
Counsel Instructed: 
Trevor Robinson  
Wellington 
 
Tel 64-4-472 1755.  Fax 64-4-472 1766.  PO Box 8018 Wellington 
trobinson@xtra.co.nz 
 
Solicitor Acting: 
H Rosemary Dixon 
Contact Energy Limited 
 
Telephone 64-4-462 1284.  PO Box 10742, Wellington 
rosemary.dixon@contact-energy.co.nz 

BOARD OF INQUIRY 

HAUĀURU MĀ RAKI WIND FARM PROPOSAL  

 
 
 
In the matter of the Resource Management Act 1991 

And  

In the matter  of resource consent applications by Contact Wind Limited in 
respect of the Hauāuru mā raki Wind Farm Proposal 

And  

In the matter of notices of requirement and a resource consent application 
by Contact Energy Limited for transmission infrastructure 
related to the Hauāuru mā raki Wind Farm Proposal 

 

REBUTTAL EVIDENCE OF FRANCIS CHANEL GEOGHEGAN 

 



 Page 2 

Introduction 

1. My name is Francis (Frank) Chanel Geoghegan.  I am employed by Contact Energy 

Limited (“Contact”) as Project Director – Generation.   

2. I refer the Board of Inquiry to the statement of my qualifications and experience in my 

evidence in chief.  The purpose of this brief of evidence is to respond to the evidence of 

Lester Wright on behalf of Sunset Views Limited and Rimanui Farms Limited. 

3. In my Evidence in Chief, I expressed some surprise that the submission of Sunset Views 

Limited and Rimanui Farms Limited identified the adverse effects the wind farm proposal 

would have on their farming operations, the character of the district and on the 

environment of their workers, and observed that none of these issues had ever been put 

to me by any representative of Sunset Views Limited as a reason for their non-

participation in the project.  

4. As Mr Wright observes, all the discussions I had were with Mr Michael Spencer, one of 

the Company owners. 

5. Mr Wright produces an extract from an email of mine to Mr Michael Spencer dated 28 

April identifying future development options as a reason for Sunset Views not 

participating in the wind farm project. 

6. The extract quoted by Mr Wright is incomplete.  I produce as Exhibit FCG2 the 

complete email which recorded my view that the primary reason for Sunset Views not 

participating in the project was that, in the owners’ view, the returns they would accrue 

from participation were not sufficiently attractive to them. 

7. I should also note that this particular email was part of a lengthy series of 

communications I had with Mr Michael Spencer, mostly by email, but also involving 

direct discussions.  I have produced as Exhibit FCG3 a letter I wrote to Mr Spencer 

dated 1 November 2007 setting out the options and issues that we were discussing.   

8. Throughout the discussions, however, the stumbling block was that the owners of 

Sunset Views wanted an arrangement which was structured in a way to ensure that they 

achieved a better overall return from participation in the wind farm than would other 

participating landowners. 

9. The way it was put to me by Mr Michael Spencer, both before and after my email of 28 

April 2008 was that the owners of Sunset Views wanted “key money”, which I 

understood to be an upfront payment in the region of $1-2 million to facilitate their 

participating in the project. 
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10. To the extent that the value to the owners of competing development options was 

mentioned, that was always put to me by Mr Michael Spencer purely in commercial 

terms: which option maximised the commercial return to the owners.  Issues of amenity 

and effects on the property of wind farm development were never, as far as I can recall, 

mentioned.  The clear impression I had was that if Contact had made an offer of 

participation which met the financial expectations of the owners, they would be happy to 

participate in the wind farm development. 

 

F C Geoghegan 






