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INTRODUCTION 

1. My full name is Amy Louise Callaghan

2. My planning experience and qualifications are set out in my statement of

evidence dated 15 April 2026.

3. I have been asked by Meridian Energy Limited to provide a response to the

planning matters raised by the Panel in their Request for Information 1 dated

04 May 2026.

CODE OF CONDUCT

4. I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses as

contained in section 9 of the Environment Court Practice Note (2023), and

have complied with it in preparing this evidence.  I confirm the issues

addressed in this evidence are within my area of expertise, and I have not

omitted material facts known to me that might alter or detract from my

evidence.

REQUEST FOR INFORMATION

5. In the Request for Information (RFI No.: 1.D – Ecology Issues), the Panel

refers to paragraphs 1.19.7 and 1.19.8 of my  evidence dated 15 April 2026 in

response to comments on the application from invited parties where I

conclude that any residual effects are sufficiently small that offsetting

measures or compensation is not warranted and further that additional

monitoring is not warranted.  The Panel poses the following questions in the

event that it does not accept these opinions and considers that there are

residual effects and a requirement for monitoring: “What measures does the

Applicant intend the Panel to have regard to in the context of NPS-REG, Policy

F(5)?” and “What would the principal features of a programme to monitor

these effects be (i.e. objectives, methods, duration, reporting, response)?”

6. In response to the first question, I note that I have considered the potential to

provide environmental compensation, including measures or compensation

that might benefit the local environment and community affected by the

proposal.  I have also considered  the memorandum prepared by Tonkin and

Taylor in response to the Panel’s Request for Information.  The Tonkin and

Taylor memo concludes that any adverse effects on wetland features
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including the Tasman Delta and eastern turf communities would be low.  In 

my opinion  any residual adverse impacts are sufficiently small and temporary 

that they do not support the need to provide any environmental compensation 

or offsetting under Policy F(5) of the NES REG.  On this basis, Meridian is not 

offering any compensation or offsetting.  

7. With regard to the question of monitoring, I have considered the potential 

benefits of monitoring alongside the challenges of developing and 

implementing a monitoring programme for the purpose of understanding the 

effects of the proposed eased access on wetland flora.  In doing so, I was 

cognisant that any monitoring programme can only be required for the 

purpose of understanding effects on the environment arising from the 

proposed 3 year consent, and that the nature of the activity (possible short 

duration excursions below 518 m RL) means an effective monitoring 

programme would need to proceed from a fine-grained understanding of how 

the Tasman Delta’s flora varies in extent and condition under the current lake 

operating environment, including natural and scheme-induced inter and intra 

seasonal and annual variation.  Given the known seasonal variation in 

populations of wetland species such as Kaki/Black Stilt and Isolepis basilaris 

over a calendar year, and given the absence of more extensive state of the 

environment monitoring data across the Tasman Delta generally, in my 

opinion it is not realistic to establish a monitoring programme that would be 

capable of identifying any subtle ecological shifts that might occur as a result 

of the exercise of the applied for consent, over the short three year term of the 

consent, against a background environment that is already characterised by 

changes over different time scales.   

8. For these reasons, I do not believe a monitoring programme is warranted, and 

that any condition that required monitoring may risk being ‘more onerous than 

necessary’ under the Fast-Track Approvals Act 2024.   Notwithstanding the 

points raised above, as set out in both my 15 April 2026 evidence and the 

proposed conditions of consent, Meridian will continue to facilitate monitoring 

as required under its existing agreement with the Department of Conservation 

(DOC) when the lake drops below 518 m RL.  This approach will result in the 

monitoring carried out by DOC forming part of a larger data set that is analysed 

over time and not limited by the short duration of the consent sought.  A copy 

of the agreement between DOC and Meridian is included as Attachment 1 to 

this evidence.   
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