figure 10 rosion and sediment control layout plan

5.1 Key sediment discharge minimisation principles

Construction timing is an important sediment discharge control for this project and the first focus for minimising
disturbance from the works.

—  Where possible, all works will be completed with excavators located in dry conditions and above lake water
levels. Nonetheless, works will require excavator to be removing and replacing rock from below water level.

— However, given the duration required for construction and modelled lake levels, it is unlikely that there will be
sufficient time to undertake all the works with lake levels below 517.3 m RL (i.e. the level of the existing
construction bench) and almost certainly not for Tranche 2 works. To provide as much opportunity as
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possible to complete works, it is expected that the excavator will need to sit within water for at least part of the
works (to a depth of 0.6 m). Hence works will be scheduled to occur where lake levels are below 517.9 mRL
and control measures for this activity is outlined in Section 5.5. The levels for commencing works are based
on an excavator being able to work within 600 mm water depth while sitting on the 517.3 mRL bench for
Tranche 1 and 513.4m RL for Tranche 2.

The following key principles are applied in this ESCP and are to be implemented during construction:

—  Wherever possible, works will be kept to the minimum required to meet the needs of the project while also
minimising soil disturbance and reducing reinstatement requirements.

—  Construction works under the water line of Lake Pukaki will be kept to a minimum.

—  Where runoff flows from the rock stockpiles in sheet flows off the site, silt fences or shallow cut off drain will
be used to minimise sediment runoff. Additionally, long overland flow paths with vegetation cover will offer fine
sediment capture before reaching waterways. As noted in Section 3, significant runcfigisgenly likely to occur
during significant or very significant rain events.

—  For areas of concentrated runoff, a sediment retention pond or soakaway pit d to treat runoff

prior to discharge.

— Ifrequired, wheel wash stations and/or shaker ramps will be implement g site. However,

substrate and
excessive mud generation is not expected.

— Regular (multiple times a day, as required) sweeping of the State Hi D remove any tracked material.
— Use of sediment curtains within Lake Pikaki to reduce sedi grati om the works area.

5.2 Specific Control Measu r the Rock Armouring
Stockpile Areas

Spillway Stockpile (see Figure 10)

The total area of the spillway stock approxij
underlain by natural ground. This area ha
of runoff are:

stockpile is located downstream of the dam and is
over around the rip-rap stockpiles. The options for control

— Install silt fences along all d slop€”aspecC
the same location,

of the site as shown in Figure 10 or shallow cut off drains at

— Install silt fences or ¢ ins emoved stockpiles to further breakup the catchment into areas not
greater than 0.3 ha;

ces immediately after stockpiles have been completely removed — complete in
ilable between periods of construction.

igure 13)

Catchment 1 drains to the south in sheet flow. The runoff from this catchment travels for approximately 1.5 km
through vegetation prior to discharging to the Pukaki River. This long flow path will allow finer sediment captured in
addition to any interception measures described below.

Two options will be considered for control of runoff and sediment:

Option 1 - A Super Silt fence along the southern catchment boundary will be constructed to keep sediment in the
rock armouring stockpile area. The catchment boundary has a less than 10% grade and is 280 m long therefore
the spacing of returns should be 60 m. A schematic of the super silt fence is shown in Figure 11. However, ground
conditions may make construction of the fence problematic with the presence of stones and boulders making the
driving of stakes difficult.
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Option 2 — Given the typically low rainfall conditions in the area and free draining nature of the ground a shallow
cut off drain along the alignment of the silt fence shown on Figure 13 may be sufficient to intercept runoff and
associated silt.

Catchment 2 drains Northeast towards the Pikaki River. This catchment is a smaller area, and the runoff is sheet
flow. As with Catchment 1, a Super Silt fence or shallow cut off drain along the northeast boundary of the
catchment will provide sufficient capture of sediment. The boundary to the catchment is 280 m long and sits at the
top of a steep slope. The super silt fence or drain will be located at the top of the bank where the slope is less than
10%.

2-4m

Upper tensioned —$_
vanised wire [
Lower tensioned —————w== C,E .
galvanised wire : =3
Ground
TR S N 7 ST SN T SN N S ot S o G i e X L M o o . 7 E_
3
S|
I — e
Waratahs or standard
wooden fenceposts
a
Figure 11 Elevation view for a super silt fence provid Erosion and Sediment Control Toolbox
Catchment 3 drains to the South into a roag ann channelised flow then flows to the Plkaki River. At

atively assumed that flow will be intercepted and sent to a
sediment retention pond (SRP — see Eigure ized tore 3% of the catchment area at 900 m®. Runoff will
nejaccess road to stabilised ground. The discharge will flow over
vegetated land from the Souther e access road for 1.5 km prior to meeting the Pikaki River. During final
development of the ESCP it
nature of the underlying gr,

Upper decant operates over

width of top embankment should top 1/3 of live storage only

; p=
tta:sure mac hll;:l;y access for de-sludg| § . . o Middle decant operates over Level spreader 100 - 200mm
there are no other acce 8| e Concrete risar may require w_elghtlng top 2/3 of live storage only .abuve emergency spillway invert
. EE or anchoring to prevent floating
Spillway compacted and all E(8 Lower decant's extent of travel P S
voids prior to Layi g™ is over 100% of the live storage
geotaxtile/ % depth - variable up to 1600mm

________ | ] : . .
I 4 Forebay
Lined inlet batter '
Poured concrete anti-seep collar
Poured concrete anti-seep collar Lowest inlet pipe to riser is angled upward

s00mm diameter discharge pipe laid at 15" to ease tension on flexible joint

at a minimum 1.or 2% gradient Waratah stakes Pond floor slopes towards inlst .
Dead storage batter >0.5m deeperatinletend ~ CIOSS - section
400-800mm

Baffles 1/3 & 2/3 of distance from inlet to
outlet and top level with dead water level

Figure 12 Cross-section of an SRP needed for a 3-5 Ha catchment provided by the ECAN Erosion and Sediment Control
Toolbox

GHD | Meridian Energy Limited | 12656630 | Lake Pukaki Reservoir Hydro Storage and Dam Resilience Works 16



y ———— M Rkt P
e %, a :

Placement Area
(Approximate Extents)

T

'

llekapo:Twize! Rw1d

Pukakil

Figure 13

Table 4

Area (Ha)

5.93

0.77

3.02

Note that th nt of catchments has been determined from Lidar information and site truthing, especially in
relation to deviations along the access tracks may be required. This likely results in a larger catchment area
reporting to the proposed sediment pond.

5.3 ESC measures for works near Lake Pukaki

It is expected that the wave height in the works area will increase the size of sediment plumes. The maximum
wave height from GHD (2025B) is shown in Figure 14. In events where the wave height is significant sediment is
expected to be stirred up regardless of site works in the area. The works will consist of excavating and placing
rock armouring above and below the water line of Lake PUkaki. Mitigation of works below the water level are
discussed in Section 5.5. For works above the water level, but near the lake in areas that will eventually be
inundated as the lake rises, the following approach will be adopted.
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Rock armouring and associated bedding material is generally large rock and expected to have low fines content.
However, it is expected that the rock armouring and excavation works along the shoreline will result in sediment
that can either be washed into the lake during a rain event or mobilised once the lake level rises and inundates the
work area.

To minimise the amount of sediment within the work area, a washdown station for trucks entering the work zone
may be required, depending on actual conditions at the site. However, as noted earlier in this report, under most
conditions excessive fines generation and tracking is not expected. Additional in-lake contingency mitigation
measures are discussed in Section 5.7.

Nonetheless, as the lake rises following periods of work being carried out, it is expected that there will be
temporarily elevated TSS along the lake edge as recently placed and disturbed materials are inundated. This is
considered to be largely unavoidable. The extent, size and duration of sediment plume will be largely dependent
on the prevailing wave heights as the lake level rises. The maximum wave height from GHD (2025B) is shown in
Figure 14. Calmer conditions are likely to result in a smaller plume but for a longer period”Intermediate wave
conditions will generate a larger plume, but it may disperse more rapidly. Very large es are expected to result
in sediment disturbance in general around the lake regardless of site works in the @area™Management of sediment
within the lake during construction is discussed in Section 5.5.

Legend

Lake shoreline atRL 513.0 m
+  Grid Point
’; Significant Wave Height (m) |

e 25m
/ _—o0m '
. u
Mmaumng source 7Im LINZ. Cro

Figure 14 3 eight at the works area of Lake Pukaki

5.4 port

To transport the r armouring to the work area, trucks must carry the rock along the routes shown in Figure 10
and Figure e publicly accessed/used State Highway and Lake need to be protected from sediment, dirt and
rock discharge during transport. Therefore, several sediment control measures are available to manage State
Highway crossing, if required. These control measures are shown in Figure 15 and Figure 16 and, if required, are
to be constructed in accordance with Environment Canterbury’s Erosion and Sediment Control Toolbox.
Further details for the control measures are detailed as follows:

i

An area of stabilised aggregate at the entrances will help to minimise sediment built up at the site entry points and
tracking of material onto the highway. They are to be a minimum of 4 m wide and 10 m long. Figure 15 shows a
schematic of the stabilised entranceway provided by ECAN. However, the existing entrance ways are currently
generally underlain by gravel and will be inspected prior to construction commencing and further stabilisation
placed as required to both the lake front and the lay down area to meet the intent of the ECAN entranceway
stabilisation.
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Side elevation

10m
minimum

minimum

Aggregate
(50-150mm washed)

minimum

Figure 15

The shaker are designed so that they are at least 5 m in length. See example below in Figure 16.
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Figure 16 Example of shaker ramp provided by ECAN in the Erosion and Sediment Ci Tool

A provisional wheel wash down station is to be located on site. If usg su for this is to be provided

by a water cart on site.

As discussed in Section 5.1, regardless of the measures in
amount of material deposited on/along the state highway. e this and the risk and nuisance factor to the
public regular (multiple times per day) sweeping of the

prior to entry.
— Additional continge

5.6 ry Stockpiling

Itis anti hrough construction, temporary stockpiling of excavated/removed materials will be required
within the Work area/along the margins of the lake water line. To minimise the potential sediment discharge from
these stock e following measures will be implemented:

—  Where practicable, stockpiles will be placed away from the water line and at an elevation such that they will
not be influenced by wave runup that may feasibly occur during the projected duration of the temporary
stockpile, with allowance for water level raising during high rainfall events.

—  Any stockpiles within the lake margin that may be left in place from one season, will be placed above the
highest lake operating level and more that 20 m from the high waterline. They will be stabilised as necessary
to protect against dust generation and/or sediment discharge. They will also include toe bunding to capture
any sediment running off the stockpiles.
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5.7 Sediment Curtains

In general, sediment curtains are to be installed where work is expected to generate sediment within the lake. In
some circumstances, sediment generation may be considered unlikely and ongoing turbidity monitoring will be
undertaken, as outlined in Section 6. In the event this identifies undesirable water quality conditions extending
from the immediate area of works sediment curtains will be installed.

Curtains (e.g. Figure 17) are placed around work areas to contain sediment and are moved as necessary as
construction progresses. A 20 m buffer zone will be allowed between the curtain and the area of work. The
curtains are to extend >2/3" of the water depth.

The silt curtain should form a perimeter around the whole worksite, unless it is demonstrated that longshore
currents towards the lake outlet are sufficient to negate the need for curtains ‘upstream’ of the worksite.

It is possible that high wind and wave events could either:
e Damage the installed curtain; or
¢ Require the temporary removal of the curtain.

Under these circumstances, the curtain will be replaced as soon as practica Iti pectedthat under high
wave conditions, near shore turbidity will be naturally elevated and increased of rs from the worksite
will temporarily reduce the benefits from the curtain

Sediment curtains will be removed at the end of each phase of const

Figure 17 Example of floating sediment curtain (https://cirtexcivil.co.nz/products/silt-control/envirosieve-turbidity-curtain/)
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6. Inspection and Monitoring

Daily monitoring of turbidity and suspended solids is required starting one month before construction begins.
These tests should be conducted at the canal intake and the overflow spillway. Establishing baseline data at these
locations will ensure a clear understanding of existing lake conditions, providing a reliable reference point for
comparison during construction activities.

During the construction phase, visual monitoring of discharge water quality is to be undertaken at 3-hour intervals
while the site is active, and ponds are discharging. This monitoring shall be by visual water sample comparison
with prepared reference samples to confirm adequacy of treatment. The monitoring shall also visually inspect for
any hydrocarbons within drains, ponds and discharges.

During the laying of rock armouring in and around Lake Pukaki, visual monitoring of wate is to be

construction works. While it is expected that under most circumstances silt ¢
construction commencing, the methodology detailed above and in Secti
curtains have not been deemed necessary, but works are occurring
discharge/disturbance to the lake.

Inspections of installed ESC features for the rock armouring a
carried out immediately where required.

aken daily, and maintenance

Table 5 Monitoring and inspection schedule
ESC Feature Monitoring Responsible Peis
Schedule
1 Clarity sampling | 2% daily $ i Sampled as per Section 6.1
2 Silt fences Daily, incr Fence layout to be approved by
frequen SQEP
storm
3 Shaker ramps Dai
and stabilised
entrances
4 Highway and rly STMS / all site staff using the route | All staff using the route to lookout

for material or any rocks/stones left
on roadways.

public access

5 ourly during Site Foreman Siting and construction of pond to
in; daily be approved by SQEP.
otherwise
6 2 hourly during Site Foreman / Environmental Installation extents to be approved
work hours Manager by SQEP
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6.1 Visual Clarity Monitoring

Monitoring and recording of visual clarity and fine suspended sediment (via clarity tube) is to be undertaken at:

a. A control point - at a position on the lake shore determined by a SQEP to be uninfluenced by works. This
is expected to be either, near the lake outlet on the opposite bank from the area of works or >200 m
away from the worksite in a direction away from the outlet, such that the induced longshore current from
lake discharges prevents the sample area being affected by works.

A monitoring point - 50 m from the works site centre of the digger working in water, and
A monitoring point - 50 m from the works site perpendicular to the shoreline.

Samples to be taken approximately 4 and 8 hours after commencing works each day and not immediately
following a period of no in lake works (i.e. lunch break).

6.2  Trigger Criteria

The following trigger values will be applied for deploying silt curtains and wo

Where monitoring following deployment of a curtain
consecutive working days:

1. Council is to be notified and supplied mogité
2. A SQEP is to be engaged to determig &‘o ractical option for TSS and clarity improvements related to
these works.
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7. Contaminant indicators and protocols

7.1 HAIL Study

A Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL) assessment has been completed for the site and is included in
Appendix B. The HAIL assessment concluded that while several HAIL activities were identified present within the
wider area only one of these, an Underground Storage Tank (UST) has been identified as a potential risk of being
a source of soil contamination at the site.

However, due to the nature of the potential contamination and the distance to the proposed works area, it is
considered unlikely that contamination in soils is present at the site resulting from potential discharges from the
UST which is likely located adjacent to the lookout carpark.

7.2 Unexpected Discovery Protocol for
Materials

While the HAIL assessment concluded that site contamination is unlikely, the € otecols should be
followed at the site during construction works.

Contaminant indicators in soil may include:

—  Cement pipe, sheet, pipe or board materials (may contai
— Auditory assessed contamination (flowing or dripping li as leaks)

—  Visually assessed contamination (buried refuse, m g material, soil or water

staining/bleaching or discolouration)
—  Olfactory assessed contamination (odorous materi undwater)

atefia
@ iately in the vicinity of the issue and/or isolate the area until
a definitive decision is made regafdingt azard posed

contaminated lands Suitabl i and,Experienced Practitioner (SQEP). The SQEP can provide options
for next steps including g

contamination found has been excavated into trucks or stockpiles, or contaminated
ored in a settlement tank, the contamination shall be contained to control migration

any material i off-Site and the appropriate landfills should be consulted.

In addition to all of the above, the contractor will maintain a register of any contaminated material discovered,
including location, type, quantity and any associated disposal records. The information will be provided to the
SQEP writing the soil validation report.
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8. Emergency Procedures

All staff need to know in advance the emergency procedures that will be implemented for any accident, including
spills and accidental untreated sediment discharge reaching surface water.

Appointed Contractor to complete Emergency Procedures in accordance with their Standard Operating
Procedures and Site-Specific Risk Assessment.

9. Heavy Rainfall Response and Contingency

rainfall might exceed the design capacity of the installed ESC features. Where this w
activities will focus on reducing exposed surfaces, contouring areas of earthwor
sediment ponds and reduce areas of flow concentration where practicable.

10. Plan Revisions

This ESCP is to be confirmed prior to commencing physical @orks. As th ct progresses it is likely the ESCP
will require further refinement and adjustment. Any materiallghang@es to the ESCP are to be submitted to ECan for
certification.

Responsible party

Contractor

Appointed SQEP
Appointed SQEP
State Hi Contractor

Mainte d inspection of ESC features Contractor
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12.

Table 7.1

Document Version Control

Version control

De ption O ange

1.0 30/10/25 DRAFT

2.0 9/03/26 DRAFT — updated text

3.0 16/3/26 DRAFT — updated silt curtain text and triggers

4.0 15/04/26 DRAFT - removed Dust Management Plan — see separate document
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Jeff Tuck

Senior Water Engineer

Location
Christchurch

Qualifications/accreditations
— Master of Engineering, 2016
— Bachelor of Engineering (Hons), 2010

Key technical skills

— Construction management
Transient modelling and design
Water infrastructure design

assessment

Relevant experience summary

Jeff's experience encompasses construction man
environmental assessment, and a focus on desig
design, construction monitoring and quality a
him to consider constructability when provij

Jeff's attributes include being able to thi
techniques. His knowledge includes fiid
used to do this.

Experience demonstrati
construction monitg

Construction Monitorifng Experience

North New B ton Renewals

er
ouncil

Jeff is the Contracts Engineer and GHD Project
Manager for the North New Brighton WW renewals
Contract which involves renewal of 2,200 m of
wastewater mains and corresponding lateral
connections. This role includes managing the contract
and applying quality management procedures in line
with the CCC construction standard specification.

T 033780900 | M 027 329 4158 | E Jeff.Tuck@ghd.com

1D and 2D hydraulic modelling of surface water and urban netw
Water balance and mass load modelling with probabilistic

Experience
10 years

Me

ing Zealand
aland

Jeff bpings a practical aspect to his work which enables

n projects.

Fendalton and Riccarton WW Renewals

Role: Contracts Engineer, PM
Client: Christchurch City Council
Location: Christchurch

Date(s): 2020-2024

Jeff is the Contracts Engineer and GHD Project
Manager for the Fendalton and Riccarton WW
renewals Contract which involves renewal of 3,000 m
of wastewater mains and corresponding lateral
connections. This role includes managing the contract
and applying quality management procedures in line
with the CCC construction standard specification.

Woolston WW Renewals

Role: GHD Project Manager
Client: Christchurch City Council
Location: Christchurch

Date(s): 2021-2023

Jeff is the GHD Project Manager for the Woolston WW
renewals Contract. His role is to provide guidance and
assistance to the Contracts Team on the project based
on past CCC contract experience and undertake
internal project management tasks.

www.ghd.com



Jeff Tuck | Senior Water Engineer

Te Mato Vai Stage 1 and 2

Role: Engineers Representative Assistant
Client: Cook Islands Government (MFEM)
Location: Cook Islands - Rorotonga
Date(s): 2019-2021

The Te mato Vai Stage 2 project included the
construction of ten water treatment plants, water
intakes, storage tanks and trunk mains to supply
treated water to the communities of Rarotonga. The
Stage 1 project included renewals of 15 km of water
mains. Jeff was an Engineer Representative Assistant
and carried out construction supervision across these
two projects for periods of 2019 and 2020. The role
covered supervision of all aspects of the construction
project on behalf of the Cook Islands Government.
Further to the supervision role, re-design work was
regularly carried out in response to encountered
unexpected conditions.

Te Mato Vai - Road Panel | Cook Islands | 2020

Role: Engineers Representative

Client: Cook Islands Government (MFEM)
Location: Cook Islands - Rorotonga
Date(s): 2020-2021

Jeff undertook the Engineers Representative role for
the Te Mato Vai Road Panel contract. This contract i

setup to maintain access and provide ancillary contgact

works to support the Te Mato Vai Stage 2 construct
works. The role includes maintaining contrac
communications with the three constructione
represented on the panel and completing
requirements.

Project Management Unit ( ) ok
Islands | 2019

Role: Design Engineer

Client: Cook Islands Go (MFE

Location: Cook Isla
Date(s): 2020-2021

onga

by the Cook Islands

by MFAT to manage the
I Ki Te Vai projects. These
lacement of Rarotonga’s water

Jeff's involvement included design and tendering of
ancillary contracts such as minor pump stations,
pipeline renewals and household metering installation
contracts. The project also involved a significant
community consultation component.

T 033780900 | M 027 329 4158 | E Jeff.Tuck@ghd.com

ies

Hydraulic and surge modelling

Western Corridor Wastewater Servicing

Role: Hydraulic Modeller
Client: Tauranga City Council
Location: Tauranga

Date(s): 2020

As well as demonstrating his technical abilities in
surge modelling and analysis, this work has also built
Jeff’'s knowledge of the Western Corridor network.

Jeff carried out hydraulic and surge modelling on the
proposed design to support design decisions and
verify system capacity. The an is included long
term fatigue assessment tg stem optimisation
through the design phasé

ew wastewater
port future
struction are
velopment, where the
of twin DN500 PE

uckland, Tauranga & Christchurch
017 — on-going

The'relevance of these projects is in the surge

delling and surge mitigating design works Jeff
undertakes. This is similar to the work he is expected
to perform on the TCC renewals programme and
demonstrates his knowledge of the effects of surge on
pipeline condition and ability to contribute to
predictions that may affect current pipe condition and
future longevity.

Among other collaborative projects and reviews, Jeff
carried out surge analysis modelling for:
— Halswell wastewater rising main

— Prebbleton pump station and rising main surge
analysis and capacity assessment

— Snell Algies outfall pipeline

— Castor Bay Road pump station and wastewater
rising main

— Almna Road pump station and wastewater rising
main

— Hingaia pump station and wastewater rising main

— Hybiscus coast distribution trunk main and water
supply distribution

On these Jeff was also called upon to:

Assess pipeline class for surge requirements

Determine air valve placements

Size surge protection vessels

Undertake fatigue analysis
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Jeff Tuck | Senior Water Engineer

Christchurch Citywide Flood Model

Role: Hydraulic Modeller & Data Analyst
Client: Christchurch City Council
Location: Christchurch

Date(s): 2017 — 2019

This work highlights Jeff’s ability to tackle the
challenges of large and complex modelling projects.

The complexity and scale of the CFM project required
Jeff to develop a range of tools using ARC-GIS,
Python, Excel and Visual basic software to enable
efficient model building, quality assurance and data
processing.

The Citywide flood model uses DHI MIKE Flood
software to create three-way coupled model with a
flexible mesh of the Christchurch stormwater
catchments.

Pukerimu Intake Assessment

Role: Hydraulic Modeller
Client: Waipa District Council
Location: Waikato River
Date(s): 2018 — 2019

This work demonstrates that Jeff has an
understanding of the natural environment effects on
design and potential impacts of infrastructure on the
environment.

Using HEC-RAS 2D river modelling software Jeff
assessed the low flow river levels within the i

River near the Pukerimu raw water intake.
this information to determine the risk profi
intake, which is applied in prioritising
design levels. The study further as
of the intake on river flow and le
acceptable environmental impact

Wakamoekau Comm
Scheme Feasibility S

principles to genefate robust models and enable fit for
purpose infrastrticture designs.

Jeff carried out a literature review and optimisation
process to determine nominal pipeline roughness
allowances to apply for efficient and accurate network
modelling.

The study is part of a wider design project to irrigate of
8,000 ha of land through 150 km of pressure pipelines.

T 033780900 | M 027 329 4158 | E Jeff.Tuck@ghd.com

Waimea Additional Irrigation Assessment

Role: Hydraulic Modeller

Client: Waimea Irrigators Ltd.
Location: Waimea, Tasman District
Date(s): 2017

To support development of the irrigation scheme Jeff
helped to develop concept designs of three irrigation
networks. This included modelling each network within
a hydraulic design optimisation process.

He also developed construction cost estimates for the
proposed systems.

Water Intake Design

Client: Watercare Se
Location: Tuakau,
Date(s): 2017-20

In brief...

also dedicates time to providing industry based
tutor time to the final year capstone project at UoC.

— University of Canterbury, ENCI/ENNR413

Capstone Project — Providing industry based
tutoring, including lectures, tutorials and project
design assistance in the final year capstone projects
undertaken as part of the Civil and Natural
Resource Engineering Degrees.

Career history

2017 — present GHD, Water Engineer

2011 - 2016 Canterbury University, Postgraduate
Studies, Research Assistant, Lecturer,
Tutor

2009 - 2011 Opus, Intern Water Engineer

2008 - 2009 Opus, Laboratory Technician

Modelling & design software used

— ArcGIS — Hytran

— Bentley — WANDA
WaterCAD/Hammer Mike by DHI (Mike Flood,

— Goldsim Mike 11, Mike 21)

- HEC-RAS — AutoCAD

www.ghd.com
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Memorandum

Internal use only

26 August 2024

o | Wendy Whitley

m‘ Lake Pukaki HAIL areas Project no.

1. Introduction

ent Canterbury’s (ECan)
g on it. The presence of
s for discharges for the proposed

Listed Land Use Register (LLUR) has having three HAIL? ac
potentially contaminated land will impact on the con req
works.

LEGEND

Indicative works
boundary

Property boundary

Lookout carpark
and facilities

Figure 1: Site location (image source: Environment Canterbury GIS)

" Draft construction methodology provided by Meridian Energy, 7 August 2024
2 Hazardous Activities and Industries List, October 2011, Ministry for the Environment

—» The Power of Commitment
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Figure 2: Draft proposed excavations and benching for placing new ari

1.1 Scope and objectives

This memo provides a high-level assessmen
site and determine if there is a risk of sail
includes:

¢ Review of the following inf

setting

211 Site description

The site is located in the northern portion of Lot 1 DP 368484 (the Property) and is located on the Tekapo-
Twizel Road, Twizel, on the southern banks of Lake Pukaki.

Adjacent to the lake are the engineering infrastructure associated with the hydro dam and control of lake
levels, and the Lake Pukaki lookout carpark with small commercial facilities and public toilets. This lookout
area is a popular tourist attraction with hundreds of people visiting every day.
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2.1.2 Environmental setting

The geology of the area is described as generally unweathered bouldery till; mixtures of gravel / sand / silt /
clay; in well-defined valley moraines and engineered fill associated with hydro-electric canals and dams;
alluvial gold dredge tailings by GNS3.

Details for two test pits which were excavated adjacent to the lookout carpark were found on the New
Zealand Geotechnical Database (NZGD). Relevant details from these testpits include:

- The soils encountered comprised a silty topsoil underlain by a fine sand with gravels and silt
increasing with depth down to 1.7 m and 2 m depth.
- Groundwater was not encountered in the test pits.

- It appears the investigations were undertaken to support changes for the discharge from the public
toilets. Based on the test pit logs and accompanying location plan reviewed from NZGD, there is a

approximately 250 m to the south of the car park (shown on Figure 3).

Based on ECan’s online GIS, piezometric contours indicate that groundwater fl e and
canal (north and north east). A nearby monitoring well (H38/0005) (shown o alled in
1998 and the initial water level was recorded to be approximately 13.45 m be | (noting that
ground levels and water levels are likely to vary significantly due to the er of the area).

3. Information review

3.1 LLUR

The LLUR statement for the site is attached to this
shown on Figure 3 and an overview of these

Monitoring l\

well

ent 1. The identified HAIL areas are

LEGEND

- =

-

-

HAIL A17
HAIL B4

Current dispersal
field

:- R Former dispersal
==='  bund

Figure 3: HAIL areas (image source: Environment Canterbury GIS)

3 Geology 2.0.0 (gns.cri.nz)
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https://data.gns.cri.nz/geology/

Table 1: HAIL activities overview

LLURID HAIL activity Comments

1540 HAIL activity A17 — storage tanks or It is stated on the LLUR report that a 2,000 L diesel
drums for fuels, chemicals or liquid underground storage tank (UST) is present within the
waste outlined HAIL area.

The HAIL area outlined on the LLUR statement is
large and extends into the lake and the exact location
of the UST is not provided. However, it is likely that
the UST is located close to the lookout carpark
adjacent to the commercial premises.

The HAIL area is categorised as ‘not investigated’ on

the LLUR.
367217 HAIL activity B4 — power stations, This HAIL area is located approximatg
substations or switch yards south of the site and comprises an_gle

transformer contained within a ca
from Google Street View). It i

always bunded.

It is unlikely that contami
source would migratesin su

367219 HAIL activity B4 — power stations,
substations or switch yards

inants, if present, from this
in surface / near surface soils as

3.2 Historical aerial photog

line or the area were reviewed. A summary of the
historical aerial photographs is provided inthable and the images are attached to this memo in
Attachment 2.

Table 2: Historical aerial photographs

Year
1960-1964 d a dam has been constructed, however the shoreline, discharge to the river,

nd engineering infrastructure varies significantly to the current layout.

and structures are present approximately 120 m from the lake edge. These
in the current lake boundary.
1965-1969 no significant changes along the lake edge.
e an increasing number of worker’s huts further to the south.
1980-1 \The shoreline, surrounding waterways and canal, road layout and engineering infrastructure
are as the current layout. The lookout carpark is present, with no adjacent structures.
2004-2010 Notable changes are visible for the structures adjacent to the lookout carpark only.
3.3 Client provided information

Information regarding the UST was requested from Meridian Energy, however they do not have records for
the UST at the site. It is considered most likely that the UST is associated with the facilities at the lookout
carpark.

Meridian Energy did note that a 22,000 L septic tank is located adjacent to the carpark, and two additional
tanks are currently proposed.

12647815



4. Identified HAIL activities

HAIL activities within 200 m of the site are shown on Figure 3 and include:

- HAIL activity A17: Storage tanks for fuel, chemicals or liquid waste

e The location of the fuel UST is not confirmed, however is assumed to be adjacent to the lookout
carpark not within the proposed works area.
- HAIL activity B4: Power stations, substations or switchyards
¢ Due to the distance from the site of these structures and that bunding is present around the
transformer, it is unlikely these activities would result in shallow soil contamination at the site and
therefore are discounted as a potential risk for the proposed works.
- HAIL activity G5: Waste disposal to land (excluding where biosolids have been u as soil
conditioners)

e The septic tank dispersal areas could potentially fall under this HAIL actiyi

contaminants of concern include biological hazards, which normally d a short
period of time, and heavy metals, that will likely have limited leach i ment. Due
to the distance to the proposed works area of the currently in-use di i d the former

dispersal mound not being in-use, there is likely limited risk o tamination in the proposed

works area from these sources.

5. Preliminary Conceptual Si el

oped to assess the likelihood of a
complete linkage between a contaminant source(s) receptors via a given pathway. This is

presented in Table 3.

ithin the wider Property within which the site is
located, only one of these, the UST — as been identified as a potential risk of being a

It is considered unlikely that the wallld have been installed within the site area and is likely located
adjacent to the lookout carpa
groundwater, of contaminants from the UST following a leak in
that a leak has occurred from this UST.

vertically and hori Y this have occurred, then this activity would fall under HAIL Activity H -
Any land that h t to the migration of hazardous substances from adjacent land in sufficient

quantity t ou to human health or the environment.
Table 3: inary conceptual site model of potential contamination at the proposed works area
Source Pathway Receptor Potential linkages
UST containing fuel Vertical migration of Shallow soil (should leak Incomplete
(Hydrocarbons, contaminants through soil to  have occurred in fuel lines)  gyrface soils only are
potentially lead) groundwater, and Groundwater proposed to be disturbed
Horizontal migration of Lake Pukaki for access tracks, and

contaminants through soil. unlikely to intersect
potentially contaminated

groundwater or soils.

Human health (site
workers)

e
12647815 5



6. Summary

While several HAIL activities have been identified present within the wider Property within which the site is
located, only one of these, the UST — HAIL activity A17, has been identified as a potential risk of being a
source of soil contamination at the site.

However, due to the nature of contaminants and the distance to the proposed works area, it is considered
unlikely that contamination in soils is present at the site resulting from potential discharges from the UST
which is likely located adjacent to the lookout carpark.

Regards
'Z.a/i/
: / Cecilia Gately
Technical Director
Wendy Whitley

Senior Environmental Scientist

Limitations

This HAIL assessment has been based on the review of i
Site Investigation in accordance with Ministry for the Envii

, which GHD has not independently verified or
ept liability in connection with such unverified
which were caused by errors or omissions in that

checked for the purpose of this memorandums
information, including errors and omissionsi
information.
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f Environment
‘@ Canterbury

Regional Council

Kaunihera Taiao ki Waitaha

Customer Services
P. 03 353 9007 or 0800 324 636

PO Box 345
Christchurch 8140

Dear Sir/Madam

Thank you for submitting your property enquiry from our Lis
The LLUR holds information about sites that have beep
activities which have the potential to cause contaminati

The LLUR statement shows the land parcel(s) yo
regarding any potential LLUR sites within a specifi

on the LLUR, it does not mean that
S never occurred, or is not currently
nd new sites are regularly being added
investigations into current and historic land

Please note that if a property is not currentl
an activity with the potential to cause
uses.

The LLUR only contains tion, held by Environment Canterbury in relation to
contaminated or potenti [

other files (for examg @ nforcement files).

iromment Canterbury if you wish to discuss the contents of this property

Please contact
statement.

Yours'sin

Contami Sites Team



Property Statement ‘G Env;ror'l)ment
. . anterbury
from the Listed Land Use Register Regional Council
Kaumhera Taiao ki Waitaha
Visit ecan.govt.nz/HAIL for more information or
contact Customer Services at ecan.govt.nz/contact/ and quote ENQ386857

Date generated: 08 August 2024
Land parcels: Lot 2 DP 368484
Lot 1 DP 368484

Area of Enquiry Sites intersecting area of enquiry

Investigations intersecting area of enquiry

-
—

The informatio presented in this ma
the property is visible.

Sites at a
= s

Site number

Location HAIL activity(s) Category
A17 - Storage tanks or
Glen Lyon Road, Lake drums for fuel,

Pukaki chemicals or liquid
waste;

B4 - Power stations,
367217 Power station substations or Verified HAIL
switchyards;

B4 - Power stations,
367219 Substation infrastructure substations or Verified HAIL
switchyards;

1540 Pukaki Canal Inlet Not Investigated

More detail about the sites

Our Ref: ENQ386857
Produced by: LLUR Public 8/08/2024 3:44:35 AM Page 1 of 3



Site 1540: Pukaki Canal Inlet (Intersects enquiry area.)

Category: Not Investigated
Definition: Verified HAIL has not been investigated.
Location: Glen Lyon Road, Lake Pukaki

Legal description(s): Lot 1 DP 368484

HAIL activity(s): Period from Period to

HAIL activity

? Current

Storage tanks or drums for fuel, chemicals or liquid waste

Notes:

20 May 1999

E Investigations:

There are no investigations associated with this site.

Site 367217: Power station

(Intersects enquiry area.)

1993: One 2000 L underground storage tank (UST), 3(c) product.

Category: Verified HAIL
Definition: The land-use / HAIL history has been confirmed.
Location:

Legal description(s): Lot 1 DP 368484

stations or switchyards.

HAIL activity(s): Period from Period to
Present
Notes:
E Investigations:
There are no investigations associated with this site.
Site 367219: Substatio ture (intersects enquiry area.)

Category:
Definition:

Location:
Legal descripti

IL history has been confirmed.

HAIL activity(s): Period to

HAIL activity

Present

Power stations, substations or switchyards.

Notes:

E Investigations:

There are no investigations associated with this site.

Disclaimer

Our Ref: ENQ386857
Produced by: LLUR Public 8/08/2024 3:44:35 AM

Page 2 of 3




The enclosed information is derived from Environment Canterbury’s Listed Land Use Register and is made available to you under the Local
Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987.

The information contained in this report reflects the current records held by Environment Canterbury regarding the activities undertaken on
the site, its possible contamination and based on that information, the categorisation of the site. Environment Canterbury has not verified the
accuracy or completeness of this information. It is released only as a copy of Environment Canterbury's records and is not intended to provide
a full, complete or totally accurate assessment of the site. It is provided on the basis that Environment Canterbury makes no warranty or
representation regarding the reliability, accuracy or completeness of the information provided or the level of contamination (if any) at the
relevant site or that the site is suitable or otherwise for any particular purpose. Environment Canterbury accepts no responsibility for any loss,
cost, damage or expense any person may incur as a result of the use, reference to or reliance on the information contained in this report.

Any person receiving and using this information is bound by the provisions of the Privacy Act 1993.

<
©
&

Our Ref: ENQ386857
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’ Environment
‘@ Canterbury

Regional Council

Kaunihera Taiao ki Waitaha

Listed Land
Use Register

What you need to know

Everything is connected

What is the Listed Land Use Register (LLUR)?

The LLUR is a database that Environment Canterbury uses to manage information about land that is, or has been, associated with the use,
storage or disposal of hazardous substances.

Why do we need the LLUR?

Some activities and industries are hazardous and can potentially contaminate land or water. We need the LLUR to help us manage
information about land which could pose a risk to your health and the e* ..ron.. 'nt because of its current or former land use.

Section 30 of the Resource Management Act (RMA, 1991) requires En “onment Ca. ‘erbury to investigate, identify and monitor
contaminated land. To do this we follow national guidelines anc '.se the ' 'UR to F - (p us manage the information.

The information we collect also helps your local district or ¢* , counr’ to fuw. | 7 5 functions under the RMA. One of these is implementing
the National Environmental Standard (NES) for Assessing ar. Ma* .ging Centaminants in Soil, which came into effect on 1 January 2012.

For information on the NES, contact your city or dist*" _ . ncil.

How does Environment Canterbury classify
sites on the LLUR?

Where we have identified a HAIL land use, we review all the
available information, which may include investigation reports if
we have them. We then assign the site a category on the LLUR.
The category is intended to best describe what we know about
the land use and potential contamination at the site and is
signed off by a senior staff member.

of land uses produced by th
(MfE). This is called the Haz
List (HAIL)". The HAIL h

s and Industries
ities, and includes
ards, timber

ips and any other activities . . .
y Please refer to the Site Categories and Definitions factsheet for

further information.

What does Environment Canterbury do with
the information on the LLUR?

The LLUR is available online at www.llur.ecan.govt.nz. We

mainly receive enquiries from potential property buyers and
environmental consultants or engineers working on sites. An
inquirer would typically receive a summary of any information we
hold, including the category assigned to the site and a list of any
investigation reports.

oric records and aerial photographs. This project
arted in 2008 and is ongoing.

We"also receive information from other sources, such as
environmental site investigation reports submitted to us
as a requirement of the Regional Plan, and in resource

o We may also use the information to prioritise sites for further
consent applications.

investigation, remediation and management, to aid with
planning, and to help assess resource consent applications.
These are some of our other responsibilities under the RMA.

'The Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL) can be downloaded from
MfE’s website www.mfe.govt.nz, keyword search HAIL

If you are conducting an environmental investigation or removing an underground storage tank at your
property, you will need to comply with the rules in the Regional Plan and send us a copy of the report.
This means we can keep our records accurate and up-to-date, and we can assign your property an
appropriate category on the LLUR. To find out more, visit www.ecan.govt.nz/HAIL.



IMPORTANT!

The LLUR is an online database which we are continually
updating. A property may not currently be registered on
the LLUR, but this does not necessarily mean that it hasn’t
had a HAIL use in the past.

Sheep dipping (ABOVE) and gas works (TOP) are among the former land uses
that have been identified as potentially hazardous. (Photo above by Wheeler
& Son in 1987, courtesy of Canterbury Museum.)

My land is on the LLUR - what should | do now?

IMPORTANT! ,ust because your property has

a land use that is deemed hazardous or is on the LLUR,
it doesn’t necessarily mean it’s contaminated. The only
way to know if land is contaminated is by carrying out a
detailed site investigation, which involves collecting and
testing soil samples.

You do not need to do anything if your land is on the LLUR and
you have no plans to alter it in any way. It is important tha

let a tenant or buyer know your land is on the Listed Land
Register if you intend to rent or sell your property. If y@

legal advice.

You may choose to have your property fu
your own peace of mind, or because
the activities covered by the National

and Managing Contaminants
Your district or city coungi

my site category is incorrect - how

hange it?
ITyou have an environmental investigation undertaken at your
sit@y you must send us the report and we will review the LLUR

ategory based on the information you provide. Similarly,

if you have information that clearly shows your site has not
been associated with HAIL activities (eg. a preliminary site
investigation), or if other HAIL activities have occurred which
we have not listed, we need to know about it so that our
records are accurate.

If we have incorrectly identified that a HAIL activity has
occurred at a site, it will be not be removed from the LLUR but
categorised as Verified Non-HAIL. This helps us to ensure that
the same site is not re-identified in the future.

vrlact us

Property owners have the right to look at all the information
.avironment Canterbury holds about their properties.

It is free to check the information on the LLUR, online at
www.llur.ecan.govt.nz.

If you don’t have access to the internet, you can enquire
about a specific site by phoning us on (03) 353 9007 or toll
free on 0800 EC INFO (32 4636) during business hours.

Contact Environment Canterbury:
Email: ecinfo@ecan.govt.nz
Phone:

Calling from Christchurch:  (03) 353 9007
Calling from any other area: 0800 EC INFO (32 4636)

Everything is connected

Promoting quality of life through
balanced resource management.

4 Environment
‘@ Canterbury

Regional Council

Kaunihera Taiao ki Waitaha

www.ecan.govt.nz E13/101



Listed Land Use Register

Site categories and definitions

When Environment Canterbury identifies a Hazardous Activities and
Industries List (HAIL) land use, we review the available information and
assign the site a category on the Listed Land Use Register. The category
is intended to best describe what we know about the land use.

If a site is categorised as Unverified it means it has been reported or
identified as one that appears on the HAIL, but the land use has not been
confirmed with the property owner.

If the land use has been confirmed but analytical information
from the collection of samples is not available, and the
presence or absence of contamination has therefore not

been determined, the site is registered as:

Not investigated:

A site whose past or present use has been d afd verified
as one that appears on the HAIL.

The site has not been investigated i t typically include
sampling and analysis of site sQj r yfd/or ambient air, and
assessment of the associated al’data.

There is insufficient info -@‘ L0 characterise any risks to human
health or the enviropfentfgom those activities undertaken on the
site. Contaminatjg e occurred, but should not be assumed

If analytical inf¢
availabl gite

ion from the collection of samples is
an be registered in one of six ways:

At or bel ground concentrations:

The site has been investigated or remediated. The investigation or

post remediation validation results confirm there are no hazardous
substances above local background concentrations other than those
that occur naturally in the area. The investigation or validation sampling
has been sufficiently detailed to characterise the site.

Below guideline values for:

The site has been investigated. Results show that there are hazardous
substances present at the site but indicate that any adverse effects or
risks to people and/or the environment are considered to

be so low as to be acceptable. The site may have been remediated to
reduce contamination to this level, and samples taken after remediation
confirm this.

‘@ Environment

Canterbury
Regional Council

Kaunihera Taiao ki Waitaha




Managed for:

The site has been investigated. Results show that there are hazardous
substances present at the site in concentrations that have the
potential to cause adverse effects or risks to people and/or the
environment. However, those risks are considered managed because:

the nature of the use of the site prevents human and/or
ecological exposure to the risks; and/or

the land has been altered in some way and/or restrictions have
been placed on the way it is used which prevent human and/or
ecological exposure to the risks.

Partially investigated:

The site has been partially investigated. Results:

demonstrate there are hazardous substances present at the site;
however, there is insufficient information to quantify any adverse
effects or risks to people or the environment; or

do not adequately verify the presence or absence g
contamination associated with all HAIL activities 4@ e

have been undertaken on the site.
d l

ow§ substances that:

Significant adverse environmental effects:

The site has been investigated. Results s
groundwater or surface water containggha:

have significant adverse effec t vironment; or
are reasonably likely to h ifigant adverse effects on the

environment.

Contaminated:

The site has been i ig - Results show that the land has a
hazardous subs or on it that:
has significan rse effects on human health and/or the
envi ;@nd/or

isr nably likely to have significant adverse effects on human
health'@nd/or the environment.

If a site has been included incorrectly on the Listed Land Use
Register as having a HAIL, it will not be removed but will be
registered as:

Verified non-HAIL:

Information shows that this site has never been associated with any of
the specific activities or industries on the HAIL.

Please contact Environment ‘@ Enviroerent
anterbury
Regional Council

Canterbury for further information:

(03) 353 9007 or toll free Kaunihera Taiao ki Waitaha
on 0800 EC INFO (32 4636)
email ecinfo@ecan.govt.nz E13/102
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1960-1964, Source Environment Canterbury GIS
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1980-1984, Source Environment Canterbury GIS
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Wildlife Act Authority (FTAA-2510-1120)

Schedule 1A

Authorised Activity: For the purpose of the activity authorised in Fast-track Approval (FTAA-
2510-1120 on the Land identified in Schedule 1B, the Capturing, Holding, Liberating,
Incidentally Harming or Killing of the following lizard species:

1. McCann’s skink (Oligosoma maccanni)

2. Southern grass skink (Oligosoma chionochloescens)
3. Southern Alps gecko (Woodworthia "Southern Alps")
4, Mackenzie skink (Oligosoma prasinum)

Schedule 1B

The Land:

To catch alive, hold and incidentally kill at the following sitesdid adiin MP at Appendix
A, Figures 1, 2 and 4:

1. Dam armouring access tracks and material la 40 "S 170°0831.6"E
2. South stockpile (6.3 ha): 44°11°37.0”"S 170°08

3. North stockpile (0.8 ha): 44°11'16.7"S f170°

To liberate:

1. At the relocation site identified i

Schedule 1C
Term: 35 years expiring on
Schedule 1D Q

Authorised Pers
sher

Appendix A, Figure 6

1. Graham

Sche

Authakity : Meridian Energy Limited
Schedu

Authority Holder’s address for notices:
Environment Team

Meridian Energy Limited

Level 2, 98 Customhouse Quay

Wellington 6011



Wildlife Act Authority (FTAA-2510-1120)

Schedule 1G

Director-General’s address for notices and all other correspondence:
Permissions Team Level 4

73 Rostrevor Street

Hamilton 3204

Email: permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz

Conditions

1. This Authority applies only to the lizard species specified in

2. If, in the course of any lizard survey or salvage activity,

of protected wildlife other than those listed i
are located within the footprint of a pla

4,
5.
collected u
Note: The
genetic a
6. activities must be undertaken in accordance with the approved Lizard
t Plan for the project annexed to this Authority (Lake Pukaki Fast Track
ubstantive Application - Lizard Management Plan, Version 3, April 2026:
Tonkin and Taylor Limited) (LMP).
7. Lizards must only be handled by Authorised Personnel listed in Schedule 1D or under

the direct supervision of Authorised Personnel, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the
Director-General of Conservation.

8. Capture and handling of lizards must involve only techniques that minimise the risk of
infection or injury to the animal.


mailto:permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz

Wildlife Act Authority (FTAA-2510-1120)

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

The Authority Holder is only permitted to release wildlife that are listed in Schedule 1A
using methods described in the LMP written for the particular lizard salvage operation.

Capture and handling methods shall follow those described in the Herpetofauna
inventory and monitoring toolbox Herpetofauna: Modules for biodiversity inventory and
monitoring

The Authority Holder must ensure all live capture traps are covered to protect lizards
from exposure and minimise stress. Damp leaf litter or other material must be provided
to reduce desiccation risk and the bottom of the pit-fall trap must be per ad to allow
drainage of water. The Authority Holder must ensure that all live capg
retreats to minimise risk of predation events within the trap.

If any mortality is detected, due consideration shall be mad ed, that
show measures have been taken to reduce mortality. Measure but are not
limited to, providing additional protection from weather,
by trapping and/or poisoning at the site; not condug

these measures.

The Authority Holder must ensure all liv
at least every 24 hours.

ween each location. A separate holding
bag must be used for each a / ear should be thoroughly cleaned and dried
between sites.

The Authority Holder ure lizards are temporarily held individually in a suitable
container (e.g. bre

a.
by the Director-General, chill the body if it can be delivered within 72

, or freeze the body if delivery will take longer than 72 hours;
C. the body to Massey University Wildlife Post-mortem Service for necropsy,

along with details of the animal’s history;

d. pay for any costs incurred in investigation of the death of any lizard, if required to
do so by the Director-General; and

e. If required by the Director-General, cease the Authorised Activity for a period
determined by the Grantor.



Wildlife Act Authority (FTAA-2510-1120)

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

If any lizards are found injured as part of the Authorised Activity, the Authority Holder
shall seek advice from the Authority holder on management of the lizard(s).

The Authority Holder must not euthanise any wildlife unless:
a. The Authority Holder obtains authority from the Director-General; or
b. A veterinarian recommends euthanasia on animal welfare grounds; or

C. The Authority Holder euthanises the wildlife under direction from the Director-
General.

the Director-General at permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz
Manager for Twizel at twizel@doc.govt.nz citing the Project
be submitted by 30 June each year.

outcomes in accordance with any specific Liz
include:

a. The project name number; and

b. the species and number o

ng or research; and

im ected and released;

the collection point(s) and release point(s);

Management Plan was implemented including any
th capture and handling, how release sites were

m W(ARDS) cards for all herpetofauna sightings and captures
ptile Distribution Scheme: Herpetofauna data collection) must be
una, Department of Conservation, National Office, PO Box 10420

ings jand reptile species information.

All reports submitted under Conditions 20 and 21 above must contain any implications
of the results for conservation management.

The Authority Holder acknowledges that the Director-General may provide copies of the
reports referred-to in Conditions 20 and 21 above to tangata whenua and the general
public if requested.

Didymo biosecurity - The Authority Holder must comply with the Ministry for Primary
Industries’ (MPI)'s “Check, Clean, Dry” cleaning methods to prevent the spread of


mailto:permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz
mailto:twizel@doc.govt.nz

Wildlife Act Authority (FTAA-2510-1120)

didymo (Didymosphenia geminata) and other freshwater pests when moving between
waterways. "“Check, Clean, Dry” cleaning methods can be found at -
http://www.biosecurity.govt.nz/cleaning.

COMPENSATION MANAGEMENT PLAN

25. Prior to works commencing a separate final Compensation Management Plan (CMP)
(presently included as Appendix E in the LMP) shall be submitted to the Director-General
at permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz for certification. Prior to submitting the final CMP
to the Director-General, the Authority Holder shall consult with the Dire eneral on
the location of the proposed compensation area(s) and the wild ontrol
method(s) to be implemented.

LIZARD FENCE

26. A Lizard exclusion fence must be installed to separate known enzighskink habitat
from the North stockpile to prevent Mackenzie skink frg i orth stockpile.

27. The fence must be constructed so that it extends, a pf 500 mm above the
ground level and be buried approximately 50-1 und level with a return
or lip to prevent lizards burrowing under es must be installed at

the fence to allow access to the rock

28. The fence must be maintained until all
utilised. Annual inspections ar
function as intended.

ial from the North stockpile has been
n to ensure the fence continues to

29. The fence must be desi
out in the certified L nd st i
the fence.

nstructed in accordance with the specifications set
rporate polythene to deter skinks from climbing

ONGOING MANAG

30. , 20th and 30th anniversaries of the approval of this Authority the

t undertake a lizard survey across the stockpile, laydown and

areas to review and quantify any change to the lizard population on

31. ards are identified in the Northern stockpile an additional salvage operation
ertaken at that location in accordance with the LMP.

32. Foll g the completion of the above survey the LMP shall be reviewed and updated to

include the results of the survey and any updated threat classifications. The updated
Lizard Management Plan shall be submitted to the Director-General at
permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz citing the Authority Number FTAA-2510-1120 for
confirmation that it meets the requirements of this Authority.


http://www.biosecurity.govt.nz/cleaning
mailto:permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz

Wildlife Act Authority (FTAA-2510-1120)

VARIATIONS

33. The Authority Holder may apply to the Director General for variations to this Authority
in accordance with clause (7)(2) of Schedule 7 of the Fast-Track Approvals Act 2024.

REVOCATION

34. The Director-General may revoke this Authority in whole orin part at any time (pursuant
to clause 7(4) of Schedule 7 of the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 if:

a. The Authority Holder breaches any of the conditions of this Authori

b. In the Director-General’s opinion, the exercise of this Authority
likely to cause any unforeseen adverse effects on lizards.

d or is

If the Director-General intends to revoke this Authority in wh i’part, the Director-
General must give the Authority Holder such prior notice as.i d necessary
in the circumstances.

COSTS

35. The Authority Holder must pay the standard parifmen onservation charge-out
rates for any staff time and mileage required itor gempliance with this Authority
and to investigate any alleged breaches te conditions of it.

LIABILITIES

36. The Authority Holder agrees to
full extent permitted by law, t
agents from all claims an
respect of any acciden
from the Authority Ho

th rity at its own risk and releases to the

ﬁ 0 eneral and Director-General’s employees and

ands of any kind and from all liability which may arisein

COMPLIANCE WIT
DIRECTIONS

AND DIRECTOR GENERAL'S NOTICES AND

37. must comply with all statutes, bylaws, and regulations, and all
and requisitions of the Director-General and any competent authority

cise of the Authority.

EMP CTORS, OR AGENTS

38. ity Holder is responsible for the acts and omissions of its employees,
rs, and agents. The Authority Holder is liable under the Authority for any breach
of its terms by employees, contractors, or agents, as if the breach were committed by
the Authority Holder. Where obligations bind more than one person, those obligations

bind those persons jointly and separately.
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1 Introduction

Meridian Energy Limited (Meridian) hold consents to operate the Waitaki Power Scheme (WPS) for
hydroelectric power generation. Lake Pikaki is part of the WPS and is in the Mackenzie Basin of the
South Island of New Zealand.

Meridian is seeking approval under the Fast Track Approvals Act (FTAA) to temporarily enable access
to water stored in Lake Plkaki below 518 m RL, without the currently applicable security of supply
triggers. In addition, Meridian is seeking consent to undertake associated dam armouring works at
the dam face of Lake Plkaki during periods of lower water level, when the works zone can be
accessed. The consenting period sought for the dam armouring works is 35 years.

2025). Native lizards have been identified as present in the project area as
targeted lizard surveys.

has been prepared for the Wildlife Approval Application to acco stantive
Application. Schedule 7 of the FTAA includes a list of informatio wildlife approval.
Section 1.6 outlines the information requirements set out i edule 7 and the

This work has been undertaken in accordance with iat
original contract (Letter of Engagement (LOE) datéd 19 Dece

1.1 Purpose and scope

This LMP outlines the lizard ecologica
salvage methods and recommend

IB). The NPS-IB does not appl
for the assessment and man

ge methods (Section 5)
agement measures (Section 6)

nsation Management Plan (Appendix E)

The LMP has been developed in accordance with recommendations described in the Project
Ecological Impact Assessment (EclA) (T+T, 2025).

1.2 Associated documents

This report should be read in conjunction with the Ecological Impact Assessment (EclA) for the
project (T+T, 2025).

1T+T (27 June 2025). Variation 01: Fast Track Substantive Reporting. Job no. 1097626.0000.
2T+T (19 December 2024). Letter of Engagement. Blue Cascade: Lake Pukaki technical assessments. Job no. 1097626.0000.
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1.3 Description of project activities that may impact lizards

To enhance the Plkaki Dam'’s resilience, protective riprap on the face of the dam will be installed on
the slopes of the Pikaki Dam’s Main Dam Face (High Dam) and Left and Right Abutments (Figure
1.1). Construction works will involve the following:

° Constructing access tracks and ramps
. Transporting rock armour from the current location to a designated stockpile area
. Constructing work benches

° Constructing toe/key along High Dam
° Rock placement on High Dam
. Rock placement on abutments

. Temporary building

. Taking of materials from local stockpile sites
. Temporary stockpiling of material adjacent to works areas
. Decommissioning of the site

is at a sufficiently low
arby stockpile areas
ockpile areas are

These works are proposed to occur during periods where the d

to describe the various works areas:

ess tracks, ramps, work benches,
constructing toe along High t on High Dam, rock placement on
abutments.

. North
[ ]
ig
. ontrol sjte: Lizard survey site 1 km south of North stockpile (refer to Appendix A Figure 5)
Tonkin & Taylor Ltd April 2026
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ext and approvals sought

the Wildlife Act 1953. A project referred for FTC may apply to the
uthority (EPA) for a wildlife approval under section 42(4)(h) of the Fast-

. Kill wildlife (incidental)
. Catch and handle wildlife on site (including salvage and relocation)
1.5 Term

The term for which the wildlife approval is sought is 35 years. This timeframe allows for the term
sought for the dam armouring resource consents.

Tonkin & Taylor Ltd April 2026
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A request for a 35 year term is sought but with a review of this LMP and dam armouring works
progress every 10 years. A short report will be prepared and delivered to DOC every 10 years with a
request to continue to manage the works under the existing wildlife approval.

1.6 Schedule 7 of the Fast Track Approvals Act requirements

Schedule 7 of the Fast Track Approvals Act outline the necessary information required to assess a
Wildlife Approval. These are outlined in Table 1.1 below along with the associated Section of this
LMP (or other document) where the information is provided.

Table 1.1:Fast Track Approvals Act Schedule 7 requirements

Where this requirement has bczen addressed
and/or justification

Schedule 7 requirement

(1) For the purposes of section 43(3)(h), an application Section 1.3
for a wildlife approval must—

(a) specify the purpose of the proposed activity:

(b) identify the actions the applicant wishes to carry out
involving protected wildlife and where they will be .
carried out (whether on or off public conservation land):

(c) include an assessment of the activity and its impacts
against the purpose of the Wildlife Act 1953:
.Phe Wildlife Act 1953 provides absolute
tion to all native lizard species.

The project activity relating to dam armouring
works may result in injury or mortality to native
lizards.

Effects management measures include avoid,
minimisation, remedy and compensation
measures (Section 4).

Refer to Section 2.1.

Refer to Section 2.2

(f) state methods proposed to be used to
conduct the actions specified under paragraph (b) will
ensure that best practice standards are met:

Surveys were undertaken in accordance with
DOC Herpetofauna Inventory and Monitoring
Toolbox for lizard survey and salvage.

(g) describe the methods to be used to safely,
efficiently, and humanely catch, hold, or kill the animals
and identify relevant animal ethics processes:

Surveys were undertaken in accordance with
DOC Herpetofauna Inventory and Monitoring
Toolbox for lizard survey and salvage.

(h) state the location or locations in which the activity
will be carried out, including a map (and GPS co-
ordinates if available):

Dam armouring access tracks and material
laydown: 44°11'24.7"S 170°08'31.6"E
South stockpile (6.3 ha): 44°11'37.0"S
170°08'39.4"E

North stockpile (0.8 ha): 44°11'16.7"S
170°09'02.4"E
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Schedule 7 requirement

Where this requirement has been addressed

and/or justification

Refer to Appendix A Figures which outline lizard
management areas.

(i) state whether authorisation is sought to temporarily
hold or relocate wildlife:

Relocation is proposed, refer to Section 5.

(j) list all actual and potential wildlife effects (adverse or
positive) of the proposed activity, including effects on
the target species, other indigenous species, and the
ecosystems at the site:

Refer to Section 2.2.

Refer to the Ecological Impact Assessment (EclA;
T+T, 2025) for a full assessment of actual and
potential effects of the propose

(k) where adverse effects are identified, state what
methods will be used to avoid and minimise those
effects, and any offsetting or compensation proposed to
address unmitigated adverse effects (including steps
taken before the project begins, such as surveying,
salvaging, and relocating protected wildlife):

Refer to Section 5.

(I) state whether the applicant or any company director,
trustee, partner, or anyone else involved with the
application has been convicted of any offence under the
Wildlife Act 1953:

(m) state whether the applicant or any company

director, trustee, partner, or anyone else involved wj
the application has any current criminal charges unde
the Wildlife Act 1953 pending before a court:

one else involved do not have any
inal charges under the Wildlife Act

(n) provide proof and details of all consulta
including with hapa or iwi, on the applica
wildlife impacts:

er to the full application.

(o) provide any additional writte
or opinions the applicant has o
proposal.

The project received a response from DOC during
the referral application. This response is provided
in Appendix E.

2.1 ogical values

Lizard ecologic
surveys nducted between 27 and 31 October 2
results are presented in Sections 3 and 4, respectively.
project footprint and lizard habitat values.

2.1.1 Lizard habitat values

For the purposes of dam armouring works, the project
Figure 1-5):

alues were assessed through desktop assessment and field assessments. Field

025. Detailed lizard survey methods and
Refer to Appendix D for photographs of the

footprint includes (Table 2.2; Appendix A

° South access track
) North access track
Tonkin & Taylor Ltd
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° Material laydown areas including the South laydown area (near the Punatahu Visitor Centre)
and North laydown area (near the North access track) (Appendix A Figure 1 and Figure 3)

. Material stockpile sites (North and South stockpiles)

Lizard habitat was assessed through a visual assessment of each footprint area. Higher-value areas
were considered those that comprised small cobbles and gravels with interstitial spaces suitable for
protection from pest mammals and other predators. Effective gecko habitat generally comprised
rocks with 1-3 cm crevices and small piles or rocks with sediment and grasses formed on top of rock
stacks.

Lizard habitat values and species records are summarised in Table 2.1 below. Lizard habitat was

recorded in all of the potential impact areas. Lizard habitat values outlined below were assigned a
qualitative measure of low, moderate or high based on the rock/cobble size and av,
interstitial micro-habitat availability and level of disturbance.

Overall, habitat quality was considered to be low to moderate, with the Nogifand South
providing the higher quality lizard habitat compared to access tracks.

Table 2.1: Project areas, lizard habitat features and species suij

Project area Lizard habitat features and comparative habitat | Lizard species recorded and
value potential lizard species present

Southern access | Large boulders. Few small interstitial spac ann’s skink (Oligosoma
track suitable skink habitat on the margi accani; Not Threatened;
boulders adjoin with exotic grassfbank. i itchmough et al. 2021) recorded.
but potential gecko habitat whe Potential habitat for Southern Alps
crevices 1-3 cm wide. gecko (Woodworthia “Southern

Low quality habitat Alps”; At Risk — Declining).

Northern access | Bank comprises spag dbo rs McCann’s skink and Southern Alps
track. embedded in sg i roviding effective gecko recorded.

@ c ank and short exotic McCann’s skink likely to be present.

€ Muehlenbeckia complexa) clumps.
rbance from site management and

Material Pung
laydown areas.

rn laydown area: Short grassland with
very few boulders/rocks. Disturbed area due to
historic landuse impacts.

Low quality habitat

South stockpile | Generally comprised large boulders with McCann'’s skink and Southern Alps
of 6.3 ha. interstitial spaces unsuitable for lizards. Some gecko present across the area.
piles comprised small boulders, cobbles, gravels Southern grass skink may be
and concrete rubble suitable for skinks and present.
geckos.

Moderate quality habitat

North stockpile | Generally comprised large boulders with McCann’s skink and Southern Alps
of 0.8 ha. interstitial spaces unsuitable for lizards. A couple | gecko recorded across the area.
of smaller piles comprised small boulders, Southern grass skink (O. aff.
cobbles, and gravels suitable for skinks and polychroma Clade 5; At Risk —
geckos.
Tonkin & Taylor Ltd April 2026
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Declining) recorded in immediately

Soft sediment and vegetation had formed in adjacent habitat.
some of the boulder crevices which provided
effective gecko habitat.

Boulders and rocks embedded into grass across
the site provided effective skink habitat.

Vegetation was dominated by short exotic
grasses. Occasional exotic shrubs (Rosa
rubiginosa) were present. Muehlenbeckia
complexa was present in isolated patches,
scrambling over the boulders and providing
effective lizard cover.

Moderate quality habitat

Adjacent Mix of short and medium-length grassland, ps

habitats/control | various sized boulders, cobbles, and gravels, and ink,

sites occasional shrubs. i asinum;
Muehlenbeckia complexa was present in isolated reatenes nally Vulnerable)

patches, scrambling over the boulders and ecorded.

providing effective lizard cover.
High quality habitat

2.1.2 Lizard species

Lizard surveys were conducted between 27 and 025. Lizard surveys comprised manual
searches, funnel trapping, Visual EncounteffSt d eDNA surveys. Surveys were

. i; Net Threatened) (Hitchmough et al. 2021).
. ' iag“Southern Alps”; At Risk — Declining).

In addition, Southerngra . polychroma Clade 5; At Risk — Declining) was recorded adjacent
to the stockpiles

Due to their Conserv s and in accordance with EIANZ criteria (Roper-Lindsay et al. 2018),
McCann ological value, while Southern Alps gecko and Southern grass skink are of
high e ote, Mackenzie skink (O. prasinum; Threatened — Nationally Vulnerable)
were

A full i tial lizard species in the wider area as determined through desktop assessment is
provided e 2.2 below.

2.13 Density estimates

Native lizard density estimates vary by habitat type and quality, and factors such as predation,
historical site disturbance and immigration/emigration dynamics. Without detailed mark-recapture
data, the reliability of density estimates is considered low.

Nonetheless, an attempt at estimating lizard densities at the site has been made to address Wildlife
Approval Schedule 7 1(d).

Density estimates are available for Southern grass skink and McCann’s skink (Wilson et al. 2017). In
high quality habitat, Southern grass skink can reach up to 9,200 skinks per ha. McCann’s skink can

Tonkin & Taylor Ltd April 2026
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similarly reach high numbers in high quality habitat, with density estimates of up to 2,250 skinks per
ha.

The stockpile areas comprise 7.1 ha of moderate-quality habitat. Including the dam access and
stockpile laydown areas, the total lizard habitat availability is approximately 7.3 ha.

Given the low to moderate habitat quality with no pest mammal management, a rough estimate of
500 skinks per ha could be expected. This would equate to 3,650 skinks in the project footprint and
potentially affected by project works.

Density estimates of Southern Alps have not been formally published as of 21 November 2025.
Studies on similar species Woodworthia spp. have reported densities of tens of individuals per ha
(Towns et al. 2007).

Based on the above estimates, and low to moderate quality habitat, 50 individualgfper ha maybe an
appropriate estimate. As such, 365 Southern Alps gecko could be expected acgoss t

footprint areas.

<
.
&
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Table 2.2: Lizard species list recorded on Pakaki River and wider area (30 km radius) (Boffa Miskell, 2022), conservation status and ecological value.
Shaded cells indicate species recorded in the direct project footprint. .

Common name | Species name Conservation status Ecological Habitat preference (from NZHS, 2025)
(Hitchmough et al. value (Roper-
2021) Lindsay et al.
2018)

Lakes skink Oligosoma aff. Threatened — Nationally | Very high - ,a iy cally inhabit lowland or alpine tussock
chloronoton “West Otago” | Vulnerable i oded stone), and screes/talus with

Roamatimati Oligosoma aff. At Risk - Declining High pitats in alpine environments (screes, gravel or
skink chloronoton “southern” es, dry streambeds, and rock piles amongst low

Cryptic skink Oligosoma inconspicuum At Risk - Declining High variety of habitats. Rocky habitats, including rocky
es, shrubland, screes, and tallus, although they do also occur in
McCann’s skink | Oligopsoma maccanni Not Threatened nhabit rock tor systems, boulderfields, tallus, scree, rocky herbfield,

exotic grasses, herbfield, and tussockland.

Open/sunny areas such as open grassy areas, tussock grassland, rock
piles, and scree slopes.

Mackenzie Oligosoma prasinum
skink

Wetlands, grassland, shrublands, rocky shrubland/herbfield, screes,
tussock, stony river beds.

Southern grass | Oligosoma aff.
skink polychroma Clade 5

Very high Boulderfields, screes, tallus, stoney river terraces and banks, rocky
shrubland, and rocky bluffs.

Scree skink Oligosoma waimatense

Jewelled gecko | Naultinus gemmeus High Indigenous forests, shrublands, and tussock grasslands.

Southern Alps Woodworthia “South
gecko Alps”

High Terrestrial and saxicolous. Stable bases of scree slopes, rocky river
terraces and shattered outcrops in dry sub-alpine.

Risk - Declining High Beech forest, podocarp/hardwood forests, rocky grasslands, and
rocky alpine areas.

Korero gecko Woodworthia
“Otago/Southland Large”

Tonkin & Taylor Ltd April 2026
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2.2 Potential impacts on lizards
Potential impacts of dam armouring works on native lizards include:

. Access tracks: temporary impacts to up to 1,200 m? of exposed boulder rock revetment lizard
habitat to be removed and remediated following works.

. North and South laydown areas: temporary impacts to approximately 915 m? of lizard habitat
comprising sparsely distributed shrubland and short-stature grassland, to be remediated
following works.

° Two areas of approximately 6.3 ha and 0.8 ha of boulder material stockpiles wi drawn
from for construction use (Figure 1.1). The areas comprise exotic grassland
material has been stockpiled.

. Disturbance, injury or mortality during the armouring of the dam.

. Displacement: The existing rock stockpiles were first established in
added to as suitable local material becomes available. During this.ti
incidentally provided effective lizard habitat. This lizard habi
dam remediation works. Lizards present may be displaced
suitable.

2.3 Lizard management measures

To address potential adverse impacts on lizards,

. Avoidance, minimisation and remedyi
- Lizard salvage across the N
- Lizard exclusion fencing a stockpile.
- Remediation includ i access tracks and laydown areas following works.

. Offsetting effects to liz i lenging as it requires quantitative data, typically long-term

information using m ies.
. Compensation js : ess adverse residual effects to native lizards (refer to
Section 6.2)
Note that the South is an operational area on Meridian landholdings. The area would be
challenging rds from with fencing due to the large size of the area, and frequent
operati ments. As such, lizards would be expected to re-colonise the stockpiles
follo empt. Salvage would therefore be ineffective at protecting lizards. Based on
the a ian, the site operates as a working hydroelectricity site of national significance.

The ongoing addition of material to the stockpile means that the presence of fences would impede
their ope s and create unnecessary constraints. Instead, the compensation package has been
proposed to address adverse impacts on lizards injured or killed during stockpile use.

The magnitude of effect on lizards, after efforts to avoid, minimise and remedy effects is considered
to be moderate due to the loss of habitat and injury or mortality during construction. The magnitude
of effect takes into account the quality of the habitat (low to moderate) and that the stockpiles have
been developed in the past 14 years and have likely had a temporary ‘positive’ effect on the lizard
population since that time. McCann’s skink, Southern grass skink and Southern Alps gecko are also
relatively abundant in the wider abundant (as determined by desktop assessment, surveys in a
control site and surveys in adjacent habitats).

The overall level of effect depends on each species’ conservation status and is as follows:

Tonkin & Taylor Ltd April 2026
Lake PUkaki Fast Track Consent Substantive Application — Lizard Management Plan Job No: 1097626 v3
GHD Limited



15

. For McCann'’s skink a low ecological value combined with a moderate magnitude of effect
results in a low overall level of effect.

. For Southern Alps gecko and Southern grass skink, a high ecological value combined with a
moderate magnitude of effect results in a high overall level of effect.

3 Lizard survey methods

Lizard surveys were undertaken to address the following questions and inform effects management
for lizards:

1 Are any lizards using the rock stockpiles or proposed access track and stockpile laydown areas.

2 Are At Risk or Threatened species using the rock stockpiles or proposed access tockpile
laydown areas and how are they distributed.

3 What is the level of usage of rock stockpiles and access track areas/stoc areas by
lizards compared to nearby ‘natural’ areas.

Lizard surveys were undertaken in general accordance with the Principles gement

(Appendix C; DOC Technical Advisory Group, 2019; Appendix C ) as Q
and outlined in Table Appendix C.1. Where survey methods vari g i es, justification is
provided in Table Appendix C.1.

3.1 Wildlife Act Authority

All survey methods and reporting requirements w dertaken imfaccordance with Wildlife Act
Authority (WAA) (Authorisation no. 119794-FAUfmade (o} am Ussher). All lizard handling
undertaken under the direct supervision Graha

3.2 Personnel undertaking

oss all potential dam armouring works management areas (Appendix A

ol surveys were undertaken adjacent to North stockpile and

. South stockpile area

. Two control sites:
- North stockpile adjacent habitat
- Control site approximately 1 km downstream from the North stockpile adjacent to the
Pikaki River margin.

Refer to Appendix A Figures 1-5 for detailed survey designs for each area listed above.

Tonkin & Taylor Ltd April 2026
Lake PUkaki Fast Track Consent Substantive Application — Lizard Management Plan Job No: 1097626 v3
GHD Limited



16

34 Survey timings and weather conditions

Lizard surveys were undertaken from 27 to 31 October 2025. From 27 to 29 October, surveys were
undertaken by three ecologists, and from 30 to 31 October, surveys were undertaken by two
ecologists.

Survey weather conditions are described in Table 3.2 below. A qualitative assessment of lizard
activity and basking opportunity is provided below. Despite cool weather conditions early in the
survey week, the weather improved later in the week resulting in a number of survey days with good
suitability for lizard detection.

Table 3.1: Weather conditions® during the lizard survey

Overnight Weather Qualitative assessment of lizard activity and baslking
low (°C) opportunities based on rock termperatures and sunlight
availability

27 0.1 11.4 | Overcast, Low — no sunshine

October showers
2025

28 -0.8 6.4 Overnight
October snow. Clear
2025 and sunny.

s skinks at a nearby site (used for training
re observed basking, indicating at least
moderate basking conditions.

29 -1.5 15.6 | Cléar an High = full sun
October nny.
2025
30 ran High— full sun
October su
2025
31 Clear and High— full sun
October sunny.
2025

3.5 onstruction survey methods

3.5.1 y methods

The methods for the lizard survey included manual habitat searches, visual surveys and deployment
of eDNA tunnels. The specific methods were designed to survey the suite of potential lizard species
known in proximity to the site. They allowed for the detection of nationally Threatened species.
The methods used are summarised below and in Table 3.2.

3 Weather data from MetService Twizel data (https://www.metservice.com/rural/regions/canterbury-high-
country/locations/twizel)
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3.5.1.1 Manual habitat searches

Manual habitat searches were undertaken in accordance with standard systematic searching
protocols (DOC, 2012a). Manual habitat searches were undertaken from 29 to 31 October and
included the turning of cover objects. The majority of available cover objects (small and medium size
rocks) were turned on the edges of access tracks, laydown areas and stockpiles. Approximately 26
person-hours of manual searches were completed.

3.5.1.2  Visual Encounter Surveys

Visual Encounter Surveys (VES) targeted rock stockpiles using binoculars. VES were used to identify
lizards basking or moving about habitat, targeting morning and late afternoon periods. VES surveys
comprised slow walk transects across the edges of rock stockpiles and other potenti ts. Refer
to Appendix A Figures 1-5 for the locations of all VES surveys.

3.5.1.3 Funnel trapping

Funnel traps were established in lizard habitats across the North and Sou
control site. Funnel trapping was undertaken in accordance with stanee

Funnel traps were deployed with torn grass and fruit je
ensure shading and encourage use, and rocks were
daily (every 24 hours).

3.5.14 eDNA

A total 8 eDNA tunnels were deployed ) outh stockpiles for five days (refer to
Appendix A Figures for locations). laya
analysis.

eDNA methods

otal effort:
6 person-hours

Manual habitat search: Lizard scat:
Total effort: e Lizard scat collection
26 person-hours across rock stockpiles.

Approximately 8
collection sites across all
rock stockpiles with
aggregation of samples
from specific clusters or
rock stockpiles.

Funnel trapping:
e North stockpile: 8 funnel traps checked
daily for four days.

e South stockpile: 24 funnel traps checked
daily for four days.

Visual encounter survey eDNA tunnels
Undertaken 29 October and 30 October: e Deployment of 3 tunnels
e 50 m long transects for binocular basking in the South stockpile and
search each morning and/or late 5 tunnels in the North
afternoon. stockpile.
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Location Search method and level of effort eDNA methods

e 16 transects split across 4 stack clusters*,
with interior and exterior stockpiles
within each cluster. Refer to Appendix A
Figure 1-5.

Total effort: 4.75 person-hrs

Adjacent habitat Manual search:
e Habitat adjacenttothe | ¢ Sampling of non-rock stack areas.

North stockpile e Opportunistic searches
comprising exotic
grasses, occasional
boulders and cobbles.

Total effort: 2 person-hrs

Visual encounter surveys:

Undertaken 30 and 31 October:

e Opportunistic afternoon basking search.

Total effort: 3 person-hrs

Control site Funnel trapping:
e Cobbled river margin e 8 funnel traps checked each day for fou
habitat 1 km days.
downstream of north Visual encounter surveys:
stockpile (control site) Undertaken 30 October:
e 50 m long transects for bip@cular
morning and afternoon ba arch.

Total effort: 1.5 perso

=
3 g S P 3 =
Photograph 3.1: Funnel trap (Gee’s minnow) Photograph 3.2: Funnel trap (longitudinal funnel)

3.6 Data collection

Each native lizard captured was assigned a number and the following information was recorded:

4 Stack clusters defined as a general group of rock stockpiles. There is one cluster at the northern stockpile site, and three
clusters across the southern site.
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° Date and time of capture.

. Weather conditions at time of capture.

. Capture methodology.

. GPS location.

. Age class.

. A minimum of one photograph of each captured lizard.
4 Lizard survey results

Across all surveys, four lizard species, and 78 individuals were recorded (Table 4.1). eDNA results are
summarised in Appendix G.

4.1 Project footprint
Two lizard species were recorded in the project footprint:

. Southern Alps gecko (At Risk — Declining)
. McCann’s skink (Not Threatened)

Adults, sub-adults and juveniles were recorded for both spe i 3 *eding populations.

result in any lizard
detections in the project footprint areas. Funnel traps re apture of a McCann’s skink in
the project footprint.

VES methods were likely unsuccessful due to th of suitable basking habitats in the
boulder stockpiles. Boulders were gene connected from suitable grass habitat
for lizards to safely access and retreat t adjacent habitats were successful in

detecting native lizards, supporting the w=gbality basking habitat at the stockpiles.

samples were collected and s NA analysis (Appendix GTable Appendix G.1). Gecko sloughed
skin was also recorded. i
the gecko species fou

eDNA tunnel resu déd a skink species (unknown) in the North stockpile (Appendix G). eDNA

samples from scat r detections of McCann'’s skink in the South and North stockpile.

In general, ink and Southern Alps gecko are likely to be present in low to moderate
abund ntial footprint areas. Southern grass skink may also be present in footprint
areag(dete ediately adjacent habitat and suitable habitat is present).

4.2 ol site and adjacent habitats

In total, four lizard species were detected in the adjacent habitats and control site:

. Southern Alps gecko (At Risk — Declining)

° McCann’s skink (Not Threatened)

. Southern grass skink (At Risk — Declining)

. Mackenzie skink (Threatened — Nationally Vulnerable)

At the downstream control site (Appendix A Figure 5), one Southern grass skink was captured in a
funnel trap. McCann’s skink and Southern Alps gecko were recorded in this area through manual
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searches and incidental observations. VES surveys did not detect any lizards in this area. eDNA
results recorded McCann’s skink and Southern Alps gecko in at the downstream control site.

Both manual and VES surveys detected Mackenzie skink within 50 m of the North stockpile
(Appendix A Figure 4). Manual and VES surveys also resulted in records of Southern Alps gecko,
Southern grass skink and McCann’s skink.

Table 4.1: Lizard results by survey area (Appendix A Figures 1-5).

Detection North North South South Control site Control site
record access stockpile | stockpile | access (adjacent (downstream of
and and habitat to North steckpile)
laydown laydown North
stockpile)
Gecko sp. 1 v 1
(scat) P
Gecko sp. 2 v 2
(skin) A
Mackenzie 4 4
skink
Mackenzie 1 v 1
skink
(deceased)
McCann's 4 4 41 1 55
skink
Scat 1 1
Skink sp.* 3 3
Southern 1 4 1 1 2 9
Alps gecko
Southern 1 1 2
grass skink
Total 5 6 1 11 4 78
*note: missed skinks i d to be Southern grass or McCann’s skink based on size and dorsal
colouration.
42.1 ink records at the control site (adjacent habitats)

as recorded within 50 m of the North stockpile (Appendix A Figure 4). On the 29
October, a lar ead and degraded skink body was found beneath a rock stack. It was assumed it

le skink based on the large size. A live adult individual was subsequently recorded
underneath a nearby boulder. Manual searches for Mackenzie skink stopped in this area so as not to
further disturb the population. Further searches were undertaken downhill, south of the North
stockpile on the spillway batter to assess their wider distribution. An additional live adult individual
was recorded in a cluster of small to medium cobbles surrounded by medium-length grassland.

On the 30 and 31 October, VES were conducted across the known Mackenzie skink locations. A
further two individuals were recorded basking on the spillway batter on the 30 October (Appendix A
Figure 4). One individual (potentially one of the same individuals as recorded on 30 October) was
also recorded on the 31 October. Both individuals were basking among small to medium cobbles and
medium-length grassland.

Tonkin & Taylor Ltd April 2026
Lake PUkaki Fast Track Consent Substantive Application — Lizard Management Plan Job No: 1097626 v3
GHD Limited



21

4.2.2 Comment on likelihood of Mackenzie skink presence in project footprint areas

No Mackenzie skink individuals or sign (i.e. scat) were recorded in any of the project footprint areas.
The access track and laydown areas are not considered to comprise effective Mackenzie skink
habitat. The habitat in these areas comprise large boulders, managed grasslands and generally
isolated and/or highly modified habitat. These areas are also divided from the known Mackenzie
skink population by a busy motorway.

The habitats in the South stockpile are also not considered likely to support Mackenzie skink. This is
due to surrounding habitats being highly modified, no records during surveys, general lack of
effective habitat, and lack of connectivity to suitable Mackenzie skink habitat.

Given the records of Mackenzie skink near the North stockpile, this is the most likely

od of presence in the
large boulder piles

stockpile, being flat, does not drain water as quickly, restlsi timal (damper) micro-habitat
conditions for Mackenzie skink.

Mackenzie skink were readily identified throughima vistial surveys in nearby habitat. If
present in the North stockpile, we consideritali ey wauld have been detected during the
targeted visual and manual searches. Gi bo do not consider Mackenzie skink to be
present in the South stockpile.

(0]

4.3 Pest mammals

llowing the establishment of lizard exclusion fencing around the North Stockpile.

If, followi ars, material in the North Stockpile remains, an additional lizard survey will be
undertake determine if lizards have re-colonised the area. If lizards are present, another salvage
effort, in accordance with this LMP, will be undertaken.

Similarly for the South Stockpile, where rock material remains after 10 years, a survey in accordance
with this LMP will be conducted to quantify and assess the lizard population present.

5.1 Lizard exclusion fencing

Lizard exclusion fencing of the North Stockpile will be implemented to minimise lizards entering the
North Stockpile, where Mackenzie skink was recorded within 50 m (Appendix A Figure 6). A lizard
exclusion fence of approximately 200 m will be established to separate the known Mackenzie skink
habitat areas and the North stockpile.
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The fence will be constructed so that it sits approximately 50 cm off the ground and will be dug
approximately 50-100 mm into the ground with a lip so that lizards cannot dig under the fence.
Stakes will be established approximately 2 m apart to support the fence. A gate will form part of the
fence to allow access to the rock material. The gate will need to be constructed in accordance with
the rest of the fence specifications to prevent lizard access.

The fence will be maintained until all rock material from the North stockpile has been utilised.
Annual inspections are recommended to ensure the fence continues to function as intended.

The construction method is described below and is consistent with a spotted skink fence established
at Orana Wildlife Park®. The exact method may be changed to accommodate different material or
construction methods that achieve the same outcome (exclusion of lizards from the North
Stockpile). The method may also be updated to incorporate new technologies/met

practice lizard exclusion construction methods are still changing).

1. Plane a 60mm stripe down the edge of the post prior to driving it
2. Mark out the location of the posts and drive the posts into the desire

3. Dig a 400mm wide, 100mm deep ditch on the outer side of the pg

5.2.1 Salvage footprint

The salvage footprint will comprise the North Stockpile as outlined in Appendix A Figure 6.

5 Fencing Contractors NZ, Certified Fencer (n.d.). Central Fencing Lincoln. Spotted Skink Enclosure Fence at Orana Wildlife
Park.
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5.2.2 Seasonal constraints and weather requirements

Lizard survey and salvage will be undertaken between October and April inclusive during suitable
weather. Suitable weather will comprise:

. Minimum 12°C for daytime salvaging.

. Maximum of 25°C for daytime salvaging.

. Overnight minimum temperature (i.e. for funnel trapping salvage) of 10°C.
° General weather conditions that are fine, overcast or with light showers.

5.2.2.1 Best endeavour salvage approach

to meet the above listed seasonal and weather constraints. The salvage will
salvage as many lizards as practicable given potential weather constraints
torpor.

Only where weather conditions are suitable will funnel and pitfall
overnight temperatures are too low to safely trap lizards, trappi
completed during the day time, with traps opened in the mashi
evening. Artificial Cover Objects (ACOs) checks and man
effective methods.

5.2.3 Artificial Cover Objects

Artificial Cover Objects (ACOs) will be establishe checked in general accordance with standard
protocols (Department of Conservation, COsawi established at least 8 weeks prior to
ACO salvage commencing.

s will be deployed with torn grass in each end, and two slices of pear per trap.
covered with grass to ensure shading and encourage use, and rocks may be used

are to be baited with tinned pear.

Where mice are captured in traps it will be assumed that they are likely exploiting native lizards
caught in traps. If this occurs, traps will be removed and salvage will focus on manual searches and
ACO salvage.

5.2.5 Pitfall trapping

Pitfall trapping will be undertaken in accordance with standard pitfall trap protocols (Department of
Conservation, 2012).

Tonkin & Taylor Ltd April 2026
Lake PUkaki Fast Track Consent Substantive Application — Lizard Management Plan Job No: 1097626 v3
GHD Limited



24

Pitfall traps will comprise 4L buckets dug flush with the ground. A layer of rocks will be placed in the
traps to provide shelter for lizards. Traps are to be baited with tinned pear or fruit jelly. A damp
sponge shall be deployed in each trap to reduce lizard desiccation. Several holes (less than 5 mm
diameter) shall be drilled into the base of traps to prevent flooding.

Pitfall traps will be deployed in locations deemed suitable by the lead lizard ecologist. They will be
targeted on the edges of stockpiles targeting the best micro-habitats, every 10 m.

Traps shall be checked daily (every 24 hours) for a minimum of four consecutive days.

Where mice are captured in traps it will be assumed that they are likely exploiting native lizards
caught in traps. If this occurs, traps will be removed and salvage will focus on manual and
construction-assisted salvage.

Where the ground is too hard to dig pitfall traps in, funnel traps may be placed insté

5.2.6 Manual searches

Manual and destructive salvaging will comprise the turning of rocks on th
stockpiles. Hand rakes can be used to search through grass or smal

Southern Alps gecko are often situated on the tops of stockpile ssafe to do so, rocks may
be climbed to check for and salvage native geckos.

5.2.7 Level of effort

The level of effort is tailored to each of the salva ods ented as outlined in Table 5.1.

Table 5.1: Level of effort required for ez alvage method across the North Stockpile.

A

Salvage method Leve! of effort

Artificial Cover Objects pent of ACOs a minimum of every 10 m on the edges of

Funnel trapping ployment of traps every 10 m.

Funnel traps will be deployed for four nights and checked
every 24 hrs.

Pitfall trapping e Deployment of traps every 10 m.

o Pitfall traps will be deployed for four nights and checked every
24 hrs.

A minimum of two person-hours per 100 m of stockpile edge will
be undertaken.

5.2.8 Data collection

Each native lizard captured will be assigned a number and the following information will be
recorded:

. Date and time of capture.

. Weather conditions at time of capture.

. Capture methodology.

. Capture and release locations (GPS coordinates), broad habitat types and microhabitat types.
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° Species, sex (where possible), reproductive status for females, age class, snout to vent length
(SVL), tail status (regenerating or original tail) and overall health and condition.

. A minimum of one photograph of each captured lizard, including at least one photograph
showing the dorsal surface clearly.

. Photographs of the salvage site and release site.

5.3 Lizard relocation protocols

5.3.1 Capture, handling and transport

The following steps will be undertaken to ensure appropriate handling of lizards occurs. Capture,
handling and relocation of lizards will be undertaken in accordance with the below p

. All field equipment that indigenous lizards may come into contact with sures,
collection bags, scales, etc.) will be sterilised.

. Hand sterilisation will be undertaken.

. Salvaged lizards will either be transported in cloth bags or in sui lastic
containers.

- Care will be taken so that the bags and containers a
temperature.

- Grass will be added to plastic containers t

transportation.
- Different species will be kept in sepdrate h or containers.

- Larger individuals will not be placed samg container as smaller individuals to
prevent aggressive interacti redati

- Any injured skinks will b from healthy skinks.

contiguous with river terrace risers (Photograph 5.3).

) There is abundant micro-habitat availability in the form of rank grass, shrubs, rocks, screes of
various sizes, and differing hillslope angles and basking opportunities.

. Southern Alp’s gecko, Southern grass skink and McCann’s skink were recorded in this habitat
(indicating habitat suitability).
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Photograph 5.3%River 6@bble habitat adjacent to the Pikaki River suitable for lizard
relocatien. Southerm\Alps gecko, Southern grass skink and McCann’s skink were all
ediythis habjtat during original surveys.

6

Effects management measures are provided below. The proposed measures aim to manage impacts
to lizards to the extent practicable given the works constraints. The works constraints include:

ts management measures

. Access to stockpiles at short notice at any time (likely winter or early spring), in any given year
for the life of consent.

. Seasonal constraints around lizard management (lizards are usually only salvaged October to
April inclusive during suitably warm weather).
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6.1 Avoid, remedy and minimise

Measures to avoid, remedy and minimise potential adverse effects are proposed. These measures
are outlined in Table 6.2 and summarised below:

° A one-off lizard salvage is proposed to salvage lizard from the North Stockpile. Prior to the
salvage, a lizard exclusion fence will be established around the salvaged zone, to prevent
lizards from re-colonising the area.

. If, following 10 years, rock within the North Stockpile area has not all been removed, an
additional lizard survey will be undertaken to understand if lizards are still present within the
stockpile (despite the lizard exclusion fence present). If lizards are present, another salvage
effort, in accordance with this LMP, will be undertaken.

6.2 Residual impacts management measures

Residual adverse effects on lizards occurs due to:

. Lizard injury or mortality during stockpile use and/or salvage outsid active lizard
season (to be avoided where practicable).

. Loss of lizard habitat.

Compensation is proposed to address residual adverse im 0 pacts to lizards

protected by the Wildlife Act 1953.

The recommended compensation contributions ar i 6.1. Increasing contributions

rints, it is recommended that a $30,000
is fund will be used to implement the

Proposed financial contribution (one-off payment)

No financial contribution required
$20,000
$30,000
$40,000

6.2.1 Effects management summary

Effects management considerations in accordance with the effects management hierarchy (Roper-
Lindsay et al. 2018) are summarised in Table 6.2 below. The proposed effects management
measures may be subject to change following survey results.
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Table 6.2: Effects management measures for native lizards

Effects management Action Justification

Avoid and minimise Native lizards were detected The North Stockpile will be fenced
throughout the project footprint to prevent Mackenzie skink
areas. colonisation. A salvage in the

North Stockpile is feasible as
lizard recolonisation will be
minimised due to the exclusion
fence.

A one-off lizard salvage is
proposed for the North Stockpile.

Remedy No remediation works are
proposed for the stockpile areas.

Dam armouring access trac
temporary building, and
laydown areas will be
following works.

Offset No offset is pr Implementing offset for native
lizards is difficult due to their
cryptic nature and the difficulty in
obtaining robust, quantifiable
information required for

offsetting.

Compensate

Compensation measures have
been proposed to address
impacts to native lizards

pensation Management protected by the Wildlife Act
Plan. Increased compensation 1953.
amounts have been provisioned A Compensation Management
for species with a higher Plan has been prepared and is
Conservation Status (Hitchmough | outlined in Appendix E.
et al. 2021).

es to this LMP

est outcomes for native lizards, and to align with any future changes to the Wildlife
Act, including changes to the specific species protected by the Act, changes may need to be made to
this LMP. The rationale behind any changes must be based on robust management techniques
consistent with DOC guidelines, changes to legislation and only following confirmation from the
Project Ecologist. Any changes to the LMP will also require confirmation with DOC.

8 Reporting requirements

This report will be submitted to DOC and Environment Canterbury following completion of lizard
pre-construction surveys. A post-salvage report will also be prepared following salvage works at the
North Stockpile.
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The report will include the following:

. Confirmation that lizard surveys were undertaken in accordance with the LMP.

. Survey and salvage results.

° Representative photographs of the survey and salvage methodologies and lizards captured.

. Any other additional reporting requirements stipulated in the relevant consent and wildlife
authority.

. Confirmation of the compensation financial contribution.

An Amphibian and Reptile Distribution Scheme (ARDS) card will be completed following the lizard
survey and sent to DOC.

<
.
&
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9 Applicability

This management plan has been prepared for the exclusive use of our client GHD Limited and
Meridian Energy Limited, with respect to the particular brief given to us and it may not be relied
upon in other contexts or for any other purpose, or by any person other than our client, without our
prior written agreement.

We understand and agree that our client will submit this report as part of an application under the
Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 and that an Expert Panel as the consenting authority will use this
report for the purpose of assessing that application. We understand and agree that this report will
be used by the Expert Panel in undertaking its regulatory functions.

Compliance with the Environment Court Practice Note 2023: Sam Heggie-Gracie

| confirm that, in my capacity as author of this report, | have read and abided by

. Belfast to Pegasus Motorway and Wooden
. Auckland Regional Landfill consent applicatio
. The reconsenting of the water disc onsents e NZ Steel Glenbrook Steel Mill.

Tonkin & Taylor Ltd
Environmental and Engineeri ons nts

Report prepared by: Authorised for Tonkin & Taylor Ltd by:

Rob Van de Munckhof
Project Director

t:\christchurch\tt projects\1097626\secure2099\workingmaterial\05 emp\05 update april 2026\260401_Imp_lake pukaki - ns only.docx

Tonkin & Taylor Ltd April 2026
Lake PUkaki Fast Track Consent Substantive Application — Lizard Management Plan Job No: 1097626 v3
GHD Limited



31

10 References

Baber, M, Dickson, J, Quinn, J, Markham, J, Ussher, G, Heggie-Gracie, S, and Jackson, S (2021). A
Biodiversity Compensation Model for New Zealand — A User Guide(Version 1). Prepared by
Tonkin & Taylor Limited. Project number 1017287.0000P.

Boffa Miskell (2022). Waitaki Power Scheme — Terrestrial Ecology of Braided Rivers Existing
Environment Report. Prepared for Meridian Energy Limited.

Department of Conservation (2012a). Herpetofauna: systematic manual searches. Version 1.0.
Prepared by Kelly M. Hare.

Department of Conservation (2012a). Herpetofauna: funnel trapping. Version 1.0. Prep by Kelly
M. Hare.

Department of Conservation (2012c). Herpetofauna: Artificial Cover Objects
by Kelly M. Hare.

Department of Conservation (2012d). Herpetofauna: Pitfall Trapping.

M. Hare.
Department of Conservation (2025). Revised Draft Kahu Ora * Plan. DOC-10229173.
Hitchmough, R., Barr, B., Knox, C., Lettink, M., Monks, J. 3., Reardon, J. T., van
Winkel, D., Rolfe, J., Michel, P. (2021). Conserva s of New Zealand reptiles, 2021.

New Zealand Threat Classification Series 3

Maseyk, F. J. F., Barea, L. P., Stephens, R. T.T., P 5, Dutson, G., & Maron, M. (2016). A
disaggregated biodiversity offset a improve estimation of ecological
equivalency and no net loss. Biol@g ,204, 322-332.

Rebergen, A., Keedwell, R., Moller, H., &Malo 998). Breeding success and predation at
nests of banded dottere bicinctus) on braided riverbeds in the central South
al of Ecology, 33-41.

AHitchmough, R. A., McArthur, N. J., Makan, T. M., Miskelly,
., Scofield, P., Taylor, G. A. & Michel, P. (2021).

birds in Aotearoa New Zealand, 2021. New Zealand Threat

6. Department of Conservation, Wellington. 43 p.

., Hooson, S., Sanders, M.D., Ussher, G.T. (2018). Ecological impact
guidelines for use in New Zealand: terrestrial and freshwater ecosystems.

d. (2025). Ecological Impact Assessment for Lake Pikaki Fast Track Consenting.
for Meridian Energy Ltd.

Towns, D. R,, Elliott, G., & Reese, A. (2007). Reptile conservation in New Zealand. New Zealand
Journal of Ecology, 31(1), 1-2

Wilson, D. J., Mulvey, R. L., Clarke, D. A., & Reardon, J. T. (2017). Assessing and comparing population
densities and indices of skinks under three predator management regimes. New Zealand
Journal of Ecology, 41(1), 84-97.

Tonkin & Taylor Ltd April 2026
Lake PUkaki Fast Track Consent Substantive Application — Lizard Management Plan Job No: 1097626 v3
GHD Limited





file://///ttgroup.local/corporate/Christchurch/TT%20Projects/1097626/WorkingMaterial/GIS_Lake%20Pūkaki/01%20GIS%20-%20lizards/04%20output

COPYRIGHT ON THIS FIGURE ISRESERVED DO NOT SCALE FROM THIS FIGURE. T:\Christchurch\TT Projects\1097626\WorkingMaterial\GIS_Lake Pukaki\01 GIS - lizards\03 mapspace\250625 Pukaki Lizardsv3.aprx  Layout: Lizard survey mapseries v1  2025-Nov-25 9:11 am  Drawn by SHEG

LEGEND

- Temporary building
Construction footprint (approx

D Stockpile laydown area
(approximate)

Lizard records

@  McCann's skink

||
A3 SCALE 1:1,600
0 10 20 30 40 50 Meters
NOTES: PROJECT No. 1097626 CLIENT GHD LIMITED
Basemap NZ Hybrid Reference (Vector): Eagle Technology, LINZ, StatsNZ, NIWA, Natural Earth, © OpenStreetMap contributors.. NZ ~
Navigation Map: Eagle Technology, LINZ, StatsNZ, NIWA, Natural Earth, © OpenStreetMap contributors.. NZ Imagery: Eagle DESIGNED | SHEG | NOV.25 PROJECT LAKE PUKAKI EASED ACCESS AND DAM ARMOURING
Technology, Land Information New Zealand, GEBCO, Community maps contributors . DRAWN | SHEG | NOV.25
CHECKED | RANI | NOV.25 TmE SOUTH ACCESS
0 | First version SHEG | RANI 24/11/2025

REV DESCRIPTION CHK  DATE LOCATION PLAN APPROVED SCALE (3) 1:1,600 FIGNo. FIGURE 1 REV. 0




COPYRIGHT ON THIS FIGURE IS RESERVED DO NOT SCALE FROM THIS FIGURE.

T:\Christchurch\TT Projects\1097626\WorkingMaterial\GIS_Lake Pukaki\01 GIS - lizards\03 mapspace\250625 Pukaki Lizardsv3.aprx  Layout: Lizard survey mapseries v1  2025-Nov-25 9:11 am  Drawn by SHEG

LEGEND

A

]

@ O O

Lizard records

eDNA tunnel

Funnel trap

VES

Material stockpile area

Southern Alps gecko
Gecko sp. (scat)
Gecko sp. (skin)
McCann's skink
McCann's skink eDNA

Scat

A3 SCALE

1:1,600

0 10 20 30 40 50 Meters

&

i ——

NOTES: PROJECT No. 1097626 CLIENT GHD LIMITED
Basemap NZ Hybrid Reference (Vector): Eagle Technology, LINZ, StatsNZ, NIWA, Natural Earth, © OpenStreetMap contributors.. NZ ~
Navigation Map: Eagle Technology, LINZ, StatsNZ, NIWA, Natural Earth, © OpenStreetMap contributors.. NZ Imagery: Eagle DESIGNED | SHEG | NOV.25 PROJECT LAKE PUKAKI EASED ACCESS AND DAM ARMOURING
Technology, Land Information New Zealand, GEBCO, Community maps contributors . DRAWN | SHEG | NOV.25
CHECKED RANI | NOV.25 TmLe. SOUTH STOCKPILE

0 | First version SHEG | RANI 24/11/2025

REV  DESCRIPTION CHK DATE

LOCATION PLAN APPROVED

SCALE (A3)

1:1,600 FIcNo. FIGURE 2 REV Q




COPYRIGHT ON THIS FIGURE ISRESERVED DO NOT SCALE FROM THIS FIGURE. T:\Christchurch\TT Projects\1097626\WorkingMaterial\GIS_Lake Pukaki\01 GIS - lizards\03 mapspace\250625 Pukaki Lizardsv3.aprx  Layout: Lizard survey mapseries v1  2025-Nov-25 9:11 am  Drawn by SHEG

<

LEGEND

VES

- Temporary building

Construction footprint
(approx)

E Stockpile laydown area
(approximate)
Lizard records

@  Southern Alps gecko

@  McCann's skink

X 4
' 4

A3 SCALE 1:1,600
0 10 20 30 40 50 Meters

NOTES: PROJECT No. 1097626 CLIENT GHD LIMITED

Basemap NZ Hybrid Reference (Vector): Eagle Technology, LINZ, StatsNZ, NIWA, Natural Earth, © OpenStreetMap contributors.. NZ ~

Navigation Map: Eagle Technology, LINZ, StatsNZ, NIWA, Natural Earth, © OpenStreetMap contributors.. NZ Imagery: Eagle DESIGNED | SHEG | NOV.25 PROJECT LAKE PUKAKI EASED ACCESS AND DAM ARMOURING

Technology, Land Information New Zealand, GEBCO, Community maps contributors . DRAWN | SHEG | NOV.25

CHECKED | RANI | NOV.25 TME NORTH ACCESS
0 | First version SHEG | RANI 24/11/2025

REV DESCRIPTION CHK  DATE LOCATION PLAN APPROVED SCALE (3) 1:1,600 FIGNo. FIGURE 3 REV. 0




COPYRIGHT ON THIS FIGURE ISRESERVED DO NOT SCALE FROM THIS FIGURE. T:\Christchurch\TT Projects\1097626\WorkingMaterial\GIS_Lake Pukaki\01 GIS - lizards\03 mapspace\250625 Pukaki Lizardsv3.aprx  Layout: Lizard survey mapseries v1  2025-Nov-25 9:11 am  Drawn by SHEG

LEGEND

| eDNA tunnel
A Funnel trap

VES

E Material stockpile area

Construction footprint
(approx)

Lizard records

@  Southern Alps gecko

O

S

Mackenzie skink

®

(deceased)

O
O Mackenzie skink
@)

McCann's skink

McCann's skink eDNA

Southern grass skink

Skink sp.

@)

Skink sp. eDNA

&
&

Q
A3 SCALE 1:1,600
0 10 20 30 40 50 Meters
NOTES: PROJECT No. 1097626 CLIENT GHD LIMITED
Basemap NZ Hybrid Reference (Vector): Eagle Technology, LINZ, StatsNZ, NIWA, Natural Earth, © OpenStreetMap contributors.. NZ ~
Navigation Map: Eagle Technology, LINZ, StatsNZ, NIWA, Natural Earth, © OpenStreetMap contributors.. NZ Imagery: Eagle DESIGNED | SHEG | NOV.25 PROJECT LAKE PUKAKI EASED ACCESS AND DAM ARMOURING
Technology, Land Information New Zealand, GEBCO, Community maps contributors . DRAWN | SHEG | NOV.25
CHECKED | RANI |NoOV.25 TMLE. NORTH STOCKPILE AND ADJACENT HABITATS
0 | First version SHEG | RANI 24/11/2025

scALE (A3) 1:1,600 FicNo. FIGURE 4 REV Q

REV  DESCRIPTION CHK DATE LOCATION PLAN APPROVED




COPYRIGHT ON THIS FIGURE IS RESERVED DO NOT SCALE FROM THIS FIGURE.

T:\Christchurch\TT Projects\1097626\WorkingMaterial\GIS_Lake Pukaki\01 GIS - lizards\03 mapspace\250625 Pukaki Lizardsv3.aprx  Layout: Lizard survey mapseries v1  2025-Nov-25 9:11 am  Drawn by SHEG

LEGEND

A

Lizard records

Funnel trap

VES

Southern Alps gecko
Southern Alps gecko eDNA
McCann's skink

McCann's skink eDNA

Southern grass skink

A3 SCALE
0 10

1:1,000

20 30 40 50 Meters

&

O
e

i — —

NOTES:

Basemap NZ Hybrid Reference (Vector): Eagle Technology, LINZ, StatsNZ, NIWA, Natural Earth, © OpenStreetMap contributors.. NZ
Navigation Map: Eagle Technology, LINZ, StatsNZ, NIWA, Natural Earth, © OpenStreetMap contributors.. NZ Imagery: Eagle
Technology, Land Information New Zealand, GEBCO, Community maps contributors

0 | First version SHEG | RANI 24/11/2025

REV  DESCRIPTION CHK DATE

PROJECTNo. 1097626 CLENT GHD LIMITED
DESIGNED | SHEG | NOV.25 |  PrROJECT | AKE PUKAKI EASED ACCESS AND DAM ARMOURING
DRAWN | SHEG |NOV.25
® CHECKED | RANI | NOV.25 TmE CONTROL SITE
LOCATION PLAN APPROVED scALe (a3 1:1,000 FicNo. FIGURE 5 REV. 0




COPYRIGHT ON THIS FIGURE ISRESERVED DO NOT SCALE FROM THIS FIGURE. T:\Christchurch\TT Projects\1097626\WorkingMaterial\GIS_Lake Pukaki\01 GIS - lizards\03 mapspace\260410 Pukaki Lizards v4.aprx Layout: Compensation Layout 2026-Apr-14 9:59 am  Drawn by SHEG

North Stockpile lizard
exclusion fence
(approximate)

Relocation site

Wilding conifer
management area example
(7.3 ha)

Approximate extent of

Mackenzie skink monitoring
area

North and South Stockpiles

Temporary building

Construction footprint
(approximate)

BR00 DO

A3 SCALE 1:53,000
0 0.6 1.2 1.8 24 3 (km)

- —

NOTES: PROJECTNo. 1097626 CLENT GHD LIMITED

Basemap NZ Hybrid Reference (Vector): Eagle Technology, LINZ, StatsNZ, NIWA, Natural Earth, © OpenStreetMap contributors.. NZ ~
Navigation Map: Eagle Technology, LINZ, StatsNZ, NIWA, Natural Earth, © OpenStreetMap contributors.. NZ Imagery: Eagle DESIGNED | SHEG | APR.26 PROJECT LAKE PUKAKI EASED ACCESS AND DAM ARMOURING

Technology, Land Information New Zealand, GEBCO, Community maps contributors |:| DRAWN | SHEG | APR.26
CHECKED | CHUT | APR.26 TTLE LIZARD MANAGEMENT FEATURES

0 | First version SHEG | CHUT | 14/4/26

1:53,000
REV DESCRIPTION CHK  DATE LOCATION PLAN APPROVED SCALE (A3) ’ FIgNo. FIGURE 6. REV. 0




Appendix B Suitably qualified ecologists

Bl Summary

Lead ecologists led the initial survey works and be available for assistance where required. A lead
ecologist was named on the Wildlife Act Authority under which the lizard survey of the site was
undertaken. Support ecologists supported the lead ecologist during the initial stages of survey.
Support ecologists were approved to lead surveys following the first three days of survey.

Lead ecologists

Graham Ussher — PhD (Conservation Ecology); MSc (1% Class Hons — ecology

. 30 years’ experience surveying reptiles and frogs in NZ, including f
commercial developers.

. Qualifications: PhD (Conservation Ecology) University of Au
. Affiliations/ membership; SRARNZ, NZ Eco Society, EIANZ!

. Mackenzie Basin survey?®
. Current survey pe
- Aucklan
- 117741-FAU
— 119797-FAU
— 117825-FAU
117824-FAU
anterbury 117740-FAU
- o/ Southland 119794-FAU
- West Coast 117742-FAU
Experience summary:
. Project manager & field lead for tuatara translocations to Whale Island (1996), Tiritiri Matangi

(2003) and Motuihe Islands (2012).

° Lizard island surveyor (on contract) for DOC Auckland (1993 — 2000) undertaking spotlight,
pitfall, ACO surveys of rare and threatened lizards on Mercury Islands, Alderman Islands, Hen
& Chickens Islands and other outer Hauraki Gulf islands.

° Lizard surveys in Otago, Canterbury (Mt Cass wind farm) and MacKenzie Basin sites for
windfarm and irrigation projects during 2003-2007.



° Currently managing major lizard survey, salvage, relocation, post-release monitoring and
research programmes at sites in Christchurch (Mt Cass wind farm), Wellington (various land
development projects), and Otago (Matakanui Gold Mine project).

Graham has undertaken approx. 75 other survey, salvage, rescue/relocations on private property
from 2007 — 2025.

Graham has prepared more than 80 lizard management plans for consented development projects
and has undertaken salvage works for most of those (some consented developments have not gone
ahead).

Support ecologists

Sam Heggie-Gracie — MSc (Biosecurity and Conservation), CEnvP (General):

s experience with
erbury grass

o, and forest gecko,
undertaken monitoring
petologist Dylan Van Winkel.
Sam has authored Lizard Management Plans incl e construction projects such as
Te Ahu a Turanga: Manawat( Tararua Highway, e A Mt Messenger Bypass and
Auckland Regional Landfill.

Auckland region (117239-FAU). Sam is a Certified
Environmental Practitioner — General (CEn olds a Certificate in Tikanga (Matauranga Maori)
Level 3.

Holly Madden (BSc Env Sci):

Holly is a passionate ecglo
ecological consulting,4pe agement, and biosecurity sectors. Her technical skills and experience
es er ecology including wetlands, streams, freshwater fauna, botany,

herpetofauna, and avifaunafrom base inventory surveys, through to effects assessments,
constructio nd compliance reporting.

Holly i rpetologist on several complex dam, wind farm, and mining projects, and
has rtfolio of smaller projects where she provides end-to-end delivery. While she works

d, her focus is on infrastructure, extraction, energy generation, and land

Holly strives to deliver positive ecological outcomes and forges strong relationships with clients and
stakeholders. She is very organised, efficient, and applies a laser focus to client’s needs.

Holly has a growing breadth of skills and experience with New Zealand herpetofauna, having worked
solidly on lizard projects over the past three years, from small scale surveys and salvage, through to
managing wind farm lizard salvage and monitoring programmes and a large mine site (survey area
4,300 ha) in Otago that has involved many of the same species of lizards as possibly present at this
Lake Pukaki site.

For lizard projects, Holly has undertaken surveys, habitat assessments, post-release monitoring
programmes, salvage and relocations, and overseen the establishment of habitat creation within



lizard release sites on small and large-scale projects. She has prepared many lizard management
plans and completed dozens of lizard-focussed technical reports. Holly has been exposed to a wide
range of lizard species, in particular across the Canterbury and Otago regions, and has used this
knowledge to adapt methods and techniques to ensure best practise standards are met for each
target species, including helping develop new techniques and trial new lizard sampling technologies.

<
.
&



Appendix C

Principles of Lizard Management

Table Appendix C.1:

Nine Principles of Lizard Management (Department

of Conservation Lizard Technical Advisory Group,
2019)

1. Lizard species’ values and site significance must
be assessed at both the impact (development) and
receiving sites.

Principles of Lizard Management (DOC Technical Advisory Group, 2019)

How/where each principle is addressed in this LMP
[example text]

Lizard values have been assessed at the impact site
through desktop assessment and on-site habitat

assessment. A pre-construction surve
undertaken to determine which sp
present.

2. Actual and potential development-related
impacts and their significance must be assessed.

Actual and potential impact
2.2.

3. Alternatives to moving lizards must be
considered.

4. Threatened lizard species require more careful
consideration than less-threatened species.

5. Lizard salvage, transfer and release must use the
best available methodology.

6. Receiving sites and their carrying capaciti
be suitable in the long term.

7. Monitoring is required to evaluate she s
operation.

n margins and hillslopes of the Pukaki River.

e financial contribution will be used to contribute
to an existing lizard enhancement site where there
is a population of lizards of the same species at the
impact site. The proposed enhancement measures
will benefit the Threatened Mackenzie skink.

municate outcomes

Reporting will be undertaken as outlined in Section
8.

of salvage operations te process
improveme

9. Con equired when lizard
salvage and trans ities fail

Financial contribution has been provided as it is
acknowledged that some lizard injury and mortality
will likely occur.




Appendix D  Photographs

D1 Project footprint habitats

Phtograph Appendix D.1: Soth access tak ‘ Photograp A‘p
boulder habitat. and cobble ha

PhotegraptifAppendix D.3: South stockpile boulder Photograph Appendix D.4: South stockpile ground-

habitatevervie based cobble habitat. This type of habitat was limited
to a few isolated areas situated among the larger
boulder piles.
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Photograph Appendix D.5: North stockpile boulder

orth stockpile boulder
habitat.

D2 Lizard habitat adjacent to th

- P

Photograph Appendix D.8: Mackenzie skink habitat
on the batter to the Lake Pikaki dam spillway.

ouilders and rank grass. Habitat comprised short grasses, boulders and cobble
brier present. Habitat was also piles to ~0.75-1 m depth.

and Southern Alps gecko.




D3 Control site habitat
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Photograph Appendix D.9: Control site comprising
cobble habitat beside the Pikaki River.

D4 Representative lizard @ grap
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Photograph Appendix D.11: Southern Alps gecko. Photograph Appendix D.12: Southern Alps gecko skin.
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Photaograph Appendi 4: McCann’s skink.




Appendix E Compensation Management Plan

El Introduction

As a result of the proposed activities outlined in Section 2.2, the Lake Piikaki armouring works will
result in adverse impacts to native lizards, including At Risk species.

The overall level of effect, after efforts to avoid, minimise and remedy, is high for Southern Alps
gecko and Southern grass skink and low for McCann’s skink.

Residual adverse effects are expected due to:

. Lizard injury or mortality during construction works and/or stockpile use.

° Loss of lizard habitat.

Compensation is proposed to address residual adverse effects and effect
Wildlife Act 1953.

protécted by the

McCann’s skink which are also distributed across the co

The proposed fund will be used to control wilding'Conife
amount of habitat impacted by the proposed w

CMP.

The fund will support DOC’s wilding pi
use.

E2

Throug j i very (PRR) funding, DOC has been implementing wilding pine control to
is site to benefit the lizard population, which includes Mackenzie skink
ionally Vulnerable). Regular lizard monitoring through pitfall trapping is

undertaken at site to assess the response of the lizard community to the pine management.

Through contributing to an existing management programme, it is expected that greater biodiversity
gains would be achieved compared to establishing a new compensation management regime. The
input of additional funds to this site allows for a continuation and/or expansion of wilding pine
management to specifically target and enhance a known native lizard population.

Lizard habitat across the compensation site includes scree slopes, rock piles and complex shrubland.
Mackenzie skink and other native lizard species are present. Wilding pine invasion has resulted in
the shading of lizard habitat, reducing basking habitat availability. Pine needles also smother
interstitial spaces that would otherwise provide effective lizard micro-habitats. Through the control
of wilding pine, the site is enhanced by increasing basking sites and reducing pine needle fall,
maintaining and enhancing suitable habitat for lizards.



The total area over which Mackenzie skink are monitored is more than 80 ha (Appendix A Figure 6).
Figure 3 of the Fast-track Approvals Act wildlife approval report® (Section 51(2)(c) presents:

° Wilding pines on LINZ land to the south/southeast of monitoring grids.
. Mackenzie skink habitat that includes 6 monitoring grids.

Wilding conifer management is proposed to target 7.3 ha of the Mackenzie skink habitat (refer to
Appendix A Figure 6 for an example of the proposed management area). The target area for 7.3 ha
will need to be focused across an area which ties into wider wilding conifer management in the
catchment. The exact area will best be determined by DOC in coordination with the wilding pine
contractor.

The exact location of wilding pine control and maintenance should be reviewed once
released. Wilding pine extent and maturity is constantly changing, and the manage
those areas that will maximise benefits to native lizards.

Meridian is already undertaking pine management on its landholdings. All
management will be implemented outside existing planned management
additionality principle of compensation.

The funding should be ring-fenced for wilding pine control in thefl
Ring-fencing the funds will ensure lizards will directly benefi
the fund going toward unrelated biodiversity manageme

E2.1 Wildling conifer control measure

moval of potentially seeding wilding
conifers (exotic conifers 3 years or Blh=, and follow-up maintenance control every 2"
year for 10 years. Works are exp nmence the summer immediately following stockpile
use.

The contractor will work
quality vs low quality li

ly qualified herpetologist to identify the areas of high
e most effective conifer control measure.

Across high qualit
producing shrubs),

itat (defined as boulder and gravel fields, often with native berry-
pnifer will be cut and poisoned. On low quality lizard habitat, dense

Initialficontr i ire pines to be cut and poisoned. All material from wildling pine control
s from previous operations) will be removed to the base of the river terrace riser®,

aintenance, small seedlings less than two years old can usually be pulled up by the
base. Green needles and roots need to be removed to avoid regrowth.
E2.2 Measures to avoid and minimise lizard injury and mortality

Wilding conifer control should be undertaken in a manner that avoids lizard injury and mortality to
the extent practicable. This includes:

6 Department of Conservation (23 March 2026). Fast-track Approvals Act wildlife approval report.
7 Any aerial spraying will need to be undertaken in accordance with relevant legislation around the use of chemicals.
8 Woody debris may be used by native lizards as additional habitat.



° Use of existing access tracks to access the site. There is an existing access track along the
eastern side of the Pukaki River to be used.

° Hand clearance and removal of wildling conifers where practicable.
. Avoid machinery tracking over high-value lizard habitat where practicable.
E3 Compensation principles

Although not a statutory requirement for renewable electricity generation assets and activities, the
NPS-IB principles for compensation provide a useful framework for assessing the appropriateness of
compensation measures. The principles and associated commentary related to the proposed

compensation site are provided in Table Appendix E.1 below.

Table Appendix E.1:

Compensation principle

Adherence to the mitigation/
effects management hierarchy

Compensation principles as detailed in the NPS-IB (Appe

Description

Refer to Section 6.

When biodiversity compensation
is not appropriate

Scale of biodiversity
compensation

indigenous biodi
to ‘Not Threat
enhancement
Mackenzielski

Additionality

Leakage

managed under a current programme of wilding pine
k monitoring. However, the fund will be used to expand

Long-term outco

The"area is managed by DOC. The existing funding for the management of
wilding pine at this site is limited. Additional funding allows for further pine
management at the site.

Landscape co t

The proposed compensation is located in relatively close proximity to the impact
site. The compensation site is 5 km away from the impact site.

Timelags

No delay between the impact and the compensation fund becoming available is
expected. Wilding conifer will be controlled in the nearest appropriate season.

Trading up

The compensation fund comprises some trading up. The species impacted by
the activity (McCann’s skink, Southern grass skink and Southern Alps gecko) are
likely to benefit from the pine management undertaken at the compensation
site. However, the specific compensation site has been selected to benefit
known habitat of the Mackenzie skink, a Threatened species. As such, the
indigenous biodiversity gains are expected to be greater than those lost.

Financial contributions

A financial contribution has been considered as there are limited opportunities
for delivering biodiversity gains at the impact site.

The contribution directly funds biodiversity values identified in and near the
impact site.

Science and matauranga Maori

The design and implementation of the enhancement measures at the
compensation is being informed by science. Iwi input into the current




Compensation principle ‘ Description

programme (Project River Recovery) has allowed for matauranga Maori input to
the proposed compensation.

Tangata whenua and stakeholder | Tangata whenua should be invited to participate in any future habitat
participation enhancement and/or skink monitoring.

The compensation site is already being managed and results are published
Transparency regularly by DOC. It is expected that the design and implementation of the
compensation measures are therefore transparent.

E4 Reporting requirements

A report will be completed within 30 days of the initial wilding conifer control being
well as completion of follow-up control events and submitted to DOC.

The report will include the following:

. Conifer control methods and results, including extent of managem
. Any issues regarding conifer control and recommendations fg
. Recommended follow-up control areas and timings.

. Incident reporting, including any impacts to lizards o

E5 Summary

The Lake Pikaki armouring works will cause advefse impacts ive lizards, including At Risk
species. Despite efforts to avoid, minimise, and ts, the residual level of impact is
assessed as:

° High for Southern grass skink a ps gecko

° Low for McCann’s skink

Residual adverse effects inclu

Appendix A Figure 6), which is already part of a Project River Recovery (PRR)
i ontrol and lizard monitoring.

. Enhances habitat for species including Mackenzie skink (Threatened — Nationally Vulnerable).

. Site area: ~7.3 ha, comprising scree slopes, rock piles, and shrubland.

. Wilding pine removal improves basking sites and micro-habitats by reducing shading and
needle fall.

Funding will be ring-fenced for wilding pine control at the identified site to ensure direct benefits to
native lizards. It is considered that this compensation management adequately addresses adverse
effects to the lizard community associated with impacts related to the proposed dam armouring
works.



Appendix F Fast-track pre-lodgement consultation
summary
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Fast-Track Pre-Lodgement Consultation
Summary

Purpose - This document provides a summary of information from DOC following
a pre-lodgement consultation request.

Project Details

Project name: Lake Pidkaki Hydro Storage and Dam Resilience

Engagement type: Consultation for referral application

. Meridian Energy Limited
Applicant/agent:

Proposal overview: The following activities are prope

resilience of t
- Temporary

ng at low lake levels.
onsecutive years immediately following

llowing it to operate between 518 mRL and 513
mean sea level).

Location:

Date pre-lodgement request
received:

Fast track proj Amelia Wilkinson — Permissions Advisor — Fast-track (National Office)

DOC specialistd quired: Fast Track Project Lead

RMA Planner

Statutory Manager (Regional Office)
Technical Advisors

Ranger (Twizel)

DOC Permissions/ Approvals e Authority under Wildlife Act 1953
Identified by applicant in pre-
lodgement request as potentially
required:

For the disturbance of lizard habitat, and the capture, holding and relocation
of any lizards present to an alternative area of established habitat.

P’ Department of
‘/ Conservation Te Kawanatanga
o Aotearoa
Te P. apa Atawbai New Zealand Government




DOC Commentary on Fast Track
approvals and permissions
identified:

Note DOC'’s role in relation to
specific

Wildlife Act Permissions

Potential issues to consider:

To install/construct the rock armour during lower than the status quo lake
levels, several activities are proposed over habitats of indigenous lizards.
These activities will have actual and potential adverse effects on lizard
populations and their habitats, including mortality.

area.

k occur directly
the length of time

Seek to avoid rocky habitat for stockpile sites, choose area over
existing hard surfaces where no lizard habitat exists. Suggest
project herpetologist to approve stockpile site.

e |nvestigate alternative sources of rock for armouring work, if not
possible appropriate methods of relocation (including identification
of release site) will need to be provided.

e Suggest spoil disposal sites are selected by the project
herpetologist or failing this, are confined to already disturbed sites.
Spoil disposal should avoid rocky areas and areas of vegetation
including exotic grasslands

o Consider risks that lowering of the lake for extended periods may

have on lizards inhabiting the area i.e.lizards may colonise exposed

rock as lake levels are lowered and be at risk of drowning if water
levels are raised during winter months (when they are not active).




Information requirements:

The substantive application should contain a Lizard Managment Plan
containing the information requirements specified in Schedule 7 of the Fast-
track Approvals Act (including details of proposed avoidance and mitigation
measures). This should adhere to relevant Department of Conservation
lizard salvage principles and be informed by a best practice lizard survey.

If lizard salvage is proposed a suitable release site will need to be
identified.

Guidance for applying for a wildlife approval under the Fast-track Approvals Act
2024 can be viewed here:Guidance for applying for roval

Treaty partners:

DOC is aware of the following Treaty part with in at may be
relevant to this site:
e Te Rdnanga, Ngai Tahu

We encourage the applicant,to engage dire€tly with relevant Maori groups

Treaty Settlement
implications/considerations:

y settlement obligations that may be

ledgement applies to Lake Plkaki and provides
gment of the relationship that Ngai Tahu have with

notes species known or likely to be present on the project
clude Taonga Species listed in a schedule to the Ngai Tahu
ims Settlement Act 1998 and that the Act requires DOC work
together with Te Rlinanga to discuss the approach to resource
management issues.
e Te RiOnanga o Ngai Tahu participates in the Species Recovery
Group for kakT (a taonga species), with DOC.

Section4 C
implications/co

In the time available, DOC has not carried out a process to identify section
4 implications/ considerations specifically relevant to this site

Potential Resource Management
Act (RMA) considerations and
effects:

Note: DOC’s role in relation to
53(2)(m)(i) FTAA

The proposed activity of lowering the lake levels may result in adverse
impacts to indigenous lakeshore turf and wetland plant communities
(including Threatened and At-Risk plant species).

Understand the effects the activity may have on braided riverbed.

If the project is referred, appropriate conditions should be included in the
substantive application that ensure lake levels are managed in a way that
means current time periods at high levels are maintained. Return to high



https://www.doc.govt.nz/globalassets/documents/about-doc/concessions-and-permits/fast-track/guidance-for-wildlife-approval2.pdf

lake levels is particularly important in Spring to minimise weed invasion and
erosion. Ongoing monitoring of lakeshore turfs and wetlands, particularly
those supporting threatened species, should also be a condition in order to
inform lake level management strategies and minimise adverse effects.

DOC Statutory Planning Document
considerations in relation to site
(e.g. CGP/CMS/CMP):

The alignment of the proposed project’s impacts on wildlife with statutory
planning documents should be considered as part of the overall
assessment, noting the site is not (but is adjacent to) public conservation
land.

Any specific information requests
to applicant(s)/agent for pre-app
engagement at this point:

Any further
information/considerations:

Extended periods of low la S act the feeding habitat for kakT

of the legal operating range of Lake
onitoring of the responses of kak.

DOC recommends tha
Pakaki is accom

al and breeding success. Additional mitigation
to account for any observed impacts.

A fulFecological assessment, including assessment of actual and
ential effects on vegetation, wetlands, freshwater, and fauna
including avifauna and lizards.

e Proposed consent conditions, including details of lakeshore turf,
wetland and avifauna monitoring and mitigation, including any
adaptive management requirements.




Additional Notes:

While DOC will assist applicants as much as we can when they engage in
pre-lodgement consultation, it is the applicants’ responsibility to comply with
the FTAA and to ensure they have applied for all permissions they need.

Note that a panel will invite the statutory bodies listed in clause 4 of
Schedule 7 to comment on the application (NZCA, conservation boards,
Fish and Game Council, and Game Animal Council). We encourage
applicants to engage with these bodies in advance of filing a substantive
application.

It is recommended that the information contained in the application
documents addresses each of the information requirements for the various
approval sought, including any additional informatigQ isEements for listed
projects. A checklist of information requirement
checklist E (Wildlife Approval information requi







ique sequence was detected in

Table Appendix G.1:  eDNA results lizard summary. Numbers relate to the sequence count (the number of
each sample taken; a low sequence count is considered a tentative detection).

Common North North North South South South South South t South South North
name Stockpile | Stockpile | stockpile | stockpile | stockpile | stockpile | stockpile | stockpile | si stockpile | stockpile | stockpile

McCanns 0 0 0 12686 | 22888 23836 28852
skink

McCanns 0 0 0 61 885 781 6384
skink

Southern Alps | O 0 699 0 0 0 0
gecko

Skink sp. 6 0 0 0 0 0

Lepidosaurs 0 0 0 145 0 0 0 0




Appendix H

Lizard exclusion fence specifications

Lizard exclusion fencing specifications are provided in Table Appendix H.1below. The exact method
may be changed to accommodate different material or construction methods that achieve the same
outcome (exclusion of lizards from the North Stockpile).

Table Appendix H.1:

Function

Wall sheet

Fencing specifications for North Stockpile.

Product

Dimension

High Density Polyethylene
(HDPE) smooth membrane
1.5mm

Post 'bandage’

‘Permaflex’ Flexible
Polyethylene (PE)

Geomembrane 0.3mm thick x
500mm wide

dm

Posts, at 2m spacing

1.8m x ~110mm. No. 2 r
H4.

ounds. 1.8m x 90mm
. Or No. 1 rounds 1.8 x
m>140.

HDPE sheet end joining.

50mm wide x

Omm x 6mm x 800mm

Aluminium rectangular 4m long flat (Vu lengths (=5 lengths per 4m
'batten', 800mm long piece No. F506MI4L long part)
per joint.
For fixing '‘bandage' & wall Na
membrane to posts.
For fixing aluminium batten 40 SS 4 GALV HWF 14G x 40mm
HDPE membrane to post. Also REW (Hex head
ace self tapping =
d biters").

penny washers, stainless steel

14G X 40 CLASS 4 GALV HWF 14G x 40mm

T17 TEK SCREW (Hex head

washer face self tapping =
wood biters)

Below-ground membrane skirt
joint backing

200mm x 50mm x 200mm long
H4 timber piece

120mm x 50mm x 200mm

Other costs include freight and
labour time.

Notes regarding fence installation include:

° Consider utilisation of back fill aggregate and tamping with a pneumatic tamper on the inside

of the fence.



. Use of alloy strips 50mm x 6mm.

. Holes should be predrilled in the alloy stripes. The time it takes to install the fasteners (nails
and tech screws) can reduce lowering the labour cost.

. Refer to example photographs below.

Phota@raph Appe - HDPE membrane which mitigates Photograph Appendix H.2: HDPE
lizard\cli ; membrane attached to post.




Photograph Appendix H.3: Fencin

tablishm

Photograph Appendix H.4: HDPE
membrane atttached to post.
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Appendix B: Experts relied on

This table lists persons who provided expert evidence, technical reports, technical advice or RFI material for the application, comments or responses, and whose material records compliance with the
Environment Court Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses. It excludes counsel, Ministers, organisational comments without individual expert material, and Andrew Balme’s Genesis material because
Genesis expressly described it as lay evidence rather than expert evidence.

Expert Called by Qualifications and experience stated in record ics and issues
Thomas Brent Layton Meridian Energy | BCA in Economics; BAwith First Class Honoursin Economic History and Econometrics; osts; dry-year risk; electricity market design and
Limited PhD in EconomicHistory, Victoria University of Wellington. Former Chair of the Electricity se to comments and late Minister for Energy comment.

Rory Peter Blundell

GrantJohn Barnard Telfar

Amy Louise Callaghan

Jeff Tuck

Dr Rebecca Wilson

Matthew Michael Dodson

Dr Lucy Ellis

Andre Bresler

Kim Goodfellow

Alex Jepsen

Peter Warwick Stacey

Authorityand Chairofthe 2009 Brownlee Review Technical Advisory Group; extensive
electricity market and energy economics experience.

BCommajoring in Economics and BE with First Class Honours, University of Auckland.
More than 20 years' elecftricity industry experience, including General Manager )

General Manager Strategy and Portfolio.

roles; market operation; water valuations; regulatory
; response to Transpower and Electricity Authority comments.

MSc, Victoria University of Wellington. Thirty years' experience advising o
power system analysis, economics, strategy and modelling in New Zealdnd
the United Kingdom; Principal Advisor at Meridian.

er system modelling and economic benefits; restricted and eased access
enarios for Lake Pikaki storage; response to Electricity Authority,
ranspower, PCE and Genesis material.

Bachelor of Resource and Environmental Planning (Hons) M
member of NZPI; approximately 23-24 years' planning expe
Planning at GHD.

Planning assessment/AEE; statutory and policy assessment; proposed
conditions; responses to comments and RFI planning/ecology matters.

Erosion and sediment control; construction water and sediment controls for rock
armouring and associated works.

Air quality assessment forwind erosion/lake lowering and construction dust from
rip-rap placement; dust modelling and management.

Groundwater assessment; wetland hydrology; Tasman Delta groundwater
connection; response to CRC and DOC hydrology/ecology concerns.

PhDin Fluvial Geomorphg

BSc (Hons) in Geography. Director - Geomorphology, GHD; more than 20 years'

; | Lake processes and geomorphadogy; shoreline/lakebed geomorphic effects;

assessment of effects from lake lowering.

. Chartered Member of Engineering New Zealand and
Director/Project Director, GHD; approximately 30 years'
astructure design, review and construction monitoring.

Engineering structures assessment; Pukaki Dam rip-rap and dam resilience
works; design/construction methodology review.

A and confirms Code compllance Appendix Anotincluded.
ations and experience assumed.

Landscape and visual effects; comparison with Plan Change 1 landscape
assessment; rock armouring landscape effects and visual simulations for lower
lake levels.

Master of Legal dies (Environmental Law) (Hons); Bachelor of Planning (Hons); New
Zealand Diplemain Te Reo Maori (Level 5). MNZPI and RMLA; Technical Director, GHD;
approximately 18 years' experience.

Socio-economicimpact assessment; tourism, recreation and community effects;
social impact and stakeholder/community context.

BSc, University of Auckland; Graduate Diploma in Business, Auckland University of
Technology. Member of the Clean Air Society of Australia and New Zealand and Certified

Air Quality Professional; more than 20 years' experience assessing air discharges.

Air quality and dust effects; response to CRC and NZTA comments; Dust
Management Plan and RFl/expert conferencing on dust conditions.




Expert Called by Qualifications and experience stated in record Technical / expert topics and issues
Patrick Lees BSc, University of Canterbury. Freshwater Ecologist at Tonkin & Taylor; approximately 16 | Freshwaterecology; lake littoral habitat values; ecological effects of lower lake
years' freshwater ecology experience across Aotearoa New Zealand. levels; response to CRC lake ecosystem comments.
Samuel David Heggie- BSc in Ecology; PGDip in Biosecurity and Conservation; MSc in Biosecurity and Terrestrialand wetland ecology; ecological impact assessment; lizards, birds,
Gracie Conservation, University of Auckland. Senior Ecologist at Tonkin & Taylor; approximately | wetlands and vegetation; response to DOC and CRC comments.
9-10 years'ecological experience; experience in herpetology and avifauna assessments.
Dean Craig Miller BSc and MSc (Tech) with First Class Honours in Biological Sciences, University of
Waikato. Principal Freshwater Ecologist at Tonkin & Taylor; 24 years with T+T; member of
the NZ Freshwater Sciences Society.
Dr Graham Thomas BSc in Zoology; MSc in Conservation Ecology; PhD in Conservation Management,
Ussher University of Auckland. Principal Ecologist, RMA Ecology; more than 30 years' ecological
research/consulting experience, including specialist herpetology and lizard management.
Dr Murray Grant Webby BE with First Class Honoursin Civil Engineering and PhD in Civil Engineering, Unj ineering; Tekapo B tailrace weir and rock chute; assessment of
of Canterbury. Chartered Professional Engineer, Recognised Engineer (PIC ang wer Lake Pikaki levelsandresponse to Genesis/WSP evidence.
Fellow of Engineering New Zealand; nearly 45 years' hydraulic engineering e
Viculp Lal BE (Civil), University of Delhi. Chartered Engineer and Fellow of the Ictural and dam safety engineering; Tekapo B tailrace weir and chute
Engineers (India); member of Engineering New Zealand, NZSOLD, ondition/risk assessment; response to WSP/Genesis material.
Principal Structural Engineer, Damwatch; more than 27 years' da
infrastructure experience.
Susanah Black Canterbury Master of Applied Science in Environmental Manageme CRC planningassessment; RMA/FTAA assessment; recommended consent
Regional University of Canterbury. Qualified hearings commissioner; Planner, | conditions; RFI expert conferencing on dust management conditions.
Council Canterbury Regional Council; 18 years' planning experi

Kate Bailue

Dr Tina Bayer

Dr Jean Jack

Suzanne Cawood

Mathew Noonan

Chris Glasson

Dan Clark

Bachelor of Environmental Science (Hons), La be
Groundwater Resources, Canterbury RegionaldC
groundwater science.

Groundwater technical advice; wetland hydrology and groundwater effects,
particularly Tasman Delta connection to Lake Pakaki.

MSc in Environmental Science and PhD,
Senior Scientist - Surface Water Eco
experience.

er Ecology, University of Otago.
Regional Council; 9 years'

Lake ecosystems and water quality; littoral-zone habitat and productivity;
ecological effects of lakebed exposure between 518 mRL and 513 mRL.

PhDin Ecologyand PGCertin
Administration, Victoria Unive

ent, Lincoln University; BCom and
Leader - Land Ecology, Canterbury

Terrestrial biodiversity; wetlands, threatened flora and avifauna; ecological
effects and monitoring implications.

Air quality and dust; technical review of rock armouring and lake-lowering air
quality assessments; Dust Management Plan and RFI expert conferencing.

lass) in Mechanical Engineering and MSc (First
niversity of Auckland; PGCert in Biostatistics,
Associate - Environmental, Beca; 26 years' air quality

Air quality and dust; technical review of construction dust and lakebed wind-
erosion assessment.

andscape Architecture; Fellow of the New Zealand Institute of

. Senior Consultant Landscape Architect, Glasson Huxtable; 7 years
nds and Survey and approximately 35 years in private landscape
sive Mackenzie Basin experience.

practice,

Landscape technical review; landscape and visual effects of eased access and
rock armouring.

BSc in Environmental Science and PGDip in Water Resource Management, Lincoln
University; Master of Water Resource Management, University of Canterbury. Senior
Scientist - Surface Water Resources, Canterbury Regional Council; 19 years' hydrology
experience.

Hydrology; potential changes to Pikaki River flows/spill events and related
groundwater/ecological implications.




Expert

Called by

Qualifications and experience stated in record

Technical / expert topics and issues

Dr Susan Walker

Dr Mandy Tocher

DOC

MSc (1994) and PhD (1997), University of Otago. Terrestrial ecologist and Principal
Researcher, Manaaki Whenua/Bioeconomy Science Institute; extensive peer-reviewed
publication record and specialist Mackenzie Basin dryland and wetland ecology
experience.

DOC ecological evidence; vegetation and plant species; lake margin turf
wetlands, Tasman Deltawetlands, ecological significance and effects of lower
lake levels.

The DOC section 51 reportidentifies Dr Tocher as a herpetologist/lizard expert
(LizardExpertNZ)and records her Code-compliant assessment. The text does not state
academic qualifications, however. Appropriate qualifications and experience assumed.

dvice; review of the Lizard Management Plan and

Wildlife Act/li
j ons for lizard values.

Jan Stanway

Mark Groves

David Weaver

Simon Coates

Dr Philip Mitchell

GenesisEnergy
Limited

Chartered Professional Engineer (CPENng) in building and marine structures; Fellow of
Engineering New Zealand; WSP Senior Technical Director - Marine and Building
Structures.

ONC and HNC in Civil Engineering; Chartered Engineer (CPEngNZ); 28 years'
experience.

BSc majoring in Physics and minoring in Statistics and Mathematics, Unive
Auckland. Associate Director, Concept Consulting; with Concept since 20
Concept's electricity market modelling team.

First Class Honours degree in Physics, Bristol University; Master

ectricity market policy, modelling and forecasting; review of Meridian's
proposal and economic/security-of-supply implications.

President; full member NZPI; NZPI Distinguished Servic
hearings commissioner with Chairendorsement; 40 years'r

Planning and resource management conditions; Genesis proposed conditions
addressing Tekapo B tailrace/weir risk; RF I response on condition effectiveness.

John Culy

Transpower
Limited

BSc in Physics and Mathematics and Diploma in
Energy and utility economistwith more than40yeg
and Concept Consulting associate; specialist i
electricity/transmission pricing and ener

Transpower-commissioned costs and benefits analysis; security of supply,
contingency scenarios and economic implications of eased access.
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