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To discourage further development which could have an adverse affect on
the landsoqpe qualities of the scenic landscape protection corridor along
State Highway 1 inchuding resirictions on the evection of further buildines,
structures, powerlines, drives and accessways.

Policy RULI
To protect the landscape character of the edge of Lake Karapiro.

Policy RUI4
To protect the landscape character of the river valley whilst allowing

activities, including rural residential development, in areas where they
will have minimal adverse effects on the landscape.

Policy RUIS
To ensure that uses which are likely to have on adverse visual effects on

the landscape are sited, designed and screened so thet the adverse effects
are avoided or sufficiently integrated so that the effect is minimal.

Policy RUIS
To preserve the natural characier of wetlands, lakes, vivers and their

marging and to profect them from inappropriate subdivision, use and
development,

Policy RU32
To ensure that recreational use of rivers and lakes does not adversely

affect, and is not gifected by, land use activities in river or loke margins or
Structures in watér areas or reclamations.

The Notice of Requirement with respect to Waipa District is in direct
contlict with these objectives and policies of the Opertive District Plan.

Policy RU10 could not be more explicit in its direction to discourage
firther development that could have an adverse effect on the qualities of
the scenic landscape protection corridor along State Highway L
Recognizing their damaging effect on landscape quality, the policy
specifically seeks to discourage “further powerlines™.

Policy RU10 would have been known to Transpower when the Waipa
District Plan was notified for public submission in 1994. By that stage,
Transpower had already been consulted as a potentially affected
stakeholder. Transpower was a submitter in respeet of various parts of the
proposed Plan, but not in respect of the provisions relating to SLCAs

which were adopted and made operative without any submission or appeal
by Transpower.
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Given their involvement in helping shape the operative District Plan,
Waipa District Council is disappointed that Tramspower has not
recognised and respected the importance of these provisions.

The new crossing of the Waikato River north of Arapuni will detract from
the natural character of the river and its margins in that locality, This, in

combination with easement vegetation clearance is contrary to Policy
RiT1E.

The requiring authority acknowledges the significant visual impacts
cansed by the 400kv infrastructure, particularly in the environs of Lake
Karapiro. However, the adverse effects are justified on the basis that the
environment is already a ‘modified” one, due te the existing ARI-PAK
line. In essence, the requiring authority s justifving the adverse effects of
the NOR on the basis that it creates an “incremental effect’ rather then a
‘oveenfield effect’.

This is insufficient justification for further devaluing the integiity of
SLCAs. The approach taken by the NOR represents a cumulative effset.
The environment was already ‘modified’ when it was evalated and
eonferred Special Landscape Character Area status in December 1997, and
those unique and nationally important characteristics still hold true today.

Waipa District Council places a high priority on the profection of
surviving indigenous vegetation. This is evidenced by the protection
incentives promoted through the District Plan, and from non-statutory
mechanisms promoted elsewhere by Council. The showcase for protection
of mdigenous vegetation is Maungatautari Scenic Reserve, now the largest
in-land ecological island in Avstralasia.

The NOR aligns infrastructure through areas of protected and unprotested
indigenous vegetation. The alignment is alse in close proximity to the
pationally significant bush of Mmmgatautari and the Te Miro Scenic
Reserve, both of which are significant habitats for indigenous fauma. In
terms of Maungatagtari its proximity and visual intrusiveness will
undermine the value of that area as a nationally imporiant ecological and
eco-tourism resource.

The NOR also has the potential to adversely affect indigenous vegetation,
either through pylon placement, or vegetation remowval for conductor

clearance purposes, As such, the proposal is contrary to Policy RU37
below.

Policy RU37

To protect areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant
habitats of indigenous finma.
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The District Plan iscludes Permitied Activity thresholds for the
development of wtility infrastructure without the necessity for resource
copsent. Rule 123.4(4) allows for the constuction, maintenance,
upgrading, replacement or alteration of a utility service in all zones, with
SLCAs being specifically excluded.

Utility infrastructure within the SLCA is subject to more stringent controls
than elsewhere in the District: so too is SLCA development in general. By
way of example, and for the purpose of protecting landscape, visual
amenity and natural character values within SLCAs, Rule 2.6.1 of the
District Plan exercises control over the following:

* Location of structures refative to the skyline, headlands or other
promontories and exposed hillsides or existing vegetation;

« The locations of structures, artificial screening, and shelter belts
with respect to obstructing views from SH3;

# The external design constraction and finish of structures including

reflectivity of the finish, and how closely the finish biends with the
background colours and nearby buildings;

¢ The extent, scale and location of roads and other vehioular tracks;

# The extent and location of exode forest relative to established
nakive trees and natural landscape features;

e The extent to which such activities will be obtrusively visible
including considerstion of distance.

« The extent to which measures are taken 1o avoid, mitigate or
remedy effects such as considering alternative options, and
locations having regard to the costs and benefits involved.

Waipa District Council places the landscape and amenity values of SLCAs
at a premium, and has judiciously done so since SLCAs were identified in
1992. The effectiveness of these controls is evidenced by the low-density
nature of development in SLCAs which is in contrast to the development
pressures experienced elsewhere within Waipa District. Development of
the much greater scale proposed by the NOR would undermine Council’s
abilty to discourage such development and thereby maintain those
arsenity values.

The Permitted Activity provisions for utility development restrict pylons
to & maximum height of 25 metres and a maximum capacity of 110kv. The
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Notice of Requirement is opposed because the 400kv line is unable 1o
meat either of these standards.

1121 Rule 1233 of the District Plan provides assessment criteria for the
consideration of utility services. Transpower was closely involved in the
process of submission and variation which resulted in the Utilities section

of the District Plan ss now operative, including this Rule. The Rule
considers, inter alia:

“(a}  Whether utility services will be obirusively visible or will detract
Jrom the amenities of the area in which it is located or any nearby

area, and the exteri of any measures faken fo avoid, remedy or
mitiguie those affects.

()  Whether the size or location of the structure will affect significant
views of the wban o rurd londscape particularly from Stae
Highways I and 3, rogether with the extent of any measures iaken
fo aveid, remedy or mitigate such effects.

. {d}  Whether alternative locations ov other options are physically,
technically or operationally possible in order io protect the
 environment, hoving regard fo the costs and benefits involved.

{e}  Whether the wility structure damages habitars or ecosystems or
causes loss of significant vegelation.

- {g} Whether the heritage significomce of the area or site is gffected by
the construction of the structure”.

1122 Assessed against the above criteria, the NOR would resulf in Infrastructure
which:

» Is nbtrusively visible and would detract from the amenity of the
arca;
Would affect significant views from State Highway 1;
Pisregards alternative locations which are physicaily, techaically
and operationally possible;
Has caused the loss of significant vegetation;
Adversely impacts on natural heritage.

1123 The NOR directly contradicts these policies and rules of the Diswrict Plan,
and if approved, would necessitate a review of the Plan’s SLCA
provisions. The existing provisions have successfully established density

and land use patterns within the SLCAs and have defined development
thresholds.
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1124 In the event that these thresholds are breached, Council will experience

significant pressure to enable landowners the same development flexibility
as that currently sought by Transpower.

1125 Inevitably, developers that have been constrained thus far by the provisons
will look to a fteeing up of development opportunities. In effect, Couneil
will have little choice but to re-evaluate the integrity of SLCAs and amend
the District Plan accordingly. This would be contrary to the long process
which the Council and the community of Waipa have followed in adopting

these provisions, and which untit now has been without challenge by
Transpower.

1126 Overall, the NOR has the potential to undermine the jnfegrity of the
District Plan and affect public confidence in the consistent administration
of the Plan, With the precedent set by the NOR, and without a review of
the SLCA provisions, Council would be less able to control other
developments in these or equally sensitive areas as developers could point
to Transpower’s works and assert that the effects of such development
provided 2 new “baseline” in these or similar existing eaviromments.

12. Insdequate consideration has been given to shiernative routes and / or methods of
undertaking the work (Section 171{1}(b) of the BMA)

121 Waipa Distriet Council commissioned a report in March 2007 from Dr
Dran Matsh of the University of Waikato to evaluate whether non~-market
and social costs bad been properly addressed in the context of the GUP
and its alternatives. The requiring authority claims to have carried out such
an evalugtion in opting for the NOR thus notified.

122 The Report confirmed that the requiring anthority has iaken a narrow and
partizl approach to the analysis of GUP costs and benefits.

123 The analysis has focused on a narrow group of costs to be faced by
Transpower, whilst ignoring the significant costs that will be imposed on
other groups., The analysis also ignored the indirect costs of large scale

wtility nfrastructure compromising New Zealand's ‘clean and green’
image.

124  In the consideration of alternative routes or methods, the requiring
authority has also failed to take inmfo account the negative effects of the
transmission network on future generations.

12.5 Matters of environmental sustainability and the assessment of the full
costs of a proposal arc obligatory considerations for the Electricity
Commission under its principal objectives and the specific outcomes it
must seek to achieve as set out in Section 172N of the Electricily Act
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1992, However, the Commission deferred these considerstions on the
basis that they were more appropriately addressed through RMA
procedures. Council considers this approach 1o be incorrect.

It has, in the Council’s submission, resulted in g flawed and incorrectly
limited assessment of the GUP under the Electricity Act. While matters of
environmental sustainability and the assessment of full costs are also
matters to be addressed under the RMA, that does not relieve Transpower
or the Commission of their obligations uader other legislation. As well,
failing to consider environmental sustainability and the full costs of the
proposal at the outset means that the WOR is itself flawed as it wrongly
[tmits the subject of the inquiry to be undertaken under the RMA.

By overlooking environmental sustainability and full cost issues, it is not
possible for the Commission (or the requiring suthority) to have

objectively considered all alternatives and methods, beyond those
addressed thus far,

Those alternatives that have been identified are based upon an incomplete
environmentsl assessment. Tn addition insufficient weight has been placed
on the lundscape impacts and the importance of the SLCA’s. There is an
aiternative eastern route that was discarded using flawed methodology
including ersonecus landscape tmpact and District Plan weightings. The
NORs are therefore contrary to Section 171{ 1))

Of the territorial authorities affected by the NOR, Waipa is the only
District with RMA provisions relating to the protection of its outstanding
landscapes. The altemative eastern route which does not contain these
constraints is clearly a preferred altemative. As it is, the route promoted by
the NOR fails to protect natural features and Iandscapes and is thereby
contrary 1o Section 6(b) of the RMA.

The process by which the preferred route was identified involved, amongst
other thmgs, consideration of landscape and visual issues. This included,
for example, “favouring landscapes with fewer houses and roads” (Page 5,
Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment).

It is considered ironic that one of the outcomes sought by the District
Plan’s SLCA provisions is to limit development within these sensitive
landscape areas, The provisions have been successful in restricting the
number of houses and associated infrastrueture (such as roads) that would
otherwise have been permissible elsewhere within the District. It is the
relative lack of human intervention, in assocjation with the surrounding
natural environment, that sets SLCAs apart from fhe remainder of the

District. And yet, the preferred route advecated by the NOR will
undermine these qualities,
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(vher criteria used to determine rowte selection including “avoiding
natural landscapes™ and “avoiding landscapes with special aesthetic
amenity” (Page 9, Landscape and Visual Effects Assesament). Council
considers that, by promoting a route through the only natural landscapes
afforded protection for their special asesthetic amenity (SLCAs), the
requiring authority has given insufficient weight to this aspect of its own
selection criteria.

The notices of requirement are not reasonably necessary for achieving the

objectives of the requiring anthority for which the designations are sought (Section
171(1)e) of the RMA).

i3.1
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The NOR identifies the common objective of the Grid Upgrade Proposal
{GUP) as follows:

“To ensure the continued security and certainty of electricity supply to
Auckland, Norhland and pars of the Coromandel and Waikato, by
constructing amd operating a new transmission link (including substations
and ancillary facilities) snd to upgrade existing assets, in & manner that is
safe, efficient and consistent with mainfaining cuorrent grid reliability
standards and which provides flexibility to address fivuwe changes in
supply.”

In addition, the NOR identifies the following objective as speciiic to the
overhead line section of the GUP:

“To facilitate the construction, operatdon and mantenance of new
electricity transwission infrastructure throngh predomisantly rural aveas
between south Auckland and the central North Island, and to enable the

removal and/or replacement of existing electricity transmission
mirastructore.”

In essence, Transpower’s ohjective is o *“ensure the continued security
and cerfainty of electricity supply to Auckland, Northland snd parts of the
Coromandel and Waikato™. The requiring authority is able to achieve this
by means other than the overbead line stipuiated in the NOR. A partial
underground frapsmission line, for example, would provide as omch
security and certainty of supply as would the current NOR proposal.
Similarly selection of the eastern route would equally achieve the
objectives.

Neither is the objective specific about the source of the electricity supply.
It follows therefore, that whilst a trapsmission line between Whakamaru
and Pakuranga may be the preferred option, alternative sources might be
capable of schieving the same outcome. To that extent, the NOR is
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considered ‘convenient”, but not reasonably necessary to meet the baseline
objective.

135 Similarly, the objective outlined in 13.2 (shove) merely seeks to utilise
rural areas for the accommodation of transmission infrastructure. Whilst
the route stipulated in the NOR is broadly consistent with this objective,
the same outcomes could be achieved with underground cables in sensitive
areas, of by using an alternative route. Again, the NOR is ‘convenmient’ but
not reasonably necessary to meet the specific objective for the overhead
line sections of the project.

14, In summary, the NORs are inconsistent with the Purpose and Principles of the
RMA and do not satisfy the criteria in Section 171 of the RMA.

We seek the following decision from the Hoard of Inguiry:

1. As its preferred relief, Waipa District Council seeks that the Board of Inquiry
reject the Notices of Requirement for the North Island Grid Upgrade Proposal.

7. In the alternative, Waipa Disirict Council seeks that the Notice of Requirement
for those parts of the proposed works which pass through Waipa District be
rejectad and that any proposal for lines through Waipa District either be re-routed
away from Waipa’s Special Landscape Character Aress, or that underground
transmission lines be utilised through Waipa’s Special Landscape Character
Areas.

Waipa Distriet Council wishes to be heard in sapport of its submission.

.j ...................................... Date: ‘f"/fbfﬂ?

Authorised Signature:
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