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IN	THE	MATTER	OF	RESOURCE	CONSENTS:	CRC160871,	
CRC160872,	CRC160873,	CRC160874,	CRC160875,	CRC160876,	

CRC160940,	and	RMA150031	related	to	the	expansion	of	
Fonterra's	milk	processing	plant	at	Studholme	

	
Oral	Submission	by	Timothy	(Tim)	Jones		
	
I	oppose	these	resource	consents	in	their	entirety,	and	submit	that	in	their	
resource	consent	applications	and	supporting	material,	including	expert	
evidence,	Fonterra	has	failed	to	meet	the	sustainable	management	purpose	of	the	
Resource	Management	Act.	My	submission	discusses	a	number	of	aspects	of	
Fonterra’s	applications	that	fail	to	meet	specific	requirements	of	the	Act.	In	
particular,	I	submit	that	the	applicant	has	failed	to	comply	with:	
	

• Section	7(i):	Failure	to	have	particular	regard	to	the	effects	of	climate	
change	

• Section	7(j):	Failure	to	have	particular	regard	to	the	benefits	to	be	derived	
from	the	use	and	development	of	renewable	energy	

• Section	104E(b):	For	those	applications	relating	to	the	discharge	of	
greenhouse	gases,	failure	to	have	regard	to	the	extent	that	the	use	and	
development	of	renewable	energy	enables	a	reduction	in	the	discharge	
into	air	of	greenhouse	gases,	relative	to	the	use	and	development	of	non-
renewable	energy.	

• Schedule	4(6)(1)(a):	With	regard	to	information	required	in	assessment	
of	environmental	effects,	failure	to	include	a	description	of	possible	
alternative	methods	for	undertaking	the	activity.	

Other	submitters	have	and	will	discuss	other	aspects	of	these	applications	that	
fail	to	comply	with	the	Act,	and	the	list	above	is	merely	a	partial	list	of	some	of	
these	non-complying	aspects.	

In	my	conclusion,	I	state	why	I	consider	that	these	applications	fail	the	
sustainable	management	purpose	of	the	Act,	and	thus,	in	conjunction	with	the	
specific	points	reaised	in	this	submission	and	by	other	submitters	in	opposition	
to	these	applications,	should	be	rejected.	

• Section	7(i):	Failure	to	have	particular	regard	to	the	effects	of	climate	
change	
	

The	likely	and	potential	effects	of	climate	change	over	the	lifetime	of	the	project	
are	numerous,	including	on	the	water	supply	for	the	plant.	Here,	however,	I	want	
to	focus	on	the	effects	of	climate	change	as	it	pertains	to	stormwater	and	other	
water	discharges	from	the	project.	
	
In	his	responses	to	submitters	Rowan	Barr	(at	60	and	61)	and	OraTaiao	(at	90-
92),	Mr	Walters	states	in	his	evidence	for	the	applicant	(here	quoted	at	61):	
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The	stormwater	system	design	and	stormwater	flood	modelling	has	been	
undertaken	using	rainfall	data	which	includes	a	climate	change	allowance	
in	accordance	with	Ministry	of	the	Environment’s	publication	“Climate	
change	effects	and	impacts	assessment:	A	guidance	manual	for	local	
government	in	New	Zealand”	allowing	for	a	2.1°C	temperature	rise	to	
2090.	

	
This	statement	represents	a	highly	misleading	simplification	of	the	Ministry	for	
the	Environment	guidance.	The	2008	Ministry	for	the	Environment	guidance	on	
which	Mr	Walters	relies	is	available	online	at	
http://www.mfe.govt.nz/node/17695.	In	Part	2	it	states	that	2.1°C	is	a	figure	
derived	from	the	average	of	all	scenarios:	
	

However	quite	a	wide	range	of	future	warming	is	projected	for	New	
Zealand	when	the	results	of	all	the	models	are	analysed	and	all	IPCC	
emissions	scenarios	are	considered:	0.2–2.0°C	by	2040	and	0.7–5.1°C	by	
2090	

	
Thus	"Table	1:	Main	features	of	New	Zealand	climate	change	projections	for	
2040	and	2090",	states	with	regard	to	mean	temperature	increase:	
	

All-scenario	average	0.9°C	by	2040,	2.1°C	by	2090	(**)	
	
(emphasis	added)	
	
Furthermore,	the	(**)	next	to	this	figure	means	this	is	only	an	estimate	of	
moderate	confidence,	which	is	defined	in	Section	2.2	of	the	Ministry	for	the	
Environment	advice	as	
	

**	Moderate	confidence,	which	means	that	the	estimate	is	more	likely	
than	not	to	be	correct	in	terms	of	indicated	direction	and	approximate	
magnitude	of	the	change.	

	
The	notes	to	Table	1	also	state:	
	

For	planning	purposes,	councils	should	consider	the	full	range	of	
scenarios	provided	in	the	source	report	on	which	this	guide	is	based.		

	
	
By	failing	to	state	that	the	2.1°C	figure	he	relies	on	is,	far	from	being	a	definitive	
figure,	merely	the	average	of	a	range	of	scenarios;	by	further	failing	to	clarify	that	
this	is	only	an	estimate	of	moderate	confidence;	and	by	failing	to	take	into	
consideration	the	fact	that	this	advice	is	about	to	be	replaced	with	updated	
advice,	Mr	Walters'	evidence	fails	either	state	or	to	account	for	the	uncertainties	
surrounding	the	effects	of	climate	change,	and	the	level	of	confidence	in	the	
figure	he	has	used	in	his	evidence.	
	
Though,	as	Mr	Edwards	states	in	his	s42a	report	on	this	application,	the	
applicant	may	have	used	the	correct	HIRDS	data	for	a	2.1°C	temperature	rise,	the	
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fact	that	the	applicant	and	Mr	Walters	have	failed	to	account	for,	or	indeed	to	
state,	the	uncertainty	and	level	of	confidence	associated	with	this	prediction,	
means	that	their	claimed	allowance	for	climate	change	with	regards	to	
stormwater	cannot	be	relied	upon.	

The	HIRDS	tool,	which	is	online	at	http://hirds.niwa.co.nz/	,	allows	the	user	to	
enter	a	value	for	temperature	rise.	The	system	applies	a	scale	factor	per	degree	
of	warming,	as	per	Table	7	from	the	Ministry	for	the	Environment	guidance	
manual	on	climate	change.	Rather	than	merely	taking	an	average	figure	from	the	
2008	guidance	and	applying	it,	Fonterra	should	have	examined	the	effects	of	the	
full	range	of	scenarios	projected	for	2090	in	the	MfE	guidance,	and	reported	on	
the	results	to	allow	submitters	and	the	Commissioners	to	make	an	informed	
assessment	of	the	risk.	

This	is	especially	the	case	given	that	the	2008	advice	is	now	significantly	
outdated,	with	new	advice	due	to	be	published	by	the	Ministry	in	the	second	half	
of	2016.	It	would	have	been	more	prudent,	and	would	have	better	enabled	
informed	decision-making,	for	the	applicant	to	have	delayed	its	application	until	
the	2016	guidance	was	publicly	available.	Given	that	the	applicant	chose	to	apply	
for	resource	consent	before	this	updated	advice	becomes	available,	it	is	
especially	incumbent	upon	the	applicant	to	consider	the	range	of	estimates	
based	on	various	scenarios,	and	not	merely	relied	on	an	average.	
	
The	HIRDS	tool	itself	is	based	on	the	2008	guidance.	Its	modeling	is	based	almost	
solely	on	the	water-holding	capacity	of	the	air	at	a	given	temperature,	and	takes	
little	account	of	dynamical	effects	such	as	the	convergence	of	moisture	in	the	
bigger	storms	expected	due	to	climate	change.	It	is	likely	that	this	tool	will	be	
improved	following	the	release	of	the	2016	guidance,	which	provides	a	further	
reason	why	the	applicant	should	have	delayed	their	resource	consent	
applications	until	that	guidance	has	been	publicly	released.	
	
Therefore,	I	submit	that	the	applicant	has	failed	to	have	particular	regard	for	the	
effects	of	climate	change	on	the	stormwater	system	and	proposed	discharges,	as	
required	under	the	Act.	

	
In	his	evidence	for	the	applicant	on	the	effects	of	sea	level	rise	on	the	proposed	
outfall	pipeline,	Dr	Hicks	also	fails	to	have	particular	regard	to	the	effects	of	
climate	change,	as	required	under	this	section	of	the	Act.	
	
Although	Dr	Hicks	does	discuss	the	effects	of	projected	sea	level	rise	on	the	
outfall	pipeline,	his	discussion	is	based	on	advice	that	is	already	outdated,	to	wit,	
the	Ministry	for	the	Environment	guidance	of	2008.	As	Dr	Hicks	notes	at	(38),	
	

In	this	Guidance,	future	changes	in	storm	surge	are	considered	so	
uncertain	that	MfE	(2008)	recommend	simply	assuming	that	storm	surge	
levels	will	rise	in	tandem	with	sea-level.		
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Dr	Hicks	goes	on	to	endeavour	to	predict,	based	on	the	2013	IPCC	projections	of	
sea	level	rise,	what	guidance	will	be	contained	in	the	revised	Ministry	for	the	
Environment	guidance	due	to	be	released	in	the	second	half	of	2016.	However,	
the	revised	published	guidance	is	not	yet	available	to	the	public,	submitters	or	
(so	far	as	I	am	aware)	to	the	Commissioners,	thus	rendering	discussions	of	its	
possible	content	suppositious.	Furthermore,	Dr	Hicks'	discussion	of	the	possible	
2016	guidance	relates	to	the	upper	and	lower	bounds	of	the	sea	level	rise	
estimates	it	may	contain,	but	not	to	any	updated	advice	it	may	contain	on	storm	
surges.	
	
	
However,	even	had	this	2016	guidance	been	available	in	published	form	to	
submitters,	expert	witnesses,	and	the	Commissioners,	the	latest	research	shows	
that	there	is	a	strong	possibility	that	the	2013	IPCC	report,	on	which	Dr	Hicks'	
views	of	the	possible	updated	guidance	are	based,	itself	underestimates	at	least	
the	upper	bound	of	likely	sea	level	rise	during	the	planning	horizon	for	this	
project.	
	
Recent	papers	by	Golledge	et	al	(2015),	discussed	by	Dr	Hicks	at	76-77,	and	
DeConto	&	Pollard	(2016),	both	cited	at	the	end	of	this	submission,	strongly	
suggests	that	the	IPCC,	based	on	the	evidence	then	available	to	it,	arrived	at	an	
upper	bound	for	sea	level	rise	many	centimetres	if	not	metres	lower	than	what	
the	latest	science	now	suggests	should	be	taken	into	account.	
	
The	Act	requires	that	decision-makers	"have	particular	regard"	to	the	effects	of	
climate	change.	Meeting	this	standard	requires	the	applicant,	and	the	
Commissioners,	to	take	a	prudential	approach	to	the	likely	effects	of	climate	
change,	rather	than	relying	on	guidance	which	is	either	outdated,	in	the	case	of	
the	2008	guidance,	or	currently	suppositious,	as	in	the	case	of	the	expected	2016	
guidance.	
	
Dr	Hicks	counters	criticisms	of	his	assessment	of	sea	level	rise	as	follows	
(quoting	from	his	76	and	77):	
	

(from	76)	It	is	of	note	that	the	highest	sea-level	rises	reported	due	to	this	
ice	loss	effect	were	associated	with	the	“business	as	usual”,	unmitigated	
emissions	IPCC	scenario,	whereas	the	modelling	also	showed	the	effect	
would	be	substantially	prevented	if	greenhouse	gas	emissions	were	
heavily	limited.	So	the	extent	of	this	effect	will	depend	on	the	response	of	
the	global	community	to	mitigate	climate	change.	

(from	77)	In	the	context	of	this	project,	though,	the	key	point	is	that	even	
if	sea-level	does	rise	faster	than	planned	for,	there	is	a	mitigation	plan	in	
place.	The	only	difference	will	be	that	the	Waihao	Arm	may	require	
shifting	earlier	than	anticipated,	and	so	the	need	to	re-bury	the	pipeline	
underneath	it	may	occur	earlier	was	well.		

Neither	argument	stands.	Firstly,	the	coal-fired	expansion	of	its	Studholme	plant	
for	which	Fonterra	is	seeking	resource	consent	is	in	line	with	the	"business	as	
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usual"	unmitigated	emissions	scenario,	and	would	result	in	a	substantial	increase	
in	greenhouse	gas	emissions	from	burning	coal.	This	proposal	is	incompatible	
with	the	very	attempts	to	heavily	limit	emissions	that	Dr	Hicks	says	will	be	
necessary	to	prevent	the	highest	sea-level	rise.	

Secondly,	the	mitigation	plan	referred	to	by	Dr	Hicks	in	his	77	and	detailed	at	
73.5	is	largely	suppositious.	Insufficient	details	are	given	of	how	the	plan	will	be	
implemented,	or	of	whether	implementing	the	mitigation	plan	may	require	
additional	resource	consents,	to	enable	submitters	or	the	Commissioners	to	
determine	whether	this	mitigation	plan	is	a	sufficient	response	to	either	sea-
level	rise	or	increased	severity	of	storm	surges.	

The	proposed	mitigation	for	coastal	retreat	accelerated	by	sea-level	rise	depends	
on	action	by	a	body	other	than	the	applicant,	as	Dr	Hicks	admits	in	his	82.3:	

If	greater	sea	level	rise	and	ridge	retreat	did	occur,	it	would	first	compel	
ECan	to	shift	the	Waihao	Arm	channel	and	stopbank	landward	in	order	to	
maintain	drainage	of	the	Wainono	catchment	out	to	the	Waihao	Box.		

This	statement	has	no	evidential	value.	The	applicant	neither	has	the	ability	to	
compel	Environment	Canterbury	to	carry	out	this	action,	nor	is	Dr	Hicks	able	to	
do	more	than	assert	that	Environment	Canterbury	would	be	compelled	to	carry	
it	out.	Such	a	claim	that	a	party	other	than	the	applicant	will	be	compelled	to	take	
a	future	action,	when	the	applicant	does	not	have	any	statutory	power	to	compel	
such	action,	should	carry	no	weight.		

Thus,	I	submit	that,	with	regard	to	sea	level	rise	and	associated	increased	
severity	of	storm	surges,	the	applicant	has	failed	to	have	particular	regard	for	the	
effects	of	climate	change,	as	required	under	Section	7(i)	of	the	Act.	

Section	7(j):	Failure	to	have	particular	regard	to	the	benefits	to	be	derived	
from	the	use	and	development	of	renewable	energy	

By	failing	to	perform	a	thorough,	transparent	and	replicable	analysis	of	the	
alternative	of	using	100%	renewable	energy	to	fuel	its	proposed	expansion,	and	
by	failing	to	provide	a	commitment	that	any	renewable	energy	will	be	used	to	
power	this	project,	the	applicant	has	failed	to	meet	the	requirements	of	Section	
7(j).	
	
In	its	submission,	Coal	Action	Network	Aotearoa	provides	a	detailed	analysis	of	
the	applicant’s	failure	to	provide	adequate	justification	for	its	rejection	of	fueling	
the	proposed	expansion	on	100%	renewable	fuels.	I	support	the	points	made	by	
Coal	Action	Network	Aotearoa	in	this	regard.	
	
I	turn	here	to	the	question	of	whether	any	renewable	fuels	will	be	used	in	the	
proposed	new	boilers.	In	its	publicity	materials,	the	applicant	has	made	great	
play	of	its	commitment	to	use	up	to	20%	biofuel	in	the	new	boilers.	However,	“up	
to	20%”	can	in	fact	mean	“0%”,	and	an	analysis	of	the	application	suggests	that	
this	in	fact	the	outcome	regarded	as	most	probable	by	the	applicant.	
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In	the	applicant’s	Volume	1	Assessment	of	Environmental	Effects	(C15C-120219-
08),	Section 4 (p. 42) says:	

Fonterra	Ltd	seeks	resource	consent	to	allow	for	increased	processing	
capacity	at	the	Studholme	milk	processing	site.	The	proposal	is	to	include	
two	additional	dryers	capable	of	processing	approximately	9	million	litres	
of	milk	per	day,	two	additional	coal	fired	boilers	which	are	capable	of	
being	converted	to	biomass		

[added	emphasis	is	mine]	
	
Other	relevant	quotes	about	the	boilers	from	this	document	include	(added	
emphasis	is	mine):	
	

1. It	is	noted	that	the	proposed	boilers	are	to	be	designed	so	as	to	be	
capable	of	being	fired	on	coal,	or	a	20:80	biomass:coal	blend.	(p.	62)	

2. The	best	practicable	option	has	also	been	adopted	taking	into	account	
the	efficiencies	of	the	site	location,	the	potential	to	blend	coal	and	
biomass	while	recognising	the	coal	is	still	the	most	reliable	option	
in	terms	of	cost,	and	security	of	supply.	(p.	113)		

	
Therefore,	not	only	does	the	application	lack	a	commitment	to	use	any	
percentage	biomass	greater	than	0%,	it	identifies	coal	as	the	most	cost-effective	
and	likely	option.	
	
In	her	evidence	for	the	applicant,	Ms	Thompson	confirms	that	there	is	no	
assurance	either	that	the	final	boiler	design	chosen	will	allow	the	boilers	to	use	
up	to	20%	biomass,	or	that,	even	should	such	a	design	be	chosen,	that	any	
biomass	will	in	fact	be	used:	
	
. 48		The	final	design	of	the	boiler	has	not	yet	been	confirmed.	One	option	will	

include	a	boiler	designed	to	allow	the	use	of	up	to	20%	by	energy	of	wood	
biomass	to	be	co-fired	with	coal,	along	with	the	site	layout	design	allow	
for	a	wood	biomass	storage	facility	and	the	additional	feed	system	into	
the	boiler.	

. 66	 Accordingly,	the	best	means	of	meeting	Fonterra’s	energy	policy	is	to	co-
fire	the	boiler	with	wood	biomass	and	coal.	For	the	reasons	discussed	
above,	the	lowest-risk	approach	is	to	use	biomass	at	up	to	20%.	This	
mixture	best	meets	the	three	limbs	of	Fonterra’s	energy	policy,	and	will	
assist	with	developing	the	required	supply	chain	to	meet	Fonterra’s	
energy	needs,	without	putting	milk	processing	at	risk.	However,	the	
inclusion	of	this	is	subject	to	Board	approval	of	this	investment.	

These	statements	by	Ms	Thompson	confirm	that	the	applicant	has	made	no	
commitment	to	use	any	renewable	energy	whatsoever	in	the	boilers,	and	that	the	
Fonterra	Board	has	not	approved	the	necessary	investment	to	do	so.	This	
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renders	the	applicant’s	professed	intention	to	use	up	to	20%	of	a	renewable	
energy	source,	to	wit	biomass,	entirely	without	evidential	foundation.	

Therefore,	given	that	the	applicant	has	failed	to	provide	adequate,	transparent	or	
replicable	justification	of	rejecting	the	alternative	of	installing	and	using	100%	
biomass	boilers,	and	given	that	the	applicant	has	made	no	commitment	to	use	
any	biomass	whatsoever,	I	submit	that	the	applicant	has	failed	to	have	particular	
regard	to	the	benefits	to	be	derived	from	the	use	and	development	of	renewable	
energy.	

Section	104E(b):	For	those	applications	relating	to	the	discharge	of	
greenhouse	gases,	failure	to	have	regard	to	the	extent	that	the	use	and	
development	of	renewable	energy	enables	a	reduction	in	the	discharge	into	
air	of	greenhouse	gases,	relative	to	the	use	and	development	of	non-
renewable	energy.	

CRC160871	is	an	application	to	discharge	contaminants	to	air	from	a	milk	
powder	plant.	The	discharge	will	include	the	products	of	combustion	from	a	65	
megawatt	and	from	a	50	megawatt	coal	and/or	wood	biomass	fired	boiler	
discharging	via	a	single	68	metre	high	stack.	These	products	of	combustion	will	
include	greenhouse	gases,	notably	but	not	exclusively	carbon	dioxide.	

Therefore,	Section	104E	of	the	Act	applies	to	this	resource	consent	application.	
In	particular,	Section	104E(b)	requires	that	a	consenting	authority	should	have	
regard	to	the	effects	of	the	discharge	on	climate	change	(added	emphasis	is	
mine)	to	the	extent	that	the	use	and	development	of	renewable	energy	enables	a	
reduction	in	the	discharge	into	air	of	greenhouse	gases,	relative	to	the	use	and	
development	of	non-renewable	energy.	

Burning	coal	and	burning	biomass	both	result	in	the	discharge	of	greenhouse	
gases	into	the	atmosphere.	However,	coal	is	a	non-renewable	resource,	whereas	
biomass	–	in	this	case,	wood	waste	–	is	a	renewable	resource,	in	which	the	
greenhouse	gases	emitted	by	burning	biomass	can	be	recaptured	by	growing	
replacement	wood	resources,	thus	removing	carbon	dioxide	from	the	
atmosphere.	As	Ms	Thompson	notes	in	her	evidence	for	the	applicant,	using	
wood	waste	produces	a	number	of	environmental	benefits,	including	a	reduction	
in	greenhouse	gas	emissions	of	up	to	100%:	

70.	EECA	has	undertaken	a	study	“Wood	energy:	using	wood	as	a	

renewable	energy	source”4.	As	stated	in	this	report,	replacing	fossil	fuels	
with	wood	fuel	can	potentially	benefit	the	environment	in	a	number	of	
ways,	including:	

. 70.1		reducing	CO2	emissions	by	up	to	100%;		

. 70.2		improving	air	quality	through	reduced	particle	emissions	
(compared	with	coal	or	diesel);		
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. 70.3		encouraging	the	planting	of	sustainable	forests	producing	
recycled	ground	fertiliser	in	the	form	of	wood	fuel	ash;		

. 70.4		reducing	the	risk	of	soil	and	water	contamination	associated	
with	other	energy	forms	(e.g.	coal);	and		

. 70.5		reducing	the	environmental	costs	associated	with	transport	
(due	to	localised	wood	supply).		

The	applicant	agrees	that	using	renewable	rather	than	non-renewable	resources	
can	lead	to	reductions	in	greenhouse	gas	emissions.	The	greatest	extent	of	
reductions	in	greenhouse	gas	emissions	would	be	achieved	by	using	100%	
renewable	energy	sources.	However,	the	applicant	has	failed	to	quantify	either	
the	greenhouse	gas	emissions	that	would	result	from	the	project,	or	the	
comparative	reductions	that	would	be	achieved	by	using	“up	to”	20%	biomass,	
or	by	using	100%	biomass.	

Therefore,	the	applicant	has	failed	to	provide	the	information	necessary	to	
establish	the	extent	to	which	the	use	and	development	of	renewable	energy	
enables	a	reduction	in	the	discharge	into	air	of	greenhouse	gases,	relative	to	the	
use	and	development	of	non-renewable	energy.	Thus,	their	application	has	failed	
to	comply	with	this	section	of	the	Act.	

Schedule	4(6)(1)(a):	With	regard	to	information	required	in	assessment	of	
environmental	effects,	failure	to	include	adequate		description	of	any	
possible	alternative	methods	for	undertaking	the	activity.	

In	his	evidence,	Mr	Chrystal,	appearing	for	the	applicant,	accepts	that	the	adverse	
visual	effects	of	the	project	will	be	significant	(9.1).	This	conforms	with	the	
conclusion	reached	by	Ms	Harte	in	her	s42a	report	for	Waimate	District	Council	
(at	her	100).	Since	the	work	is	likely	to	have	a	significant	adverse	effect	on	the	
environment,	it	follows	that	the	applicant	must	describe	alternative	locations	or	
methods	for	undertaking	the	activity.	The	applicant	has	failed	to	do	this	in	an	
open,	transparent	or	replicable	manner.	
	
The	applicant’s	Volume	1	AEE	included	a	brief	description	of	possible	alternative	
locations	for	the	work	(at	5.6),	considering	the	alternatives	of	a	Clandeboye	
expansion	(5.6.1)	or	a	greenfield	development	(5.6.2).		Subsequently,	as	a	result	
of	Council	officers’	s42a	requests,	additional	information	was	provided	by	the	
applicant	about	alternative	fuel	sources.	
	
The	deficiencies	of	the	information	sources	used,	and	of	the	analysis	performed	
on	the	basis	of	that	information,	has	been	discussed	in	detail	by	Coal	Action	
Network	Aotearoa	(CANA)	in	its	submission.	I	agree	with	CANA’s	critique	of	
these	aspects	of	the	application	

Mr	Chrystal	has	raised	in	his	evidence	(under	"Alternatives",	51-66)	a	number	of	
possible	alternatives	to	the	present	proposal,	which	-	as	they	have	been	raised	by	
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the	applicant	-	can	be	regarded	as	non-suppositious.	Mr	Chrystal	considers	four	
possible	alternatives:	

1.	Expansion	at	Clandeboye	
2.	Greenfield	Site	
3.	Smaller	Dryers	
4.	Only	One	Dryer	

However,	Mr	Chrystal's	assessment	of	these	alternatives	is	neither	adequate,	
transparent	nor	replicable.	He	proffers	statements	of	opinion	about	the	
alternatives	that	he	raises	and	then	discusses,	but	does	not	provide	any	evidence	
to	support	his	opinions.	He	states:	

63		Having	reviewed	the	alternative	options	it	is	my	opinion	that	the	
others	either	carry	significant	inefficiencies	(e.g.	transportation	issues	
associated	with	Clandeboye)	or	do	not	provide	significant	benefits	in	
terms	of	reduced	visual	amenity	impacts.		

"In	my	opinion"	is	not	an	adequate	basis	on	which	a	consenting	authority	can	
come	to	the	conclusion	that	the	alternatives	discussed	have	been	adequately	
considered.	No	data	is	provided	to	support	the	assessment	of	these	alternatives,	
and	hence	there	is	no	basis	on	which	either	the	consenting	authority	or	other	
parties	can	either	transparently	understand	the	basis	of,	or	attempt	to	replicate	
or	refute,	the	conclusions	drawn	by	Mr	Chrystal	about	these	alternatives.	

The	lack	of	rigour	in	either	the	description	or	the	analysis	of	alternatives	by	Mr	
Chrystal	echoes	a	pattern	throughout	the	application,	and	throughout	the	
additional	information	on	alternative	boiler	fuels	provided	by	the	applicant	in	
response	to	officers’	s92	requests,	in	which	the	applicant	has	either	(a)	failed	to	
provide	any	data	to	support	its	assertions	about	various	alternatives	raised	
either	by	submitters	or	by	its	own	application	documents	or	expert	witnesses,	
(b)	has	failed	to	provide	sufficient	data,	or	(c)	has	based	its	analysis	on	data	that	
does	not	pertain	to	the	point	at	issue.		

Furthermore,	in	considering	his	alternatives	3	and	4,	as	listed	above	(Smaller	
Dryers	and	Only	One	Dryer),	Mr	Chrystal	has	failed	to	give	particular	regard	to	
the	benefits	to	be	derived	from	the	use	and	development	of	renewable	energy,	as	
required	under	Section	7(j)	of	the	Act	-	specifically,	he	has	failed	to	provide	any	
assessment	of	the	opportunity	these	options	provide	to	use	renewable	energy	
from	wood	waste	to	power	the	single	boiler,	or	smaller	boilers,	under	discussion.	

I	therefore	submit	that	the	applicant	has	failed	to	meet	the	requirements	of	
Schedule	4.	

Conclusion	

In	my	submission,	I	have	raised	a	number	of	ways	in	which	the	applicant	has	
failed	to	meet	the	requirements	of	the	Act.	Other	submitters	have	raised	many	
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more,	including	significant	adverse	public	health	and	other	local	environmental	
effects	that	I	do	not	cover	in	this	submission.	

In	conclusion,	I	would	like	to	draw	attention	to	the	sustainable	management	
purpose	of	the	Act,	as	expressed	in	Section	5:	

5 Purpose 
(1) The purpose of this Act is to promote the sustainable management of 
natural and physical resources. 
(2) In this Act, sustainable management means managing the use, 
development, and protection of natural and physical resources in a way, or 
at a rate, which enables people and communities to provide for their social, 
economic, and cultural well-being and for their health and safety while— 
(a) sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources (excluding 
minerals) to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations; 
and 
(b) safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, water, soil, and 
ecosystems; and 
(c) avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of activities on 
the environment. 

	
The	present	applications,	and	the	proposed	expansion	of	the	Studholme	plant,	
would	not	if	granted	lead	to	the	sustainable	management	of	natural	and	physical	
resources.	The	application	is	based	on	a	business	model	which	current	real-
world	experience	shows	to	be	seriously	flawed.	Far	from	enabling	the	people	and	
communities	of	North	Otago	and	South	Canterbury	to	provide	for	their	social,	
economic	and	cultural	well-being	and	for	their	health	and	safety,	the	proposed	
expansion	would	either	lock	these	people	and	communities	into	a	business	
model	which	is	neither	economiclly	nor	environmentally	sustainable;	imperil	
their	health	and	safety;	degrade	the	life-supporting	capacity	of	air,	water,	soil	
and	minerals;	and	lead	to	adverse	effects	on	the	environment	which	the	
applicant	is	not	able	to	avoid,	remedy,	or	mitigate.	

The	project	and	the	associated	applications	do	not	meet	the	sustainable	
management	purpose	of	the	Resource	Management	Act.	I	therefore	call	upon	this	
hearing	to	decline	all	the	resource	consent	applications	associated	with	this	
proposal.	
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