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Rural landowners reascnably expect noise impact o be determined on the basis of the
measurement of ambient night {ime noise levels, recognising that rural areas enjoy
ambient night time noise levels that are much lower than 45 decibels. It is also noted
that properties, topography, and land uses change along the length of the line, which
meane that & noise or cther impact which might be acceptable in one location is
unaceeptable in another.

Reverse Sensitivity

The presence of the propesed transmission fine on farmiand will impose sericus
constraints on the uses to which the land that the transmission lines cross may be put.
This "reverse sensitivity” on landowners and occuplers does not appear to be formally
acknowiedged by Transpower, although the assessment of noise effects and
Transpower's expeciation that the presence of z line necessitates s direct
involvement in resource consent applications associated with land use and land use
change clearly indicate that reverse sensitivily is an adverse effect that should be
taken into consideration.

Far example, Transpower has indicated that the aerial application of fertiliser in the
vicinity of the lines is likely to be resiricted, apparenily because it prasents a corrosion
hazard to the lines, and may cause the lines to arc out.”* Transpower's registered
memorandum of easement restricts the planting of vegetation and the lighting of fires
or burning off of vegetation in the easement area.'” The easement required across
forestry land is wider than that across farmland, which implies that farmland within the
“additional” area is constrained in use in that it may not be converted to forestry.

There appears not to be any provisien for compensation (0 be payable to landowners
for restrictions placed on the uses to which their land may be put,

Indeed, it seems to Federated Farmers that the adverse effects of the proposed lines on the
environment, including reverse sensitivity effects, extend well beyond the proposed
easament width of 65 metres. it would seem that smoke and other types of parficulate
matter can cause arcing out when their source is as much as 500 metres from the
transmission lines. The visual impact of the lines, particularly in open countryside, will be
significant from perhaps as much as fwo or three kilometres away. Likewise, the health
effacts from electromagnetic radiation and the noise effects are significant outside the
easement area.

Transpower's registered memorandum of easement indicates the adverse effects of the
tranamission lines extend well beyond the formal easement width in that it reguires
Transpower's consent for the subdivision of, or the doing of "any other thing ... which may
cause damage to the Works or endanger the continuity or safety of the supply and
distribution of electricity” on land crossed by the transmission lines.™

Inefficient Use of Resources

The Proposal is not an efficient use and development of natural and physical
resources.

The proposal to construct a 220 kV line which is upgradeable to 400kV s not an efficient use
and development of the couniry’s natural and physical resources. It seems highly unlikely
that the upgrade to 400kV will be needed to form part of the country’s transmission
infrastructure over the lifetime of the Proposal and consequently the provision to aliow for the
possible upgrade will provide no benefit as a one-off, point-to-point transmission lina.

i Transpon_ver New Zealand Limited North tsiand Grid Update Project, Notices of Requirement Documentation, Part X, Section
. 15, Farming and Rural Land Uses Impact Assessment, Section 5.1,1, page 4.
- Mamarandum of Easernent 2007/4230, sections 2.1(5) & (h).

Memorandum of Easenent 2007/4230, sections 2.1() & §).
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There are no genaration scenarios at Whakarnaru or further south that justify the Proposal.
While there some justification for increased capacity into Auckland, & line of the capacity
croposed does not promote the sustainable management of resources,

There are currently six transmission lines running into Auckland from the south. The
upgrading of these existing lnes has not been properly assessed. Federated Farmers
considers that appropriste upgrades to the existing lines could provide addiional eapacity
into Auckland for the next 30 vears, by which time generation options closer to Auckiand
could make the Proposal unnecessary. Such upgrades would be a far more efficient use of
the country’s existing physical resources.

Amenity Values
Cluality of the Envirghment.

The Proposal does not maintain and enhance amenity valuas.
The Proposal does not maintain and enhance the quality of the environment.

As discussed earlier, there i3 a severse and undeniable visual impact from installation of
above ground eleciricty transmission services, The severity of thal impact will vary
depending upon individual circumstances, Thus the amenity of the areas and communities
through which the line will pass will be adversely affected.

In respect of the requirement of gustainable management that the use and development of
resources take place in a way that enables people to provide for their health and safety, the
scientific and epidemiclogical evidence does not discount the possibility that prolonged
axposure to slevated elactro-magnetic radiation represents a iong term risk {o health.

With regard {0 the noise made by the lines, while it would seem that the transmission lines
will be able to operate weli within the maximum noise levels allowed, the quality of the
otherwise generally guiet environment through which the lines will pass will be detracted
from,

Thus, it is clear that there will be significant, unnecessary and unacceptable adverse impacts
on the communities through which the lines are proposed to pass. The adverse visual and
amenity related impacts, together with the adverse possible adverse effects on health, and
the adverse noise effects associated with the overhead line sections of the Proposal are
both significant and unnecessary.

Folicy Statements and Plans

The overhead transmission line aspects of the Proposal are inconsistent with and
contrary to relevant regional and district policy statements and plans.

Landscape

As will have become clear form the foregoing, the overhead line aspects of the
Proposal are seriously at odds with the requirements in the regional policy statements
of both of the regional councils through whose regions the proposed lines pass.
Considerable store is placed in these policy statements on the landscape protection
aspects of the Resource Management Act, but the Proposal pays little heed to the
adverse effects on landscape that the proposed transmission lines will have.

It has become apparent that the public values “cultured nature” landscapes as much
as it does “wild nature” landscapes. While "wild nature” landscapes are dominated by
elements such as indigenous forest, ‘cultured nature” landscapes are those
landscapes that consist largely of extensive pasture on hills and lowlands.
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The landscape assessment undertaken as part of the Auckland Regional Council's
Folicy Statement Change 8 established that “Exotic vegetation including pasture s
Se8n 8s a cwmposxte pari of an cutstanding natural landscape, pamcularly where the
pattern of land use is in harmony with the pattern of the landform”™.

In the assesgment, interviewess in a public preference survey were shown
photographs of a variety of landscapes, and asked to select what they thought was
truly outstanding’. The Proposed Policy Stalement Change continues: "Photographs
chosen by interviewees as being ‘fruly ou‘istandmg show a picturesque mix of bush
and extensive pasture on hills and lowlands”'

It is apparent from the landscape assessment that accompanies the Proposal that no
consideration has been given 1o such factors. Indeed it is interesting to note that the
landscape assessment, Unkike the other assessments in Part X, s not atiributed to any
particular consultant or group of consultants.

Federated Farmers considers that much more could be done to select a route in which
the landscape would be much more capable of absorbing the visual impact of the
proposed transmission lines.

Standards in Rural Zones

The Proposal is in conflist with several of the provision of the district plans of the
districts through which the lines cross. Most particular is the restriction on building
height, usually of the order of 8 - 12 metres. The proposed towers are many fimes in
excess of that standard, Indeed, in the Franklin District, where particular provision is
made for transmission lines, the vollage is limited o 110kV, and the height of the
towers limited to 25 metras.

Reasonable Necessity

The work and designation contained within the Proposal are not reasonably
necessary for achieving the objectives for which the designation is sought.

The objectives of the Proposal are set out in the Notice of Requirement dosumentation,’®
However, the “common objective for the project” not only sets out the objective, but it sets
out the method by which that objective is to be achieved. Accordingly, it is considered that
the assessment of allernative sites and methods of undertaking the work is clouded by the
predetermination of how that objective is to be achigved.

it is noted that case law has determined that the test of necessity for the designation process
extends {0 both whether the designation is necessary as the method by which the works are
to be approved, and whether the works themselves are reasonably necessary (Beadle v
Minister of Corrections® ) Federated Farmers considers that the common obiective fails to
meet the test of necessity on bath counts.

As stated. the objective, when properly construed, is “To ensure the continued security and
certainty of electricity supply to Auckland, Northland and parts of the Coromandel and
Waikato®. As previously noted, there are already six existing transmission lines supplying
electricity into Auckland, and there is scope to upgrade those existing lines and thereby
provide additional capac;ty into Auckland for the next 30 years. The Proposal is to remove
one of those lines and replace it with the proposed 220kV line, so there wili still only be six
transmission lines supplying electricity into Auckland when the project is complete.

7 ]’\uckland Regional Council Auckland Regions! Policy Statement Proposed Change 8, Appandix £ page F- 2,
bid

1 Transggwar New Zealand Limitad North Island Grid Update Project, Notices of Requirement Documantation, Part IV, para 4
page ' :
* Environmant Court decision AT4/02.
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The ohjective could also be achieved, and in the Federation’s view would be better achieved,
by the construction of generating capacity close to Augkland. Transpower claims that it has
ondy “,.. a very limited role in relation t¢ generation _.” “ but this claim does not appear to be
borme c}ut by the relevant legislation. Federated Farmats considers that the construction of
generating capacity close to Auckland would have far less environmental impact than would
tha construction of the propassad transmission line from Whakamaru to Auckland.

In respect of the specific project objective for the overhead section of the line,” Federated
Farmere’ considers that the designation is unnecessary both as a designation and because
the works are unnecessary, in that the common objective can be achieved without the
construction of the proposed transmission line,

Consideration Given o Alternatives

The Froposal gives inadequste consideration to alternative sites, routes and mathods
of undertaking the work

The extensive assessment made of allernative routes for the fransmission lines is
acknowledged.

it is nofed that case law has determined that the provision requiring an assessment of
whether adequate consideration has been given to allernative sites, routes or methods of
undeartaking the work requires no more than that an assessment be undertaken of whether
an agdequale process has been followed by Transpower in its consideration of the various
aiternatives, and of the considerations adopted by Transpower (Waikanae Holiday Park v
Kapitf Coast DC™.

Naverthelass, despite the extensive assessment made by Transpower {0 alfernative routes
for the transmission lines, the Federation is of the view that the considerations adopted in
the undertaking of that assesament are insufficient and are improperly balanced. For
example, inadequate consideration has heean given 1o the importance placed by people on
pastoral landscapes, and on the ability of certain landscapes to absorb the visual impact of
the ransmission lines infrastructure better than other landscapes.

There is almost no consideration of aflernative sites and methods of ensuring the continued
security and certainty of electricity supply to Auckland, Northtand and parts of the
Coromandel and Waikato. As noted above, Transpower claims thai it has only “... a very
limited role in relation to generation ...".** but this claim does not appear to be bome out by
the relevant legislation.

There is no consideration given to the provisions in the Electricity Industry Reform Act which
allow Transpower to generate electricity by way of reserve energy, and generate electricity
from renewable energy sources.

Neither is any consideration given to the Electricity Industry Reform Amendment Act 2004,
which (at s 5) empowers Transpower to contract with an electricity supplier for that electricity
supplier lo generate electricity for the purpose of deferring the need for investment by
Transpower in the national grid.

Adverse Effects on Local and Privaie interests

The adverse effects of the Proposal on local and private interests are more than minor

and are not outweighed by the national benefits that derive from implementing the
Proposal.

o  Above, 19, para 6.1, page 18.
Abnve mg para 4, page 13.

2 High Court, Wef?lngmn 27 October 2004, McKenzie J {CIV-2003-485-0D01764).
* nbove, 1339 pare 6.1, page 18,
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Federated Farmers considers thal particular care must be taken when svaluating the
FPraoposal in that the national benefits that arise from it accrue to people in one location, while
the costs that acorue from the Proposal are borne by the people and communities in another
tocation.

in the case of the Proposal, the beneficiarias are the peopls of the Northland, Auckland and
parts of the Coromandel and Waikato, who are to he ensured the continued security and
certainty of their eleciriclty supply. However, the costs of achieving that benefit take the form
of adverse effects on the local environment, and are borne by the people and communities
across whose land the lines pass. There is extensive discussion of the nature of thase
adverse effects in other parts of this submission.

Federated Farmers considears these adverse effects o be more than minor, and that are not
outweighed by the national benefits that may derive, should the Proposal be implemented in
its prasent form:.

Consultation

The consuliation undertaken in respect of the Proposal has been inadequate, given
the scale of the project and the significant use it will make of the natior’s natursa! and
physicai resources, many of which are privately ownsd.

The extensive amount of consultation undertaken by Transpower in relation to the Proposal
is acknowledged, including that with Federated Farmers.

Agknowledgement is also made of the extensive coverage given to the matter of consuliation
it the documentation associated with the Proposal.”

it is noted that the documentation appears to acknowledge that the standards to be achisved
by way of consultation are set out in the cases Weallington international Afrport Limited v Air
New Zeafand™ and Land Air Water Association v Waikato Regionaf Council. ™

Nevertheless, it is apparent from the documentation that Transpower, having apprised itself
of the requirements of the law, has sei about undertaking those requirements in a
circumscribed manner. The focus of the consultation has been on the broadeér issue of
whether or not the lines should be in a particular location, rather than on the detail of the
relationship between Transpower and the landowners across whose land the lines are
proposed to pass.

The documentation associated with the Proposal abounds with accounts of Trangpower's
experiences in undertaking the consultation. Federated Farmers considers that these
aceounts have been related in order to make it seem that those with whom the consultation
was undertaken were unregsonable,

Federated Farmers considers that Transpower has approached its consultation obligations
on matters of detail such as Issues related to compensation for land owners for the use of
their fand, potential fand owner lighility and the indemnification of land cwners for losses that
might be suffered arising from the proposed transmission lines, with a closed mind. It seems
to the Federation that Transpower has preferred to rely on its status as a requiring authority,
it privileges under the Electricity Act and its ability to have recourse to the Public Waorks Act
to resolve these matters, rather than enter into meaningful consullation with potentially
affected landowners.

Federated Farmers considers that the primary purpose of consultation is to enable decision
makers 10 make informed decisions. The Federation is of the view that, as a result of the

* Transpower New Zealand Limitad Norh island Grid Update Project, Notices of Requirament Documentation, Pait IV, Section
G, Part X, Segtion 2.

?f [1993] 1 NZLR 671.
T Envirenment Court declsion A 16/2001, 23 October 2004, Judge Whiting.
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consultation undertaken in respect of the Proposal being inadequate, it is not possible for the
Board of Inquiry io make a properly informed decision on the Proposal.

Consent Applications

if the Board of Inquiry withdraws the NOR, there would be no point in Transpower
exercising the resource consents sought.

if the Board of Inguiry does not withdraw the NOR and decides to grant the consenis
sought, provision shouid be made In any resource consents that may be granted to
ensure rural landowners are put at a disadvantage by the exercize of the resource
consants and that no persons are disadvaniaged or endangerad by any works that are
undertaken In conjunction with the exercise of the resource consents,

Federated Farmers does not oppose the Consent Applications per se.

Nevertheless, should the Board of Inguiry withdraw the NOR, Fedarated Farmers requests
that the Consent Applications be declined, on the basis that there would be no point in
Transpower exarcising them.

Should the Board of Inguiry not withdraw the NOR, the Federation would wish to ensure that
no rural landowners are put at a disadvantage by any provisions in any resource consents
that may be granied for the proposed activity,

in particuiar, Federated Farmers is concarned to see that any earthworks are undertaken in
a manner that does not create a dust nuisance, and that any earthworks or warks
undertaken in any waterways are undertaken in & manner that does not result in the creation
of a muddy mess.

We wish the Board of Inquiry to ensure that no persons are disadvantaged or endangered
by any works that are undertaken in conjunction with the Proposal. Federated Farmers is
particularly concerned fo see that earthworks or works undertaken in any waterways are
undertaken in a manner that does not result in the degradation of the quality of water that
may be relied on by downstream users for domestic, stock watering or irrigation needs

Accordingly, we request conditions be included on any resource consents that may be
granted as follows:

» That the rescurce consents should not be able to be exercised unless and until the
associated designations are included in the relevant district plans.

» That the consents should include conditions to ensure that any adverse
environmental effects of earthworks and works undertaken in waterways are
mitigated.

e That the consents should include conditions fo ensure that no persons are
disadvantaged or endangered by the proposed works.

» That, while the works are being undertaken, the applicant is required to ensure that
any inconvenience that might be caused by the proposed works is minimised.

CONCLUSION

Fedgrated Farmers is opposed to the designation for the public work that is the subiect of
the NOR.
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The Proposal dogs not promoie the sustainable management of natural and physical
resources and is contrary to the purpose and principles of the Act. People and communities
affected by the Proposal will not be enabled to provide for their social. aconomic and culfural
well being. The increase in the capacity of the national fransmission grid provided for in the
Proposal is not necessary, desirable or justifisble and will result in significant and
unhecessary additional adverse effects an the environment,

Adverse effects on the environment are not adequately avoided, remedied or mitigated, and
the Proposal is not an efficient use and development of natural and physical resources. it
does not maintain and enhance amenity values or the quality of the environment and is
inconsistent with and contrary 1o relevant regional and district policy statements and plans.

Inadeguate consideration has been given to afternative sites and methods of undertaking the
work, and the work and designation are not reasonably necessary for achieving the
objectives for which the designation is sought. The adverse effects of the Proposal on local
and private interests are more than minor and are not outweighed by the proposals national
benefits. The consultation undertaken in respect of the project has been inadequate, given
the scale of the project and the significant use it will make of natural and physical resources.
The restrictions and conditions placed on private landowners by the designations sought are
unreascnable,

Federated Farmers requests that the Board of Inquiry withdraw the Notices of Reguirsment
and decline the resource consent applications.

Address for service of submitier:
Federated Farmers of New Zealand (Inc)
Private Bag 92-066
Auckiand
Telephone:  (09) 378-0057
Fax/email: (09) 379-0782 / rgardner@fedfarm org.nz

Contact person: Richard Gardner, Senior Policy Advisor





