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INTRODUCTION

Qualifications

8225738

MY name is Francis John Hall. | co-own AgFirst Waikato Limited, an

agricultural consultancy company.

MY qualifications include a Bachelor of Agricultural Science from Massey
University. | am a registered member of the New Zealand Institute of Primary

Industry Management, and a registered farm management consultant.

I have been working as an agricultural consultant since 1979. | started my
career as a Farm Advisory Officer with the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries
(MAF). The farm advisory group was then changed into a state owned
enterprise called MAF Technology, and then changed into Agriculture
New Zealand. Agriculture New Zealand was purchased by Wrightson Limited.
Since 2002, | have been self employed, with AgFirst Waikato Limited. My
experience includes all areas of farm management for dairy, sheep, beef and

deer farms.

IN my early years, | conducted courses on the thoroughbred horse industry
and farm business management at Flock House, Bulls. | have provided advice
to farmers on strategy, policy and development of dairy farm conversions

ranging in size from 300 to 1,250 cows.

ON a personal front, over the last 45 years | have been actively involved with
horses, starting with pony club, then show jumping, hunting with the Waikato,

Pakuranga, and Maramarua Hunt Clubs, thoroughbred racing and breeding.

| was approached by MWH New Zealand Limited (MWH) in March 2005 to
assess the agricultural related issues with regard to the North Island Grid

Upgrade Project (Upgrade Project). | have been involved since that time.

MY role in relation to the Upgrade Project has been to provide input from the
perspective of an agricultural specialist. Initially, my involvement focussed on
aerial topdressing impacts. However, over time my involvement has expanded

to include:
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(a) site specific advice on a range of farming matters. More recently, |
have provided advice to Transpower New Zealand Limited
(Transpower) in relation to its discussions with landowners in

relation to property access issues; and

(b) assistance in subsequent management of properties purchased by
Transpower, including assistance in leases, clarifying terms and

conditions regarding fertiliser and farm management requirements.

THE aerial topdressing impacts were subsequently addressed by Mr Nichol,

who is giving evidence on these issues.

I confirm that | have read the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses in the
Environment Court Consolidated Practice Note (2006). | have approached the
preparation of this evidence in the same manner that | would for the

Environment Court.

Scope and approach of evidence

10.

1.

12.

8225738

IN this statement of evidence, | discuss agricultural impacts of the Upgrade
Project. In particular, | comment on the potential physical effects of the
construction and operation of the Upgrade Project on farm management
activities, such as fertiliser application, stock movement, cropping, paddock
layout, and shelter. My evidence focuses on the potential impacts of the
proposed 400kV capable line (proposed line), although | do briefly discuss
the potential impacts of the proposed Brownhill and Whakamaru North
Substations.

I do not discuss organic farming issues nor do | discuss potential impacts on
aerial topdressing. My colleague, Mr Allen, provides evidence on organic

farming issues. Mr Nichol discusses potential impacts on aerial topdressing.
WHILE | discuss matters which | consider should be addressed through the

purchase of an easement under the Public Works Act 1981, | do not discuss

that process. Nor do | discuss economic impacts.
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13.

I also note that my evidence does not cover potential effects on:

(a) trees (forestry or amenity);

(b) horses, or other livestock, of electric and magnetic fields;
(c) housing;

(d) visual impacts of the proposed line or towers; and

(e) rural subdivision opportunities.

These issues are covered by other witnesses in their evidence.

METHODOLOGY / EXTENT OF ASSESSMENT

14,

15.

16.

| had contact with various case managers, and Transpower field engineers, in
the Waikato region to discuss issues throughout my involvement in the
Upgrade Project. Mr Miles discusses the case manager approach in his

evidence.

| initially reviewed the two route options by road and have subsequently again
inspected the entire proposed line route by road. | have visited about 20 sites

to assess farming issues associated with the proposed line.

MY assessment aimed to identify potential effects of the proposed line on
agricultural activities. While | have made every attempt to identify all the
agricultural effects, it has not been possible to undertake personal on-site
inspection of most of the properties affected by the proposed line.
Accordingly, some further property-specific issues may arise. However, |
consider that there are a range of methods available to Transpower that would

enable any property-specific issues to be addressed.

Involvement with the Upgrade Project

17.

8225738

IN 2005, | was involved in preparing a specialist report to assist in the route
selection decision. This report was included as a Working Paper as part of the

Interim Route Report, Working Paper 4, "Report on Air Strips and Other
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18.

19.

20.

8225738

Aspects of Rural Land Use". | was also involved in the two indicative
centreline workshops. Ms Allan outlines the indicative centreline workshops in

her evidence.

IN early 2006, | travelled the route of the proposed line, on public road, with
other experts involved in the Upgrade Project and Transpower
representatives. The purpose of this route inspection was to identify the
potential effects of the proposed line in as much detail as possible. | consider
that all likely physical impacts on a farming business were identified during this

process. In particular, impacts upon:

(a) farm management;

(b) tracks and races;

(c) fencing;

(d) water supplies;

(e) management practices;

) cowsheds and buildings; and
(9) trees which provide shelter.

THIS information was referenced against the extensive farm management
experience that both myself and my colleagues have, to identify the potential

key issues.

IN late 2006, 2007 and more recently, | visited some properties to address
specific issues and concerns over farm management, in the company of
landowners and Transpower's property and/or engineering advisers. These

site visits have confirmed the list of likely impacts that | originally identified.
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OVERVIEW OF FARMING PRACTICE IN THE AREA IN THE VICINITY OF THE
UPGRADE PROJECT

21. IN this section of my evidence, | provide some general comments about the
farming practices and farm land in the vicinity of the Upgrade Project. | do this
by discussing the regions generally, the proposed Brownhill and Whakamaru

North Substation sites and then each section of the proposed line.
Farming in the Waikato and South Agpkland regions

22. THE greater Waikato region is one of the predominant farming areas of
New Zealand. The central and south Waikato areas are predominantly
dairying areas, with generally high quality land. The northern Waikato/South
Auckland areas, and more hilly parts of south Waikato are a mixture of dairy,

sheep and beef farms, and lifestyle blocks.

23. THERE are a number of existing lines running throughout the Waikato. These
include the ARI-PAK A line and the OTA-WKM A, B and C lines. | note that
the latter lines are in the general vicinity of the proposed line route only in
sections 4 to 8. There are a number of properties that are crossed by all of

these lines.
Proposed Brownhill Substation site

24, THE proposed Brownhill Substation site is located on an approximately 60
hectare property, that has been purchased by Transpower. This property
continues to be leased for grazing, and could be until construction

commences. The location is close to the urban boundary.

Route sections 1 -3

25. THE properties in sections 1 - 3 of the proposed line are predominantly
lifestyle blocks. The owners of many of these blocks will be supplementing
property income (if any) with income derived from other sources. Typically,

the contour is rolling hill country, with a clay base.

26. TOWERS 8 — 11 transverse Haunui Farm, a horse stud. 1 discuss this farm

further in response to submissions.
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Route sections 4 -5

27. THE land throughout sections 4 - 5 is generally a better class of land, than

sections 1 - 3. Land use is a mixture of lifestyle blocks and farming properties.

Route sections 6 -9

28. THE land throughout sections 6 - 9 is generally good quality flat to rolling

farmland, with a mixture of peat, clay and loam soils.
Route sections 10 - 11

29. THE land throughout sections 10 - 11 is generally good quality flat to rolling

farmland, with a mixture of clay and loam soils.

Route sections 12 -13

30. THIS land contains a mixture of rolling to moderate hill country, with the
predominant land use being dairy and sheep/beef farming. Towards the
southern part of section 13, there is some high quality land that would be
suitable for a wide range of land uses.

Route section 14

31. SECTION 14 is typically high guality flat to rolling land, with the predominant

land use being dairy farming.

Route section 15

32. THE north end of this section is in the process of being converted from forestry
to dairy farming.

33. THE remainder of section 15 is forestry land, and beyond the scope of my
evidence.

8225738 Page 6



Proposed Whakamaru North Substation site

34.

AT the southern end of section 15, a new substation is proposed and will
involve several hectares of an existing farm. Transpower has purchased this
property, and so any effects will be managed directly by Transpower. |
understand that it is likely that much of the property will continue indefinitely in

farming use, as a buffer to the substation.

OPERATIONAL EFFECTS

35.

IN this section of my evidence, | discuss the operational impacts of the
proposed line on farming operations. | discuss specific physical impacts and
then farm management impacts which result from those physical impacts. |

also discuss the approach to addressing the potential impacts.

Tower location

36.

37.

38.

8225738

THERE would be a small area of land associated with each tower within the
tower base which could be rendered unusable due to the presence of each

tower. The actual impact would depend on:

(a) the use of the land under each tower (ie grazing, cropping, harvesting

of hay and silage); and
(b) the contour of the land.

| note that the base width of the towers along the proposed line varies from
8m? (for a small standard suspension tower) to 19m? for the heaviest strain

tower. The typical base width would be 16m?.

| understand that Transpower's proposed easement agreement would not
prevent stock from being able to graze between the legs of the towers.
Accordingly, where the relevant paddock is grazed, the direct impact of the

tower placement would be minimal.
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39. STEEPER contoured country has lower productivity than flat land. Steeper
contoured country is likely to be grazed and therefore the direct impacts of

tower placement would be less than for flat land.

40. TOWER placement on flat land used for cropping (eg maize, vegetables, or
feed crops (including hay and silage)) would effectively mean that the area

under the tower would be unusable for cropping purposes.

41. THE degree of impact would Véry from site to site and would depend upon the
type of crop planted and its purpose in the overall farm programme, the soil

type and climate, and management ability.

42. BY way of example, where a maize crop is grown, the yield is higher than a
feed crop (hay and silage), and so the impact on maize crops would be
greater. As discussed earlier in my evidence, the majority of land along the
route is not used for cropping, other than feed crops (hay and silage). Overall,

| consider that the impact of tower location on feed crops would be minor.
Addressing impact of loss of land

43. I consider that this impact should be addressed by the payment of
compensation through the easement interest that Transpower is

buying/seeking over all properties subject to the proposed line.
Milking sheds and farm buildings

44, THE proposed line runs very close to some dairy sheds and farm buildings. |
am aware that two milking sheds on private land require relocation, or more
likely replacement. The reason for the replacement is that the proposed line
virtually covers the sheds and associated buildings on these properties. The
dairy sheds are relatively old, and could not be physically relocated. As
explained by Mr Miles, in his evidence, Transpower does not want any
buildings or structures located within the easement under the proposed line. |
am also aware of other properties where a woolshed and some hay barns

require relocation, or demolition and rebuilding.

45, THE impact relates to the farmer being required to be involved in an otherwise

unplanned development project. | consider that the demolition and rebuilding
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46.

or relocation of farm buildings is a temporary impact, which can be minimised
by careful management. However, it is possible that there could be some
long-term benefits to the farmer, by relocating or rebuilding these buildings in a
more appropriate location for farm operations. By way of example, from an
operational perspective, a milking shed located at the centre of a farm would

generally be more appropriate than one located on the side of a farm.

IDENTIFYING a suitable location, and building a dairy shed, can be a complex
task. The new shed would need to be complete prior to demolition of any
existing shed. | consider that it would be important that appropriate
agricultural advice is offered to the landowner in relation to this issue. The key
areas that should be considered include access for a tanker, an appropriate
building site that is as central as possible within the farm, provision for effluent
disposal and appropriate land application, and aspects around power and

water systems.

Approach to addressing impacts of necessary relocation/demolition and rebuilding of
farm buildings

47,

| consider that the approach to addressing this issue be by:

(a) purchasing an easement which addresses the cost involved in
relocating or demolishing and building a replacement dairy shed,

woolshed, or other farm building (as the case may be); or

(b) offering an agricultural consultant to landowners to provide advice
about the best site for relocating or building the replacement dairy

shed, woolshed or other farm building.

Trees and shelterbelts

48.

49.

8225738

TREES or shelterbelts on a farming property can have benefits in terms of

providing shade or shelter for stock through both summer and winter periods.

I understand that some trees and shelterbelts would be removed from most
properties during construction. This removal is due to direct construction
impacts, as well as for conductor clearance. Mr Beale discusses the removal

of trees and shelterbelts as a result of the proposed line in his evidence.
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50.

51.

OVERALL, | consider that the agricultural impact would be low.

IF trees were to be replanted, | consider that it would take up to 4 - 6 years to

provide any value in providing shelter.

Approach to addressing removal of shelterbelts or trees for shelter

52.

53.

| recommend that the impacts of removal of such trees be mitigated by offering
replacement planting (where a‘pplicable) to landowners. | suggest that it wouid
be appropriate for Transpower to discuss opportunities and alternatives for
replacement, and proceed into plantings (if acceptable) at the earliest stage.
Clearly, any planting will need to take into account the need to keep the

proposed line free from vegetation.

| note that Mr Beale's evidence discusses replacement planting in detail.

Effluent irrigation

54.

55.

8225738

IT is common practice on most dairy farms to spread cowshed effluent onto
pastures via a travelling irrigator. These systems involve underground pipes
and periodic shifting. There are also regional council requirements about the

minimum area of land that must be available for such a system.

THE potential impacts of tower placement on travelling irrigators could involve:

(a) Placement over an existing underground pipe.

(b) Loss of land, making the system non-compliant with regionai council
requirements. In this regard the land lost is not equivalent to that
under the tower itself, but relates to the operational impact on the
irrigation system. By way of example, a tower could be placed in the
middle of a run, thereby resulting in a loss of the entire area for that
run. An alternate area of the same size would need to be found on

the property to meet regional council requirements.
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Approach to impacts on irrigation systems

56.

I consider that the approach to addressing impacts on irrigation systems be by
purchasing an easement which addresses the costs involved in relocating or

upgrading any affected underground effluent or irrigation system.

Fencing and tracking

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

8225738

ACCESS tracks would need to be constructed in order to install and maintain
the proposed lines. These roads would have a direct impact on the farming of
the respective property. it is my view that virtually all properties on the route

are likely to be affected by construction of access tracks.

IN many instances, these tracks would be seen as a positive impact, as after
construction they are likely to benefit the farm by providing stock and vehicle
access to these areas. | understand that landowners will have the ability to

elect to have access tracks left on properties permanently.

THE negative aspect of these tracks would be where highly productive land is
taken out of production during the construction phase. Then there is the
removal of tracks not needed permanently for maintenance of the line and the
rehabilitation of the area back into its former pasture state. The timing of this
rehabilitation is critical, in order to achieve a good result. By way of example,

it is considered best practice to sow down new pastures in the autumn.

IN some cases, the construction of new tracks may require the alteration of

existing fences on the property. This could be both temporary and permanent.

THE degree of impact would vary and would relate to the location of the new
fence line on either side of the access track. By way of example, if an access
track crosses through the middle of a paddock, it would no longer be possible
for stock to efficiently graze the whole paddock. This is because efficient
grazing is achieved through even paddock sites. Re-fencing could result in
uneven paddock sizes. Such an impact would be a temporary inconvenience,

and would be minimal in most cases.
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Approach to impacts on fencing and tracking

62.

TO minimise the use of fences where an access track crosses a paddock,
where practical. Where it is necessary for a track to cross a paddock,
Transpower should address the impacts of inefficient grazing through the
easement process. The impacts of inefficient grazing include sub-optimal

liveweight gain and/or milk production and wastage.

CONSTRUCTION EFFECTS

63.

64.

MR Rasul and Mr Patrick provide evidence about the construction process.

The potential effects on farming during the construction process are:

(a) interference with daily travel around the farm;

(b) normal stock movement around the farm being hampered;

(c) interference with sensitive farming activities (eg calving and lambing);
(d) specific stock types being "spooked" by construction, especially deer;
(e) the ability to harvest, or feed out, supplement; and

(f) fencing being disturbed, as discussed above.

THERE is the potential for significant disruption to the normal farm
management operation of a property during the construction of the proposed
line. By way of example, normal stock movement around the property may be
hampered, or the ability to harvest, or feed out, supplement may be affected.
Such impacts may be dependent on the season when construction is carried
out. As the actual impact will be dependent on the time of year construction is
undertaken, it is difficult to accurately assess the significance of these effects

at this stage.

Access to water

65.

8225738

IN some instances, where a water line (ie a pipe to a trough) is affected,

access to water could also be affected. | would consider loss of access to
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66.

water to be a temporary impact, that would need to be managed by the land
liaison officer. in a situation where a milking herd lost access to water this
would have a direct impact on milk production for that day. This would be

greater on a hot sunny day in comparison to a cool wet day.

I understand that Transpower's easement agreement requires Transpower to

maintain water to stock.

Approach to construction effects

67.

68.

| understand that the Construction Management Plan and Site Works Plans

will provide for reinstatement of any areas disturbed during construction.

SENSITIVE stock, such as deer, may need to be relocated (on farm or to
another property) for the construction period. | understand that, as far as
practicable, construction would endeavour to avoid sensitive times (such as
calving) on properties. However, should the construction timetable require
otherwise, this would need to be planned ahead and specific mitigation
provisions arranged. Mr Rasul and Mr Patrick discuss these plans in their

evidence.

Disposal of Spoil

69.

I understand that Transpower intends, as far as practicable, to dispose of spoil
from the foundation excavations on to the property where the tower is placed.
This disposal may require some contouring, fertilising and re-seeding. Topsoil
would be protected and reused. The land in question would likely be out of
use for a short period of time. The impact long term of the relocation of spoil
from foundation excavations would be relatively small, other than the delay in
returning this area to a suitable standard whereby it can be grazed by
livestock. If a landowner does not want the spoil placed on the property

Transpower will remove it from the property to an approved dump site.

Farm management

70.

8225738

THERE may be some minor impact on the farmer’s ability to carry out his or

her normal farming practices once the proposed line has been constructed.
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These impacts relate to towers being obstacles to normal operations, by way
of example, operating plant and machinery in straight lines. | consider that this

impact is one of inconvenience to the farmer and is relatively minor.

Addressing potential impacts on farm management

71. | consider that the approach to addressing this issue be by offering an
agricultural consultant to landowners to provide advice about any site specific

issues that may arise due to the proposed construction activities.

REMOVAL OF THE ARI-PAK A LINE

72. THE Upgrade Project requires removal of the existing ARI-PAK A line. In
some places, the proposed line will be on the same property as the ARI-
PAK A line. In such circumstances, the adverse effects of the proposed line
on farming may be partly offset. There may be long term benefits if fewer
towers are located on a property, as the impacts of tower placement would be

less.

73. IN other areas where the ARI-PAK A line diverges from the proposed line,
farmers would have a long term benefit from the removal of the ARI-PAK A
line from their property (eg north of Brookby Road, Paparimu and Hunua

valley areas, and south of Oreipunga Road to Arapuni).

LAND LIAISON OFFICER

74. | consider that it is possible and practical to address the effects of the
proposed line in most places. The approach | have suggested involves either
an offer of mitigation works and/or the purchase of an easement which
addresses the potential impacts, reinstatement of disturbed areas, re-seeding,

relocation, and new plantings.

75. I consider that there would need to be careful liaison between Transpower and
the individual landowners to ensure that potential impacts on farming
operations be avoided or mitigated throughout the construction phase, where
practical. In this regard, | understand that Transpower's construction process

for the proposed line requires the appointment of a Land Liaison Officer. |
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76.

77.

understand that this officer will be the first point of contact with the farmer in
relation to the construction phase of the Upgrade Project. | understand that
the Land Liaison Officer would offer the services of an agricultural advisor to

consider site specific issues in relation to the construction phase.

1 also understand that the construction programme for the proposed line has a
degree of flexibility in relation to when work commences on a property. In this
regard, properties could, where practical, be avoided during "sensitive”
periods, such as lambing, and calving. Mr Rasul and Mr Patrick discuss the
land liaison officer and the degree of flexibility in the construction programme

in their evidence.

I consider that the appointment of a Land Liaison Officer, and the degree of
flexibility in the construction programme, has the potential to minimise most

impacts during construction.

ISSUES RAISED IN SUBMISSIONS

78.

A number of submissions raise issues about farming operations. | respond to

a representative group of those submissions below.

Issues raised by Agricultural Investments Limited (AIL) and Lichfield Farms
Limited/Kevin Baker (Submission No.’s 0852 and 1001)

79.

80.

8225738

TWO submissions have been lodged in respect of this property. Firstly, by
Lichfield Farms Limited, and secondly by AIL. | understand that AlL acts for
MyFarm Limited. | understand that Lichfield Farms Limited recently sold this
farm to MyFarm Limited, with settlement occurring on 12 November 2007. |
consider that this recent purchase is relevant to the issues being considered,
as MyFarm Limited would have been aware of the Upgrade Project at the time

of due diligence.
AIL raise an issue in relation to the proximity of towers to existing
infrastructure and future development on the property. In particular, AlL

submit that:

(a) the Upgrade Project will adversely affect the productivity of the

property, and that it may be rendered incapable of reasonable use;

Page 15



81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

8225738

(b) the construction and operation of the Upgrade Project will have

adverse effects on the dairy farming operations of the property;

(c) there will be loss of, and restricted access to, areas of the farm; and

(d) access to stock water may be adversely affected.

LICHFIELD also raises concerns about disruption to farming operations.

I visited the farm on 23 January 2008 in order to address the issues raised in

the submission.

THIS property is a large dairy farm (1135 ha) and the land has recently been

converted from forest into pasture.

THE property is of easy rolling contour and is characterised by a number of
gullies, steeper hills, and small areas of trees. The land appeared low in
fertility and the new pastures were very strong in some areas but open and
weak in other areas. This in my view is consistent with any developing farm

from pine trees where the soil type is predominantly of a pumice origin.

IN this situation animal productivity from a pasture based system would be
expected to be low, and over time, increase as soil fertility and pasture

productivity increases.

1 do not consider the proposed line will adversely effect the productivity of this

land.

I acknowledge that during the construction stage there will be impacts on the

farming operations an area | have already discussed earlier in my evidence.

THE proposed line would run between the existing cowshed and houses.
These buildings would be outside the easement corridor by approximately
200m (with the cowshed to the west and the house to the east of the
easement). During the property visit, Mr Cribb (Case Manager) and myself
were made aware of another new cowshed being built on the property. | am

unable to comment on any more future development for the property.
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89.

IT is not clear from the submission how access to stock water would be

adversely affected.

Issues raised by Barry and Freda Aldridge (Submission No. 0950)

90.

91,

92.

93.

94.

95.

8225738

BARRY and Freda Aldridge raise the following concemns:

(a) that access for mainténance and building would be inconvenient and

land would be out of production for a while; and
(b) that the corridor may become an unproductive wasteland.

| visited this property on 6 December 2007, in order to address the issues
raised in this submission. This is a small farm that currently has the ARI-PAK
A line running through it (between the house, which is adjacent to the road,
and the cow and implement sheds). It is proposed that this part of the ARI-
PAK A line be removed as part of the Upgrade Project. The proposed line
would be located so that it did not separate/divide the house and cow and

implement sheds.

IT appears from this submission that the concerns about farm management
relate to the construction phase of the Upgrade Project. In particular, access
to the towers during construction and construction taking place during wet

periods.

THE concern about construction taking place in wet periods relates to soil
pasture damage. | have addressed the process Transpower proposes to

address such seasonal issues earlier in my evidence.

1 have addressed the issues in relation to the concerns about inconvenience
and land being taken out of production earlier in my evidence, and do not

repeat those comments here.
I understand that Transpower are preparing an access and construction

assessment for this property in consultation with the Aldridges. This should

resolve the Aldridge's access and construction concerns.
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Issues raised by John Gibson (Submission No. 0324)

96.

97.

MR Gibson submits that the farm infrastructure will be cordoned off from the
main part of the farm by the proposed line, essentially creating a landlocked

area.

IT is proposed that two towers (including 1 angle tower) be located on this
property. | have not visited this property. However, based on my
consideration of aerial photographs, | do not consider that the proposed line
will result in farm infrastructure being "cordoned off". This is because there is
virtually no restriction on farm plant and machinery crossing the line apart from
the need to keep safe clearance distances from the conductors. In this regard
[ understand that machinery of up to 8 metres in height can safely cross under

the line at any point at any time.

Issues raised by Ewan Mackay (Submission No. 0807)

98.

99.

100.

MR Mackay raises issues relating to impacts on his farming operations due to
the proposed line passing over the woolshed and shelterbelt, requiring their
removal. Mr Mackay refers to negotiations with Transpower in relation to

these issues.

| visited this property on 7 October 2007, with the case manager and
Mr Patrick. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss access and

construction issues and potential impacts on farming activities.

AS set out in the submission, the proposed line crosses the woolshed, and a

shelterbelt, which would need to be removed. | discuss each of these below.

Woolshed and yard

101.

8225738

THE woolshed crossed by the proposed line is a small one stand woolshed,
(ie it has one shearing machine) with two catching pens. The woolshed
appears to have been refurbished approximately 20 years ago. It is in

reasonably sound condition, and is built on piles.
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102.

103.

104.

105.

| consider that it would be relatively easy to relocate this woolshed to another

site, at Transpower's cost.

THERE is a small lean-to used for farm storage on one side of the shed, and
this would need to be rebuilt, after the woolshed had been relocated. In
addition, at one end of the woolshed is a small old disused 6 bale walk-
through shed which is also used for farm storage. This older building may
prove more difficult to move. It may require replacement. Alongside the
woolshed, is a small set of sheep yards and these are presently in fair to
average condition. A new set of sheep yards would need to be built when the

woolshed is relocated.

DURING my site visit, | discussed a possible relocation site with Mr Mackay,
who indicated a preference for a site approximately 100 metres from the

existing location, and in close proximity to his house.

I consider that the relocation of the woolshed and rebuilding of the associated
infrastructure is a practical option, and could be managed to minimise the
impact on the farm operations. Again the cost of removal and rebuilding would

need to be part of the compensation for the easement purchase.

Removal of trees

106.

107.

108.

8225738

A small stand of approximately 8-9 large macrocarpa trees, located near the
woolshed, are also crossed by the proposed line and require removal. While |
do not consider these trees to be a true shelterbelt, this cluster of trees could
provide limited shade and shelter for this farming operation. However, these
trees are a potential animal health risk for in-calf dairy cows, because eating
the leaves could cause cows to abort. | note that at the time of my site visit

these trees were fenced off with an electric fence, presumably for this reason.
DISCUSSION took place as to whether Mr Mackay would like to retain the
timber and/or wood for firewood. He was of the view that it should be taken off

the property.

OVERALL, | consider that the impact of removal of this cluster of trees is

minor.
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Issues raised by Janet Murial Sceats (Submission No. 0476)

109.

110.

MRS Sceats submits that:

(a) the installation of the towers will have implications for continued

farming on her land;

(b) the installation of towers will mean she will have to source rock from

other locations; and
(c) an easement strip will interfere with stock management.
AT the time of finalising my evidence | have not visited this site and cannot

respond to any site specific issues. However, | have addressed general

impacts on farming earlier in my evidence.

Issues raised by Edgar James Smith and Kathleen Frances Smith, Glenhaven
Farm Limited, and Okaeria Trust (Submission No. 0817 and 0819)

111.

112.

THE submissions by Mr and Mrs Smith, Glenhaven Farm Limited, and Okaeria
Trust raise issues relating to farming. They raise concerns about the towers

and that their construction disrupting farms and taking farm land.

THIS submission appears to be of a general nature, rather than being site
specific. | have addressed potential impacts, and the range of mitigation

measures available earlier in my evidence.

Issues raised by South Waikato District Council (Submission No. 0799)

113.

114.

8225738

SOUTH WAIKATO DISTRICT COUNCIL raises issues in relation to impacts
on existing land use arrangements and the distribution of buildings, and the

organisation of daily farming activities and practices.

| have discussed the potential impacts and a range of mitigation measures

earlier in my evidence.
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