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Date: 24 April 2013 < @
Subject: Public notification of the Tuki c t Propos &

/m AN
Purpose \U
This memo describes the EPA process fo t otlf catj {ulﬂ Catchment Proposal in order
to meet the requirements of s 149C oft rce t 1991 (RMA), should the Minister
decide the matters are nationally ‘{ﬁs t and dlrect ard on inquiry.
Introduction 2

The Tukituki Catchm @Qomp < istinct applications:
1 ange ke's Bay Regional Resource Management Plan, for which

eg:onx BRC) intends to request a call-in by the Minister for the

M pilcatlon Hawke's Bay Regional Investment Company (HBRIC) for the Ruataniwha Water
ol

rage e SS) HBRIC plans to lodge a notice of requirement and applications for

reso for the storage and distribution of water in the Tukituki Catchment in central

F\E h|s will involve a large dam and reservoir on the Makaroro River and associated
i ngat adrace canal and pipeline infrastructure on the Ruataniwha Plains.

Otlf)r‘ proposed Plan Change 6 on 4 May 2013 and in doing so will follow the RMA nationally

6 contains land management rules which will affect all properties over four hectares in size within

@ K:nt proposal criteria as closely as possible, while still meeting their own needs. Proposed Plan
ha

Q?

e Tukituki catchment. To improve efficiency, HBRC intends to notify not only these properties about
proposed Plan Change 6, but all properties within the catchment. To notify adjoining properties, HBRC
intends to serve notice on all properties within 1 kilometre of the Tukituki catchment.

HBRC has confirmed that around 10,500 owners and occupiers will be served a copy of HBRC’s notification
pack. For consistency, the EPA intends to align its processes for notification of the Minister’'s Direction on the
combined Tukituki Catchment Proposal including HBRIC’s application for designations and resource
consents.



Despite the large number of parties to be served notices, HBRC and HBRIC are not expecting large
numbers of submitters on either proposed Plan Change 6 or the RWSS.

Public Notice of the Minister’s Direction @
Service of a copy of the Public Notice & \/( =

The RMA states whom a copy of the public notice should be served on:

S 149C (4) When the EPA gives public notice ... it n{ “a!so serve a c@wg e notice

on— /\>
(a) each owner and occupier (other than a a\p@ &of any L@hx.‘h the matter

relates; and o

(b) each owner and occupier of any lana d@: g any lan8.to~which the matter relates.
P

S9(2)(h)
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Landowner and occupier’s database

Section 149C(4)(a) and (b) of the RMA and occupiers on any land
to which the matter relates or adjoins any ich

The properties considered to be them are under the jurisdiction of the Hastings
District Council and Central properties adjoining the “land to which the
matter relates” are under of th District Council (RDC), the Tararua District Council

(TDC) and the

The Hawke’s RDC, TDC and MDC to provide landowner and occupier
information data the following privacy limitations
cil cannot the names and postal addresses for any individuals who have

s 28C the Local Government Rating Act from having their personal
on the Rating Information Database; and

) nlikely to hold all occupier information that the EPA will need, given that
about occupiers on the Rating Information Database is limited to situations where
are also ratepayers.

small number of properties adjoining the land to which the matter relates, the EPA has
any formal relationship protocols with RDC and TDC for this landowner and occupier

BRC provided a draft spreadsheet of ratepayer information to the EPA on 8 April 2013

Ground Truthing

Another issue with the number of properties to be notified is how ground truthing should be approached.
Ground truthing involves checking properties to ensure their addresses are accurate and reflect the
ownership of each respective property. The NSP Operations Manual states that the ground truthing “may be
required where businesses have no letterbox to identify and notify all occupiers”.



Helen Codlin noted that HBRC had assessed the catchment for areas prone to poor address or ownership
information, such as business parks and recent residential subdivisions. HBRC had noet}?(
he

areas in the notification area. Helen noted that as HBRC's notification process preced PA’s, HBR
will record any address issues in a database. This additional information will be use guide our grou

truthing process. This is particularly important given the more stringent legal

notification process. Ground truthing will also

However, these are largely rural or bush environments and we are not anticipat

areas.

Alternative Options

The process followed in other proposals has been to directl@w’} territori%&
ata

information from the rates database. The project team } @ tes'the ra

different councils into a mail-merge list of owners, or&tie

cover the Rangatikei, T
any ano

>

inform
owner/occupiers:

The process of sorting the rates information can b il

when compiling information from differe
intensive use of maps and ground truthing, a Qj
or more prior to the notification. To

less than 1000 copies, withgo
There is provision in the state eﬁ
~
District Council to pr @G tnférmation fro
from HBRC who acces e) me overal
e

by HBRC of the plaiy change will in
EPA und{@ tification of th%

at

n

CoiEstir@f Serice of Public Notice

{/ p rement pr: forservice of documents has not yet been completed. Base
f

JF d-the service of public notices, and assuming that 10,500 copies are required to be

erecen%
O\bs ed, the foligwing.e
i)

enthe largest djstributio

ects distributingles n 500 copies.
f work r@Central Hawke's Bay District Council

ndertakin

on thﬂ
an anawatu \Eﬁ
S

ified any such

lies irﬁ\/

e

to provide GIS

ation from the

w nsumi agé\,\moderate risk of human error
ou differ t%ﬂ\\i&is risk has been managed by

i n' to collate the information a month
a public notice by a NSP team has been

and Hastings

heirrates database. However, by sourcing this information

se there is less collation required. The public

's Direction.

mate has been compiled:

Value

%M postage ($1.40 per A4 envelope)
@ rinting/coliating and distribution of cover
@

letter, notice, information sheet

Based on CHSM cost of $5
per envelope

S9(2)(b)

Based on PP20 cost of $8
per envelope

Total:

notification of

&a ‘trial run’ with time to incorporate any corrections before the

d on other projects
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Both HBRC and HBRIC have agreed to our proposed notification approach. HBRIC is aware that we are
notifying a wider range of parties than is required by the RMA but sees it as the most to ensure
all affected parties are notified.

One approach to reducing notification costs would be to notify owners and occupi to
the matter relates” and adjoining land, but not any additional parties such as nt and
groups. The EPA estimates that there are about 300 additional parties in this ich on

above table would save between
Drafting of the public notice
The RMA states the information which must be included in a
S 149C EPA must give public notice of
(3) A notice under subsection (1) m
(a) state the Minister's reasons

(b) describe the matter to

(c) state where the its and any further information may be
viewed; and

(d) state on the matter to the EPA; and

(e) date submissions; and

the EPA and the applicant (or each applicant if more than

Confi cation

A was as the first possible Saturday following board of inquiry appointments,
inister are nationally significant and direct the matters to a board of inquiry
g and printing timeframes. Liaison will also occur with the Minister's Office to

lease will be made before notification

will be circulated to the Board of Inquiry, HBRC, HBRIC, HDC, CHBDC, and the Friend
of soon as it is set and confirmed. The EPA will also notify RDC, TDC and MDC of this
At this stage the project team is working towards public notification on 29 June 2013. This
date is highly dependent on the outcomes of the Appointments and Honours Committee meeting,
abinet meeting and the appointment of members to a board of inquiry

The NSP Operations Manual advises that “each public notice is published in the country’s four main
newspapers, in Auckland, Wellington, Christchurch and Dunedin; and also in the most relevant
local/community newspaper(s) that have circulation areas that encompass the proposal area to which the
matter relates. Best practice is to use free community publications as these have a broad readership and do
not rely on a purchase of the publication.”

The public notice will be published in the following newspapers:

National newspapers: 29 June 2013 in the Public Notices section




e The New Zealand Herald;

e The Dominion Post;

e The Christchurch Press; and @
e The Otago Daily Times. 3

Local newspapers: in the Public Notices section

o Hawke's Bay Today (Saturday 29 June 2013);

A copy of the public notice will also be published it R{\}nq newspa
Notices section. These copies of the public notice dwifl € éase that tr{ec}km

for submissions began on 29 June 2013:

¢ CHB Mail (Tuesday 2 July 2013

« Napier Courier (Wednesd g% ); and \7

e Hastings Leader Wedn s uIy 201

Notification packs Q
Draft cover letter, inform % sub \@nd public notice
HBRC has informed @ % ill be provi jmatlon brochures to 10,500 owners and occupiers.

These will include a ublic naticg; as w”TI as further information on the proposal and the EPA

process. x
The EPA als \e rve’notifica % 10,500 owners and occupiers properties. However the EPA

notificati mclude
copy e publlc notice;
V
o Ston form; and

ormatlon sheet, including Environmental Legal Assistance Fund information.

|ons Manual advises that an information sheet may be provided. The proposal team has

BRIC and HBRC will provide draft text describing the matters that we will use for these documents. HBRIC

@ nd HBRC will provide the EPA with the draft text and images for the public notice in the week ending 3 May
2013. A draft of the public notice will then be provided to the Proposal Manager and feedback received.

The draft documents (public notice, information sheet and submission form) will be discussed with HBRIC,
HBRC and EPA Legal who will be given the opportunity to provide any suggestions or feedback.

A black and white map image file has been supplied by HBRC and HBRIC to be included in the public notice.



Final review, sign-off of and distribution of cover letter, public notice, information sheet,
and submission form

The submission form, cover letter, public notice and information sheet will be pr d@é Generé
Manager, Applications and Assessment on 14 June 2013. Following final approv% ents wull P

provided to the selected printing and advertising suppliers.

Proposal. While there were some initial issues with the online form, hESf have |argely Ived with
the support of Communications and IT. The online submission <\.'gk/be avall th Tukituki

Catchment Proposal. /c\'

Notification packs

The final versions of the documents contained i %matlon paci fl-require sign-off by the General
Manager. A final proof for review by EPA Com/\:i ns and t ukitdki' Catchment Proposal team will be
undertaken prior to any printing starting on q} /'nents

An online submission form service was developed and used for the Christ ch Sout gmsglol ay

Distribution of information

The final landowner/occupiers sp IKr/ez':d et will be prov, §r§\o\n\elected printing supplier for the mail out
after final confirmation and chec ken by gro thing. The mail out is scheduled for the Friday
prior to notification (28 Ju \s\\/f townfp veries, NZ Post estimate a two working day

Q)NZ Post provide an estimated delivery timeframe of

timeframe for delivery, eliver
four working days. Th ommate ru@’dellvery addresses on the database.

EPA website
Amanda fﬁﬂ Commu will undertake the content work required for new web pages
required Qr\%g jcynotification. We tent will be peer reviewed by the Senior Advisor and Project Leader,

Qaﬂymgn -off by the % Manager prior to any content going live. A back-up contact phone number

a/lgble for munications contact person, should there be problems with the website

th rning of notification, the EPA website will be updated, including new pages outlining
formatl ers and copies of the public notice and submission forms for download. Submitters will

Lg%v online submission form available on the EPA website to provide submissions.
Qﬂw ing of the application
rd

py versions of the application will be made available for viewing during the notification period at six

cations in the proposal area. The Friend of Submitter will also have a hard copy available at his sessions.

In addition, a limited number of copies of the submission form, public notice, information sheet and HBRIC's

non-technical summary document will also be available for the public. Information on contacting the EPA and

how to obtain additional copies of these documents including copies of the application on CD will be
provided at each viewing location.

Confirmed viewing locations were identified as being locations open and accessible to the public over a
variety of days and hours while also covering an adequate breadth of the proposal area. Permission was
sought by liaising with the relevant persons at each location.



The viewing locations are:

Environmental Protection Authority

Hawke's Bay Regiona!l Council

EPA Head Office, Level 10, 21 éa bton Quay,
Wellington @ (<
Fas

N

Hastings District Council

207 Lyndon Road Emn S
4 B _ s

N
159 Dalton Street, Napi \<\>
DS <§>>

Central Hawke's Bay District Council

28-32 Ruatamee{, Waipawd -

Napier Public Library

S!atio%t'\h@ier- ( (\\\>

Wairoa Public Library

e sptase i

Taradale Public Library

W}eet, Tara% w7

Hastings Central Public Libra

N ~
Flaxmere Public Library (\Qi}a}ymere Con&’ﬂe%entre, Flaxmere
N

>Cnr E&h@\sﬁem East & Warren Street South,
in

F
Waipawa Public Libr{@\
A

H
\{%treet, Waipawa

Waipukurau P%/@mr/a?y/ = ((

?&il;:h)ener Street, Waipukurau

Havemck(@;@m\ﬁ{imary@\u “40 Te Mata Road, Havelock North

webpage a link to thi

The application g@s are X@BRIC'S website and the EPA’s Tukituki Catchment Proposal
i Vi s ;

Hard copie

he apQ‘ ation and additional notification documents at each viewing location will be

@@L the Friday befo ification for display on the Monday following notification.
() Decision % process to be undertaken for the public notification of the Tukituki Catchment

22
o)

Yes / No

Sarah Gardner Date

General Manager, Applications and Assessment
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M NDU

e Ref: NSP 2

To: Sarah Gardner

Copy To: Shaun Lewis and Fay Holdom

From: Andrew Crosland and§S9(2 )(a @

Date: 10 May 2013 @

Subject: Tukituki Catchment Proposal — ﬁ%ﬂ S Sc e. Completeness and
adequacy assessment and EPA to whethef to'aceept or reject the application
for the scheme under sechor{\ﬁ\ he Resour e*\h}ﬁ ement Act 1991 (RMA)

pan
@ )
Purpose
1. The purpose of this memo is our agreem Ruatanlwha Water Storage Scheme
application, part of the ment P: os W|th the EPA on 6 May 2013 by the Hawke’s
Bay Regional lnves ny (HB Qul be accepted as complete under section 88 of the
Resource Manag t 991 (
Some unre re |deQih proach to resolving these items is outlined for your approval,

Recow{@ ons/ Act
. ltisr nded t tyou:
ththe

sect|on 88

ater Storage Scheme application, lodged by HBRIC on 6 May 2013, under

A YES / NO
O e of the items identified as unresolved are issues that require a further information
he EPA under section 149 of the RMA YES / NO
%e at the items identified as immaterial are considered resolved YES / NO

Q@; Agree that all remaining unresolved items be brought to the attention of the decision-maker
Q YES/NO

e. Note that following approval of this memo the Project Leader will send a letter to the Applicants and
— the Local Authorities advising that the application is complete and has been accepted YES/NO

Signature Date
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Tukituki Catchment Proposal

EPA completeness assessment

EPA conclusion on completeness under section 88

4. Within five working days of lodgement, the EPA must determine if the application &
accordance with section 88." Section 168 applies to notices of requirement, b

make references to section 88 and Schedule 4. Therefore, whether a noti ment is ad
prepared or not will not affect the completeness assessment of an applicatio

5. In making our recommendation, we have taken into account the \dn 88 completenes and the
technical expert completeness and adequacy reviews by Hawke' |onal C), Central
Hawke's Bay District Council (CHBDC) and Hastings Distrc n i DC). A scfma y|completeness
check table is attached as Appendix A.

8. Contemporaneously, HBRC has lodged a requ inister for ironment and Minister of
Conservation to call in their proposed Plan CK Qg%h EPAd ‘th ve a statutory role under section

g 3 pect of t Catchment Proposal. However,
the Ruataniwha Water Storage Schem ly relate ning assessments have been

undertaken with the proposed Change67in ming
7. Overall, it is our opinion that }atron lodged B for the Ruataniwha Water Storage Scheme
eq i

achieves compliance wi ments @j s 88 and168 of the RMA, and is therefore
considered to be ¢ {:n'_rplet these 2 tio
8. We recommend t

@PA acce& ataniwha Water Storage Scheme application under section

on furtmformation under section 149

s abletor her information under section 149 of the RMA, if we consider that it is

d for the maklng our recommendation to the Minister or if there is insufficient
Q AR rmaho t“tal submitters to make a submission.

er that any of the unresolved items identified are necessary to inform the EPA’s
the proposal against section 142(3) — the factors of national significance — or to inform the
commendatlon to the Minister. We also consider that the application provides sufficient
ormation for potential submitters and the decision maker.

. Therefore, we consider that there are no unresolved items which require further information to be
requested under section 149 of the RMA.

1 Schedule 4 and Form 9 (Application for resource consent) of the Resource Management (Forms, fees, and procedure)
Regulations apply to a determination under section 88.

2Form 18 (Application for notice of requirement) of the above regulations also applies.
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Tukituki Catchment Proposal

Background
12. On 6 May 2013, HBRIC lodged an application with the EPA, comprising 1 notice of requirement and 17
resource consents, in relation to the construction, operation and maintenance of the ha Water

Storage Scheme, part of the Tukituki Catchment Proposal.

13. The matters include the construction, operation and maintenance of a larg 1. aiid reservoir o
Makaroro River (a tributary of the Tukituki River) and associated wngaﬂot%ce anal and pip
infrastructure on the Ruataniwha Plains in the Central Hawke's Bay and Hastings District her cohrsents
have been applied for in relation to measures proposed to mltlg ect of the da

environment.
14. The matters lodged by HBRIC are outlined in the p ?g aphs
Notice of Requirement — Central Hawke’s Ba ouncil &
¢ One notice of requirement to deS|gnate lafi struct, ope maintain a primary headrace
canal within the administrative Junsdl B C.
Resource Consent — Central Hawke s istrict C%
ivities-within the Scheme within the administrative

e One application for land u nt to cover qé/at
jurisdiction of CHBD %

Resource Consent istric
e One appl|cat| d use conse €over the activities within the Scheme within the administrative
jurisdicti
Resour t— Hawke gional Council

!lcatio s for resour & consent within the jurisdiction of HBRC for activities including: the
w& ruction, opeﬁb@!\d maintenance of the dam, reservoir, intake and outfall structures; damming,
ersion, ta v 2.2 d|scharge of water; use of production land; plantings within a flood control
schem a\arid for deposition of sediment within the coastal marine area.

@
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Tukituki Catchment Proposal

Completeness assessment process

15. HBRIC has lodged the notice of requirement and resource consents with the EPA in ac rdance with
sections 145(1) and 145(3) of the RMA.

16. In relation to the resource consent matters, s88(3) of the RMA states:

al cts or the i
r the application

“If an application does not include an adequate assessment of environ
required by regulations, a consent authority may, within & working days

lodged, determine that the application is incomplete and return t applicatiof, with wri reasons for
the determination, to the applicant.” 0 TG

17. In order to determine if the application is complete, the EP&%ur @:sewi@u er of
technical experts to undertake pre- and post-lodgement.ad K%nd c? nessch cks® and the
relevant local authorities (HBRC, CHBDC and HDC{ a\j‘la e pre- ost-lodgement section 88
completeness checks on the draft and full lodge ! i

S S
18. The pre-lodgement adequacy and compl es@te was ynde two phases.
er

Phase 1: HBRIC issued a set of draft tg\h ical reports m@:-i%b 2012 for assessment by EPA

technical experts and by the three-local au ritiesgfﬁrﬁ‘ t%ﬁ also undertaken in early January.
Review comments from the t cI@ xperts and | utEgrities were provided to HBRIC in mid-January
2013. @@ @
Phase 2: In March 2013 Haﬁsued | ajt;p lication including revised technical reports,
accompanied by ilg)j?owing from Phase 1, how each issue had been addressed, and
where chan lﬁj made, T«h%n‘ | experts re-assessed the final technical reports and draft

ey had 15 days to undertake their pre-lodgement assessments.

co
AEE ?fdeq and compi@kei%
19. Onl d@\ day, the three c&n ils and the EPA technical experts were sent the full application for

ple ss check v:Qerﬁclion 88. The applicants again provided an updated table showing where
is in the lodged application documents, or reasons why issues had not been

ad bee %LQS?
\ X }Eires.secl.%:b r working days to carry out their lodgement assessments.
O ™ :

working days from lodgement to determine if HBRIC's application is complete under

. The a
s@s completeness assessment takes into account the technical reviewers’ completeness and
% \/I)ysis as well as HBRC's and the local authorities’ completeness checks.
Authority section 88 assessment

C)%J -lodgement
21. HBRC, CHBDC and HDC provided comments on the draft application on 15 January 2013 (Phase 1) and

9 April 2013 (Phase 2). These were subsequently provided to HBRIC.

® The adequacy and completeness checks are used to determine whether sufficient information is available in the technical
reports to enable a decision-maker to make a determination and potentially affected parties to understand the actual and
potential effects.
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Tukituki Proposal
Post-lodgement

22. HBRIC provided hard copies of the lodged application to the local authorities on 6 May 2013. CHBDC and
HDC (the District Councils) submitted their combined completeness check report to on 9 May
2013. HBRC submitted their completeness check report to the EPA on 10 May
these reports are summarised below

23. The District Councils provided a combined completeness check report. | Cou
that:

“The matters lodged with the EPA achieve compliance with the of 168
and the Forms Regulations”.

24. HBRC noted in its completeness check report:

“We consider all matters that required consenting by the resource
consent applications. The AEE and adequate and complete
for the purposes of section 88 of the

Description of the Location and of Activity

25. HBRC stated that the location sh th from a regional to a local scale. HBRC
suggested that further attached to consents to show the relevant areas and
sites.

26. The District Cou that document was complete to the extent that people
would now be abl of the proposal. The District Councils noted that adequate
information to of the two District Plans that apply, and that were
adeq affected by the proposals, including the areas where the

and applications were to apply

uthority/Regional Plan/District Plan Specific)

stated ment documentation details the types and number of resource consents to be
for summarised each regional resource consent to be applied for
The cils considered that the scope of the resource consents adequately covered the required

the specific District Plans, and that the tabulated list of consents that could be sought at a
re were considered acceptable (i.e. they were not a fundamental aspect of the proposal and were
to be addressed at a later date)

of Proposed Conditions
29. HBRC considered that the lodgement documentation provides a comprehensive suite of proposed
conditions. HBRC noted that its section 149G report would provide further comment on the details of the

conditions.

30. The District Councils noted that while it was not necessary for HBRIC to provide draft conditions, the draft
conditions which HBRIC provided were subject to considerable change. CHBDC and HDC expect more
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Tukituki Proposal
detailed comment on the proposed conditions in their section 149G report and elsewhere in the decision-
making process.

Consideration of Alternatives (Sites, Routes and Methods)
31. HBRIC noted that the application contains the details of the consideration of routes a

methods, in section 2 of the Assessment of Environmental Effects (AEE)

32. The District Councils considered that the consideration of alternative methods in
documentation and separate report provided adequate docum relating the
considered.

Consideration of Objectives of the Requiring Authorities

33. HBRC noted that this matter was specifically ith by HBRC
staff.
34. CHBDC considered that the information was sufficient to

meet the information requirements.

Consultation
35. HBRC stated that section 2 about the consultation undertaken with
parties likely to be was carried out with a wide range of parties
since the project’s com in 2
36. The District Cou red information on the consultation taken to date was
provided in
of the Relevant Plans and Policy Documents (National,
37 that information provided an assessment against these policy documents
and policies were introduced by Plan Change 6 which was notified on
201
The Is noted that the application documentation included an identification and analysis of

policies of both relevant District Plans in the planning assessment report in Folder A of the

on.

er Matter (Region or District Specific)
9. HBRC did not consider there were any further matters to comment on.

40. The District Councils did not identify any other matter which would require further information under
section 88 of the RMA.

Assessment/Consideration of Environmental Effects
41 HBRC considered that the AEE was adequate to allow acceptance of the application in accordance with
section 88 of the RMA. All of the matters in Schedule 4 were noted by HBRC to have been adequately

covered.
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Tukituki Catchment Proposal
42. The District Councils considered that the Assessment of Environmental Effects (AEE) provided by HBRIC
provided adequate coverage of the matters in Schedule 4 of the RMA and at this stage considered the
AEE to be in sufficient detail to correspond to the scale and significance of effects where district land use
consent applications and the notice of requirement are concerned.

Effects Covered in the AEE %
43. HBRC stated that the lodgement information covers all relevant actuala\;}\p tentialeffects. HBR

considered that nothing further needed to be provided to satisfy section 88.

44. The District Councils considered the AEE to have identified an che eﬁ\re!evant actu<a pg ential

effects. At this stage the District Councils considered the ¢ ifé% ffects to K j or the

purposes of section 88 and 89 of the RMA. \
c%lé orts during January 2013 (Phase 1)
\\t | section 88 issues, although there

ion 149 or 92 information request.

Y

Pre-lodgement “\
45. EPA technical experts provided com ts on'i i | draft
and April 2013 (Phase 2). There were no 'u‘.\ejjssj:d ntifi

were a number of items identifié potential issu

Technical expert gap analysis Q
N

Post-lodgement @ g )
46. The final versionsCfggc m\//e?ports ridthe dra fi/nanagement plans were provided by HBRIC on 6

May 2013 O
47. Thefinal'g |s reports@ed application were submitted to the EPA by the technical

expe 10 y 2013 Ov ap analysis assessments conclude that the information provided in
the t ports and draft gement plans is adequate and complete. The majority of items
hllgh y the te erts in the pre-lodgement completeness review process have been

ed All t experts considered that there was sufficient information for completeness and

quacy u |tems were identified. We do not consider that any of these items constitute a
orn

n

/\’) c ue’under section 88.

ows a summary completeness check summary table. The table shows the item as
“B/the technical expert during pre-lodgement, comments made by the EPA and HBRIC foliowing

pre Iodgement process, the technical expert's updated assessment at lodgement. These will be

mansed by topic in the sections below.

errestrial Ecology Assessment
49. The technical experts stated that the issue on how tracking tunnels were chosen was not a completeness
issue, but a matter to be elaborated on in evidence. The technical experts also noted that some minor

typographical and grammatical errors remain, although this was not a completeness issue.
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Tukituki Catchment Proposal

Integrated Mitigation and Offset Approach

50. The technical experts considered that the Project Description section had been improved, but still did not
fully explain the project. However the experts noted that this could be elaborated on in as
opposed to it being a completeness issue.

51. The definitions section, which the technical experts had previously

in their opinion acceptable although they suggested that the glossary cou borated
evidence

Engineering Reports

52. In relation to the landslide and lakeshore erosion issues de experts
noted that further onsite investigations were required to landsli management
options. The experts stated that these were not esh to be addressed

prior to presentation of evidence.

53. The technical experts also noted that the and potential downstream
issues should be addressed in affect of this section.
54. In terms of reservoir filling, the technical ile there were no issues with
completeness, it was an which addressed in evidence.
Feasibility Project
55. The technical of alternatives had now been resolved.
Feasibility
56. The noted relating to sedimentation estimates were not a completeness
be nce
57 on nel morphology and change in suspended sediment supply were also
by an issue to be addressed in evidence.
flow optimisation
The considered that the issue of groundwater mounding beneath the scheme area had
n in the application. The experts recommended that HBRIC either provide further

or a more detailed description of monitoring and mitigation to address the potential effects. If
IC was to address this through evidence then the technical experts recommended HBRIC provide a
ti eframe for completing the work to prevent delays in the decision-making process.

The technical experts considered that the lack of sensitivity or uncertainty analysis for groundwater
effects was an outstanding completeness issue. The experts cited the lack of assessment of the effects of
uncertainty do not provide the level of detail required given the scope and nature of the proposed scheme
The technical experts considered that further information should be requested by the EPA in regards to
this issue.
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60

61.

62.

63.

64

>

Op,

Catchment Water Quality and Aquatic Ec Q@
SCi

. The technical experts considered tha

Tukituki Catchment Proposal

_ Another issue identified as a completeness issue by the technical experts was the lack of overall

hydrographs and flow duration curves for different reaches of the river. The experts recommended that the
EPA request further information in relation to this.
The technical experts also considered the information on irrigation demand modelfi ompletg.

Without this information the experts stated that a technical review of the dema ent of the.mode|

could not be undertaken. As such the technical experts recommended HBRIC be ested to pr\?f@
further information. The technical experts noted that climate change and its implications for.the sche

had been adequately addressed, but should be further covered in gyidence.
b
¢

Regarding the issue of hydro-peaking, the technical expﬁ d4hatit had b ed in the
Aquatic Ecology Report, and as such this report should b @ in thei : LL%
The technical experts also considered the AEE’s c@io f other, un@er users and nitrate

contamination effects was adequate.

rio mod ﬁn&\é\@hdmssed all the relevant issues
rt

in terms of catchment water quality and a uaﬁZacolo yﬁ xperts noted one minor issue in regards to
the effects of groundwater Iagh this had no ng,on its completeness.

@

@)

@V \Y%

N
S
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EPA recommended approach to unresolved items

65. We have categorised the unresolved items on the attached table (Appendix B) into tw

in the plan set) or are immaterial and there would be no benefit in resolvin

of cross reference to another technical report); and

/ﬁ s:
« ltems that are either editorial or of a minor technical nature (for example refer%%}@n) ng figu

66. We recommend that the items we identify as editorial, of
repetitions of similar items should be removed from :
of these items in Appendix B). <5

67. We consider that the remaining unresolved i

Tukituki Catchment Proposal

©&

‘should be brough he. attention of the decision-maker

through a Board Paper, should a board,.of inquir appomt re 4 of these items in Appendix B).
The decision-maker can then decide wi \ request ation or commission reports under
section 92 of the RMA, or to in that the matters ddressed through the applicants’

evidence in chief.

68. A section 92 request at any re }I time before a hearing by written notice to the
applicants. @

and to th AAA Executive team. It will outline:
canon
re-lodgem
Co @ appllcatlon under section 88
° soi

nded approach to unresolved items

@ of recommended approach to address unresolved items.

Next step§s @
69. We% paper to a {\\$ board of inquiry, Board Paper 06 — EPA Lodgement Assessment,
pr is
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Appendix B: Technical reviewer adequacy and completeness
summary tables
Reference Technical expert analy5|s
number SSUe S
v
Evidentiary 12 Terrestrial Ecology  Issue to be addressed throu \ndence o furthe
issues Assessment comment.
31 Integrated The report ha ted an
Mitigation and addresse {; Pro;ec es
Offset Approach Prolect Cc g\ ully exp ct and
mgp Projec be improved by
d sing this issue elaborated onin
35 Integrated &%Fdefimzi gwws acceptable and can be
Mitigation a further el % n evidence.
Offset Appro

TR
%@

Engineering
Reports

Technical
Feasibility Study —
Sedimentation
Report

Technical
Feasibility Study —
Sedimentation

further onsite investigations will be
to evaluale the extent of the landslide and
r the effects associated with managing it. If
s not completed prior to presentation of
ldence this will remain a gap in information that
may be difficult to deal with through conditions.

It is suggested that further information needs to be
presented through evidence on this issue.

As the dam itself would be trapping most of the
debris coming from the upstream catchment it is
considered that erosion of vegetation and soil
associated with the operation of the auxiliary
spillway would be a more than minor contributor to
detritus in the downstream river system with
potential issues associated with damaging
structures (e.g. bridges). It is considered that an
assessment of these effects is necessary and
should be presented through evidence.

This is flagged as an important issue that must be
addressed in the evidence.

Noted that this is an important issue to be
discussed and clarified through evidence.

Noted that this is an important issue to be
discussed and clarified through evidence.




-.,_,

Reference

Technical expert analysis

number e
Report
65 Technical Noted that this is an |mportam
Feasibility Study —  discussed and clarified thy idence.
Sedimentation
Report
80 Ground/surface Climate chang 2 pllcatuons fo g
water and flow Ruataniwh te s e sche
optimisation address - Cllma C ange Revnew
The likely e e cllma ows and
|rr|g i/n d can n evidence.
23 Terrestrial Ecol e mmor aphical and grammatical errors
Minor Issues Assessmen

Major issues

remain, \trt> s not a completeness issue
d t ave no further comment.
wever recommended that both the

nvironmental flow optimisation report (K4

‘ an
81 r<:l!s ace
ro}E /aten'surface water report (M1 report) and
‘ n

10
ater

Quality nd
A atic Ecology

Ground/surface
water and flow
optimisation

rt) refer to the aquatic ecology report to ensure
that readers are referred to the hydrological/surface
water assessments undertaken in the Aquatic
Ecology Report (A3 report).

Issue addressed in scenario modeliing report (M4).
Sentence in Section 4.5.2 amended to match
results in table, although bullet point number 5 on
page 47 may still be ambiguous in its intended
meaning. This is a minor issue.

Whilst the new appendix to the flow optimisation
report does cover the potential for mounding, it is
dealt with in general terms and provides no
specifics, either in terms of the magnitude of the
potential rise or the likely locations. The new report
acknowledges that mounding could occur and
recognises that mitigation and monitoring should be
put in place to limit any effects. However, we
considered that there is currently insufficient
information for mitigation and or conditions to be
framed.

Therefore, this issue should still be considered



Reference Technical expert analysis

number SSE8
outstanding and the Applicant shoul eqtrts 613 vide
further assessment or a more det tion
of monitoring and mitigation t e poten
effects. ;: 5 a>
If this is to be de Itw h through ewd itis
recommended a “Applicant prov B>
timeframe fo th|s there
are no da\l" t e OI proce
77 Ground/surface ~Npsu m?ent a mf the uncertainty
water and flow | within ef é‘r Gr undwater Drinking
optimisation r rtort ow lling report.

pilcan ot \ﬁ tthe model was calibrated
g PEST n appropriate tool to
minimis p ncertalnty However, no model

provj ect representation of a natural
sy t d\t ically some areas within a model are
\blfated than others. Therefore, a range of
rs exist that will allow the model to fit the
sgrved data. The effect of this range of
pa ameters on the outcome of the predictive

% scenarios has not been examined.

The qualitative assessments do not provide the
level of detail that should be considered given the

@ scope and nature of the proposed scheme. Further

information regarding this issue should be
requested from the Applicant.

v \\v This is also considered a significant issue that could
\y v P be dealt with through evidence if the Applicant can
N 3’%
(p

provide a timeframe for completing this work.

Ground/surface Disagree that overall hydrographs and flow duration
water and flow curves are not required for different reaches of the
optimisation river. A surface water/hydrology assessment cannot

be considered complete without this information
(especially considering the scale and significance of
the Project). Further information should be
requested from the Applicant.

It is noted that the recently released Goldsim Model
Report (Appendix C of report K4, the Environmental
Flow Optimisation report, p.25) states : " Flow
duration curves and various typical hydrographs
can be readily produced from the Hilltop files but
are not included in this report”. It is unclear why this
information has not been included but based on this
statement it is expected that the requested



Reference Technical expert analysis
Issue
number
information can be supplied by the Aﬁﬁé’
The above issues that remain utg\n i ould
be addressed in evidence.
79 Ground/surface Two components are cri ica bulk storage
water and flow irrigation schemes with regard'to water q ity.
optimisation These are:

Q
&

-

&

A
d
G

nd;

1. thesup

2. The éék}! water f t mand
=8 X\

Thg@?ﬁon proviq%( lains’the model

{

ies and.explain ﬁ:ﬂ/ow the input data

ily flow se e??\ derived and used in the
\Sfter suppl mo I‘/ g.'However, apart from a
(Véry sho, in the Project Description

report (repod l& mSo details are provided with
?ns\qth and component of the modelling.
hnj view of the demand component of the
nnot be undertaken without this
ation. The TRIM modelling report (M4 Report)
not provide any detail on the demand
o — =
modelling.

This information should be requested from the
Applicant.

It is noted that the project description (report K1)
states: “Assessment of the Scheme irrigation
demand for the Feasibility Stage, including the
rationale and main assumptions adopted for that
assessment, is described in the Technical
Feasibility study report (T&T, August 2012b)".

The technical feasibility study report has not been
provided to the reviewer and it is our understanding
that this report is not part of the ‘AEE package’.
However the comments in report K1 mentioned
above indicates that the requested information is
available and can be provided by the applicant.

This is considered important information that must
be presented through evidence.




“= Environmental
a Protection Authority

Te Mana Rauht Taiao

MEM NDUM

File Ref: 2
To: Sarah Gardner
Copy To: Fay Holdom, Cathryn Bridge, Shaun Lewis, Amy Selvaray, Andre osland
and
S9(2)(a)
From: Q
Date: 28 May 2013 x
Subject: Tukituki Catchment Prop@ts of noti
Purpose \>
This memo seeks your approval tents e En\p Pfotection Authority (EPA) proposes to
include in the notification packs f :tuku Catchm
Introduction
The Tukituki Catchm@?s is comp tw“o_'distinct applications:
. Propos Ian\J ge 6 t Bay Regional Resource Management Plan; and
2. g@ icatign by Hawke gional Investment Company (HBRIC) for the Ruataniwha Water
L heme (RWSS

eglonal Couneil (HBRC) notified Proposed Plan Change 6 on Saturday 4 May 2013 and
that the
e Both l'ﬁfh ters<are involved as the Tukituki Catchment Proposal includes both land-based activities
\and actw j astal Marine Area. The EPA is working towards public notification for the Ministers’
[ a

o he Environment and the Minister of Conservation call-in this Proposed Plan

und 22 June 2013. The process for the notification of 10,500 owners and occupiers was
an earlier memo presented to and approved by the AAA Executive on Tuesday 30 April. This
r is approximately ten times higher than the EPA has notified for any previous proposal. Based on
s proposals the costs of notifying this many people with a typical notification pack (letters, public
tlce submission form and Environmental Legal Assistance (ELA) Fund handout) this could cost between
$65,000 and $95,000.

To reduce these costs, we determined that the notification pack should include the following documents:

1. Copy of the public notice, as required by section 149C(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991
(RMA); and

2. An expanded cover letter, including information on how to make a submission and on the ELA Fund.



Tukituki Catchment Proposal, the management of hard copy documents resulting from each party being
served a copy of the submission form could be resource intensive and costly for the EPA

Due to the high number of households to be notified, we propose to remove the the
notification pack. The cover letter would include information on submitting sto

hard copies of a submission form and provide the EPA's contact details if

be sent to them directly. One risk of not including a submission form is that a of

online submission form and it cannot cope with demand. Our team re be with the

IT team and Miriam Robertson who together have created the

Proposed approach

Cover letter

The EPA intends to include a cover letter in the for iste rection. This would
supplement the information contained in the a is likely to personalise the
notification pack and reduce the risk of rs “junk mail”

We propose to include the followi

1. Guidance on how to EPA form;

2. Information on the ission form, the detail of which is available in
the public be same locations the application documents will be
available: at and and at the EPA’s Wellington office. The EPA could also
provide of the on request at the public meetings scheduled following

3. to allow to request a hard copy submission form to be sent out by

and

can access the Friend of Submitter and ELA fund, the benefits of
to the Ministry for the Environment’s ELA Fund webpage.

ic notice

, the RMA requires that the EPA include a copy of the public notice of the Minister for the
ment's and Minister of Conservation’s direction

S 149C (4) When the EPA gives public notice ... it must also serve a copy of the notice
on—

(a) each owner and occupier (other than an applicant) of any fand to which the matter
relates; and

(b) each owner and occupier of any land adjoining any land to which the matter relates.

As this is the EPA’s only statutory responsibility in terms of the notification packs, the EPA intends to include
a copy in the notification pack.



