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INTRODUCTION
1. My full name is Lonnie William D’Wayne Dalzell.

2. | work at the New Zealand Transport Agency ("Transport Agency") and am
the Project Manager for the Te Ahu a Turanga; Manawatt Tararua Highway

Project ("the Project").

3. While | am not giving expert evidence, for completeness | have the following

gualifications and experience relevant to my evidence:

(&) 1 hold a Bachelor of Surveying (Credit) from the University of Otago
(2003).

(b) I have worked as a Project Manager (or Similar role) on a number of

large projects since 2006, including:

() this Project;

(i)  Otaki to north of Levin State highway project;
(i)  Transmission Gully State highway project;

(iv) Macraes Gold Mine Phase Il Expansion; and
(v)  Waitaki District Council Roading Maintenance.

4, My evidence is given in support of the notices of requirement ("NoRs")
lodged by the Transport Agency for the Project. | confirm that | am authorised
to give this evidence on behalf of the Transport Agency.

BACKGROUND AND ROLE

5. | am part of a large Transport Agency team working to deliver the Project,
and am one of a number of Transport Agency witnesses providing evidence

in support of the NoRs.

6. Sarah Downs is the Portfolio Manager Design: Developing Regions, and is
the manager responsible for delivering the Project. Her evidence explains the
background to the Project, which responds to a long history of issues with the
route of State Highway 3 through the Manawatt Gorge, culminating in the

significant slips that closed the road indefinitely in April 2017.

7. Jonathan Kennett is also giving evidence in respect of the request by

submitters for a separate walking and cycling path to be included as part of
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the Project. Mr Kennett also discusses other routes used for cycling around

the region.

| was appointed as the Project Manager for the Project in January 2018.
Scott Wickman was my predecessor in the Project Manager role, and he
summarises in his evidence the work carried out by the Transport Agency to
assess the ongoing viability of the Gorge route, develop a range of

alternative options for a replacement route, and evaluate those options.

| have since overseen the team of designers and experts who have
considered, investigated and refined the route option selected by the
Transport Agency, which has led to the lodgement of the NoRs. As well as
technical inputs, this has involved a large, sustained effort of engaging and
sharing ideas and information with tangata whenua, landowners, relevant
Councils, and other stakeholders, and | have been personally involved in
many of those hui, meetings, workshops, and other discussions, some of

which are noted in my evidence below.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

10.

The purpose of my evidence is to summarise the development of the Project
to date, with a particular focus on the engagement carried out by the
Transport Agency with landowners, key stakeholders and the general public,

and our partnership with tangata whenua. My evidence addresses:

(@) the Transport Agency’s intended programme for delivery of the Project,

and the goal of opening the new road as quickly as possible;

(b) the Resource Management Act 1991 ("RMA") processes being

followed to achieve that outcome;

(c) the Transport Agency’s approach to undertaking engagement, the
wide-ranging engagement processes undertaken by the Transport
Agency, and how those discussions have shaped the boundaries of the

proposed designation and the Project more generally;
(d) the Transport Agency's property acquisition programme for the Project;
(e) aresponse to submissions, as relevant to my evidence; and

() aresponse to the Section 42A Reports.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

11.

12.

13.

14.

The Transport Agency team is working hard to deliver a hugely beneficial
Project for local people, and we are trying to do so as quickly as possible
without compromising on quality. | am very grateful to our tangata whenua
partners and other organisations and individuals who have been engaging

with the Transport Agency and supporting us in this endeavour.

The RMA consenting pathway the Transport Agency has adopted reflects the

urgency of the problems that we are trying to address.

That urgency has also influenced the Transport Agency’s engagement with
its iwi partners and stakeholders, where sharing knowledge, identifying and
addressing issues early, and collaboration have been key principles. The

Transport Agency team is continuing to work hard to address issues raised
by submitters and others, and narrow the matters that need to be traversed

at the upcoming hearing.

Land acquisition for the Project is on a critical path, and my evidence
summarises the Public Works Act 1981 (“PWA?”) processes that the
Transport Agency is working through with affected landowners. Effects on

landowners will be compensated for by the Crown under the PWA regime.

THE INTENDED PROGRAMME FOR THE PROJECT

15.

16.

17.

As Ms Downs discusses her evidence, the Project is being developed to re-
establish a key strategic transport and freight link that supports the needs of
people in Manawati and Tararua, and beyond, and the economies of central

New Zealand.

The urgent need to reinstate the severed State Highway 3 (“SH3”) link has
been made very clear to me, ever since | first became involved in the Project,
by members of the affected communities, Council representatives, and
almost all other stakeholders. The urgency of the Project has been a theme
underlying all public engagement in which | have been involved, and the
Transport Agency has embraced the challenge of creating a new high-quality

link as quickly as possible.

To give one example, | have witnessed the urgent need for the road during
engagement in Dannevirke where the real impact of the Gorge closure has

been felt. One family told of having a tank of fuel last 3.5 instead of 5 days,
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

while others have left employment due to their safety fears of going over
Saddle Road.

Given the importance of the Project for the people living in the affected
communities, and for the proper functioning of the transport network, the
Transport Agency has set itself an ambitious programme within which to
deliver the Project, and is working hard to achieve those timeframes whilst
maintaining a robust process. The current programme provides for main
construction works for the Project to commence next year, in 2020, and for
construction of the road to be completed by 2024.

For the communities affected by the closure of the Gorge road, people have
told me that 2024 seems like a long time to wait for a fit-for-purpose
connection to be reinstated across the Ruahine Ranges. Many believe even

the compressed programme the Transport Agency has developed is too long.

| have been able to re-assure most people that even though there is

considerable work involved in designing and constructing an infrastructure
development of this scale, the Transport Agency is committed to achieving
the programme. However, that requires a concerted effort throughout and

from all people involved — the Transport Agency, Councils and community.

As well as the need to move as quickly as possible, it is of course also
imperative that the Project is designed and built to a high standard. Not only
must the Project meet relevant State highway design criteria and provide a
safe, modern, and resilient connection, but it is also essential that we
appropriately address the Project’s potential adverse effects on the

environment, landowners, and local communities.

The Transport Agency will keep collaborating closely with landowners, the
Councils, our iwi Project partners, and others as the design of the Project
takes shape, so delivering the Project on or ahead of time will depend in part
on the continued support of many people and entities. Nonetheless, the
Transport Agency will task the ‘alliance’ of organisations designing and
constructing the Project (discussed further below) with implementing a high-
quality Project as soon as possible, and with actively exploring potential
innovations that may be able to bring forward the milestone of ‘Project

opening’ even further.

To enable the current programme to be achieved my team has had to think

outside of normal practice, and is required to undertake three tasks;
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24,

25.

consenting, procurement and land acquisition, in parallel. In a less time-
pressured situation these tasks would have been done more sequentially. An
innovative approach to RMA approvals has also been followed; splitting
designation and regional consenting. Though this is not new, designations
and resource consents are often applied for together. The sequence followed
for the Project is an important part of allowing us to achieve an 18-month
programme for the pre-construction phase instead of 3-4 years.

This has required the Transport Agency to absorb a higher level of risk and
uncertainty to enable the Project to meet the expectations of communities,
stakeholders and local Councils, who want it built as fast as possible.

From the very first round of scoping workshops we held with Councils and
stakeholders, | was inspired by the combined vision of everyone involved, no
matter their area of expertise and knowledge. The Project vision was about
‘re-connection’; that is east-west, tangata whenua to the whenua and awa,
and Ashhurst to Woodville. Everyone wanted to ‘enhance’ by building on
what was already there, include the features that define the area. | always
look back on those workshops whenever | am discussing mitigation, design
matters or submissions. We all must remember why the Project is required
and who the Project is for.

THE RMA ‘CONSENTING PATHWAY’ ADOPTED FOR THE PROJECT

NoRs preceding resource consents and outline plans

26.

27.

28.

The key consideration for the Transport Agency in choosing the appropriate
consenting process has been evaluating time against risk. The pathway
selected for seeking the necessary permissions for the Project under the

RMA is explained briefly below.

To date, the Transport Agency has lodged three NoRs for designations over
land within Palmerston North City, Manawatt District and Tararua District, in
order to enable the Project.! The NoRs were lodged with the relevant
territorial authorities, namely Palmerston North City Council ("PNCC"),
Manawatt District Council ("MDC") and Tararua District Council ("TDC") on 2
November 2018, and publicly notified on 13 November 2018.

The Transport Agency is currently working to procure an alliance that will

undertake the detailed design of the Project, and will then:

! The extent of each designation is shown on the drawings in Volume 4 of the Assessment of Environmental
Effects ("AEE"), including drawings C1 and LR0OO — LR10.
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29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

(@) seek the necessary resource consents from Manawati-Whanganui
Regional Council (“Horizons”) to construct the Project, such as
consents for enabling works, bulk earthworks, works in water courses,

and discharges to water; and

(b) lodge outline plans with PNCC, MDC, and TDC under section 176A of
the RMA.

As such, the NoRs represent the first stage of ‘consenting’ for the Project,
with the Transport Agency identifying, through the NoRs, a designation
corridor within which a yet-to-be-designed road can be constructed, operated

and maintained.

The conditions imposed on the designations will provide the parameters
within which the subsequent design of the Project must be undertaken. The
updated conditions proposed by the Transport Agency are discussed in the
evidence of Ainsley McLeod. These parameters respond to environmental
and site constraints and are intended to ensure that actual or potential
adverse effects of the Project are appropriately managed, and that a high
degree of community and stakeholder engagement will continue over the life

of the Project.

Again, once the design of the Project has been progressed to a sufficient
level of detail, the resource consents that are required from Horizons will be
sought. It is possible that resource consents for enabling works may be

sought separately.

Outline plans will also be lodged around the same time. Section 176A of the
RMA sets out the process that the Transport Agency, as a requiring authority,
must follow in order to progress a work enabled by a designation. The
process involves the requiring authority submitting an outline plan or plans to
a council. The council then reviews and can request changes to the detailed
design and construction methodology, among other things. A requiring
authority can submit one or more outline plans to reflect project phases or

construction sequencing.
An outline plan has to detail the following information:
(@) the height, shape, and bulk of the works;

(b) the location on the site of the works;
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34.

35.

36.

(c) the likely finished contour of the site;
(d) the vehicular access, circulation, and the provision for parking;
(e) the landscaping proposed; and

() any other matters to avoid, remedy, or mitigate any adverse effects on

the environment.

This means that the outline plans for the Project will have to demonstrate and
explain how the Project meets the conditions of the designations. The outline
plans will also include specific information that is required by the designation
conditions, including the suite of management plans and details of further
engagement with various parties. The outline plans will also include a
communications plan and accidental discovery protocol (for any
archaeological sites that may be encountered).

In this way, the outline plans will contain comprehensive information to
confirm the specific details about how any potential effects are to be
mitigated. This information will be assembled once design has progressed
and a construction methodology has been finalised. The details within any
outline plan will (and must) address the actual or potential effects of the
works and how they will be mitigated.

The outline plans may be submitted in parallel with (or follow) the more

comprehensive applications for resource consent.

Other ‘consenting pathway’ options not followed

37.

38.

The RMA provides a number of different process options for obtaining the
necessary consents and other approvals for a proposal. In the case of the
Project, a relatively wide range of options are available given that the
Transport Agency is a requiring authority and the Project is a major proposal

of national significance.

Some of those other process options would have required a more detailed
design of the Project to be carried out before any applications were lodged,

including the Transport Agency:

(@) lodging resource consent applications and NoRs at the same time, for

consideration by the territorial authorities and Horizons;
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39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

(b) lodging consent applications and NoRs and asking that they be referred
directly to the Environment Court, thus bypassing a Council-level

hearing;

(c) lodging the applications and NoRs with the Environmental Protection
Authority (or asking the Minister for the Environment to ‘call them in’),
and having them considered by a Board of Inquiry within a defined

timeframe; and/or

(d) providing the design details required in an outline plan when the NoRs
are first lodged, and seeking a waiver of the requirement to provide

them later on.

There are a number of reasons why the Transport Agency has not opted to
use these consenting pathways for the Project. They all relate back to the
Transport Agency’s overall goal of enabling the Project to be constructed
over the most efficient timeframe and in a manner that addresses the urgent
need for a safe, efficient, and resilient route across the Ruahine Ranges to

replace the closed Manawati Gorge route.

First, the Transport Agency is seeking to secure the designation corridor first
so it can clearly identify the land that will be required for the Project as early
as possible. This means that the Transport Agency can engage formally with
affected landowners at an early stage, and bring forward discussions about
land acquisition (which can take some time to conclude). This also gives
landowners more certainty, earlier, as to the future of their land, and brings
into play the safeguards in the RMA for landowners whose land is subject to

a designation.

Other benefits for the Transport Agency arise because lodging notices of
requirement protects the designated corridor from other development that

would be inconsistent with the Project.

In the Transport Agency’s experience, efficiencies are also achieved by
having the same organisation(s) — in this case, an alliance — undertake the
detailed design of the Project, obtain the resource consents and lodge the

outline plans, and then construct the Project.

Often construction contracts are only let once the RMA consenting phase has
been completed. In some roading projects, the procurement of construction
contractors has brought about a re-think in terms of design, which has led to

design changes and the need for designations to be altered and different or
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44,

45,

46.

47.

additional resource consents to be obtained, which has added considerable
time to the overall programme. The Peka Peka to North Otaki Expressway
Project, for example, was originally consented in February 2014, and the
constructors are still seeking resource consents relating to altered aspects of
the design.

In the case of this Project, the contractors responsible for its eventual
construction will themselves be undertaking the detailed design, ensuring
that the design and consenting processes will need to be completed only

once.

| can explain these matters in more detail if they are of interest to the Hearing
Panel, but the Transport Agency is using a ‘hybrid alliance’ model for
procuring the Project designers and constructors, which is a model that can
be used (and is being used in this case) to place more emphasis than there
would otherwise be on social outcomes, valuing innovation in design, and

further engagement with communities and stakeholders.

The consenting pathway and procurement model adopted by the Transport
Agency also aligns well with the collaborative approach we have taken to
developing the Project, which | discuss further below. The Transport Agency
is committed to delivering a Project that reflects a high level of input from the
affected communities, tangata whenua, and local stakeholders. Council-level
hearings tend to encourage public participation and give local authorities a
central role in making recommendations or decisions about the Project.
Conversely, a Board of Inquiry process or direct referral to the Environment
Court would take decision-making away from the local sphere and could risk
creating separation and distance between the Transport Agency and its
Project partners and stakeholders.

It remains to be seen whether the consenting pathway chosen ultimately
proves to be faster than the other available options might have; this will partly
depend on third parties and whether they are prepared to support the
Transport Agency in its endeavours to deliver a high-quality Project as
quickly as possible. Nonetheless, the Transport Agency will do everything in
its power to bring the Project to fruition as quickly as possible, on or ahead of

the challenging schedule we have set.
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THE TRANSPORT AGENCY’S APPROACH TO ENGAGEMENT AND
CONSULTATION

Introduction

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

As the Project Manager, | have been responsible (since January/February
2018) for the Transport Agency’s programme of landowners, key
stakeholders, and the public generally.? | have also been responsible, on the
Transport Agency’s part, for progressing the partnerships with tangata

whenua.

Genuine and robust engagement is always vital in including everyone on the
project journey, and to obtain important information necessary to develop
large-scale infrastructure proposals. It has been particularly important for this
Project, because of the urgency and the high level of expectations. In order
to move forward rapidly, the Transport Agency has been proactive in
communicating with stakeholders, seeking input from the beginning into the
design and technical assessment work, developing and testing ideas, and
seeking to bring to light, and address, potential issues at an early stage. We
have also engaged a team of expert and other advisors who have experience
in collaborative processes and a proven track record in working with councils

and others to deliver high-quality infrastructure.

The engagement processes have required considerable effort from the
Transport Agency team, and have relied on tangata whenua, the Councils,
landowners, and stakeholders themselves dedicating their resources to our
engagement processes. The Transport Agency is grateful for the central role
that those people and organisations have been prepared to play (and will

continue to play) in the development of the Project.

Overall, | consider that the work carried out by the Project team in engaging
with stakeholders and the wider public translates, in RMA terms, to high-
guality consultation with potentially affected parties and the wider community,
and to a best-practice approach to developing partnerships with tangata

whenua.

Part F of the AEE accompanying the NoRs summarises the principles
underpinning the Transport Agency’s engagement practices in relation to the
Project, and the various stages in which engagement has progressed. In this

section of my evidence | comment on those processes from my perspective

2 Section 7 of the AEE provides an overview of that programme.
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as Project Manager, and provide an update on engagement undertaken with
landowners, the Councils, and other stakeholders, since the AEE was lodged

in November 2018, and on our partnerships with tangata whenua.

Partnering with tangata whenua

53.

54.

55.

56.

The Transport Agency recognises the importance of partnering with iwi in
developing large roading proposals, and it has been my privilege to play a
leading role in the Transport Agency’s engagement with iwi in relation to this
Project. The Transport Agency and iwi have been ‘mahi tahi’ (working
together) closely since early in the Project's development, and iwi input has

been integral in shaping the Project to date.

For me personally, | am in a privileged position in that | get to learn more
about each iwi; their tahuhu korero and whakapapa, and to be invited to wabhi
tapu and marae. It has been very rewarding to work with iwi representatives
towards mutual goals of promoting partnering and further developing the
relationships between the Transport Agency and iwi. The cultural landscape
in Manawatl and Tararua is complex and at times can be challenging.
However, we all witness the opportunity to ‘re-connect’, develop strong
relationships, and build capabilities and resource. Crown-Maori relationships
in the regions continue to develop through projects like this and through the
ongoing process of settling historical claims relating to Crown breaches of the
Treaty of Waitangi / Te Tiriti 0 Waitangi.

Specifically in relation to the Project, too, there is still work to be done to
ensure that the design and construction of the new road appropriately
respects and celebrates the cultural landscape through which it will pass, that
other adverse effects on Maori values are addressed, and that opportunities
for iwi are realised. Clearly the Ruahine Ranges are an area rich in cultural
history and values, and minimising adverse effects on those values will be a

key focus through the detailed design and construction phases.

Consistent with our partnering approach, the Transport Agency has been
very open about the processes and information relating to the Project, and
has facilitated many visits to the site, and iwi have been generous in making
their expertise and time available to guide the Transport Agency on those
matters. In other words, the Transport Agency has sought to involve iwi as
partners in the development of the Project, and has sought to operate in a

manner that is respectful of tikanga and that ensures Maori who identify with
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the area have the ability to express their views, if they wish to do so, through

the RMA statutory processes.

57. Inthe meantime, discussions with iwi about the Project have generally been
positive, and | believe there is a good level of confidence that the Project is
heading in the right direction and that adverse effects on cultural values will
be appropriately addressed. The corridor chosen for the Project avoids
known specific sites advised to the Transport Agency, and a clearer and
clearer picture is being built up over time of how the Project’s effects on other
values held by tangata whenua in the area can be appropriately addressed
through the detailed design (as discussed further in the evidence of Ainsley

McLeod regarding conditions).

58. The degree of trust and confidence that has been built up is reflected in the
fact that iwi have decided to provide evidence as part of the Project team and
have not made separate submissions in respect of the NoRs, and no other

submitter has raised any specific concerns about effects on cultural values.

59. The Transport Agency is grateful for the support of Rangitane o Manawata,
Rangitane o Tamaki nui-a-Rua, Ngati Kahungunu ki Tamaki nui-a-Rua, and
Ngati Raukawa for the leadership that is being shown in helping to deliver a
Project that will have significant benefits for all people in the Manawatd and
Tararua regions, and beyond — Maori and Pakeha alike.

60. The Transport Agency has also been working closely with the recently-
appointed trustees of the Te Apiti Ahu Whenua Trust, who are the legal
owners (and representatives of the beneficial owners) of Parahaki (or
Moutere) Island at the western end of the Manawati Gorge. The new bridge
crossing of the Manawatl River will pass close to the island, and a pier is
likely to be located on the rocky beach (alluvial gravel fan) near the eastern-
most part of the island. Discussions are continuing about the bridge design
and the construction process, as well as potential opportunities for the
owners to achieve better access, educate on the history of the island and

uphold the mana of their land.
Engagement with landowners
Introduction

61. The Transport Agency has prioritised early engagement with affected
landowners, and later in my evidence | summarise the legal processes being

worked through for the Crown to acquire private land interests for the Project.
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62.

63.

For a development of this size, the Project affects relatively few landowners —
11 in all, including 7 private individuals or families, Meridian Energy Limited
(“Meridian”), AgResearch Limited (“AgResearch”), TDC, and the Crown.

The Transport Agency acknowledges that the land acquisition process can
be difficult for landowners, notwithstanding the full monetary compensation
paid under the PWA. Discussions with some of the landowners have
explored the possibility of the Crown acquiring all of the owners’ interests,
and others have related to a partial purchase of the area directly required for
the Project.

In the latter case, the Transport Agency has sought to work with landowners
on plans and measures to minimise effects on the ongoing use of that land.
Below | briefly discuss some of the issues being worked through with

landowners.

Meridian

64.

65.

Before the route of the Project was chosen, and following the identification of
the Short List of options, a series of meetings was held with Meridian, with
the purpose of sharing preliminary design information to better understand

the effects of the various route options on the Te Apiti Wind Farm.

Following the selection of the preferred Option (corridor), the Transport
Agency has been working further with Meridian to understand the operational
requirements of the wind farm and how the Project can be constructed in a
way that minimises effects on those operations. Regular meetings have been

held with Meridian to discuss these matters, including in respect of:

(a) Potential loss of turbines — there is one turbine (or potentially two)
affected by the indicative alignment of the Project, and nine in total
within the proposed designation (although most are included to ensure
that works to reinstate access tracks to the turbines are enabled by the

designation).

(b) Maintaining access to all other turbines and enabling ongoing function
of the wind farm throughout the construction phase have been key
areas of discussion. The Transport Agency will reinstate accesses,
including via underpasses beneath the new road, and reinstate any

cabling affected by Project works.
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66.

(c) Potential effects on wind flow and the power output of the wind farm —
in this regard, the Transport Agency has agreed not to plant the trees

required to offset adverse ecological effects on wind farm land.

(d) Constraining future development of the wind farm — the Te Apiti Wind
Farm is one of New Zealand’s oldest, having been constructed in 2004.
At some point in the future the wind farm may be ‘repowered’, which

would involve reconfiguring the wind farm to incorporate new turbines.

Compensation under the PWA will be paid in relation to all of these effects, to

the extent they cannot be avoided through detailed design.

AgResearch

67.

68.

69.

70.

As Scott Wickman discusses in his evidence, early on in the Project
development process it became apparent that the Project would affect a
long-term fertiliser research trial site on the Ballantrae Farm, owned by
AgResearch.

Numerous meetings have been held with AgResearch in order to understand
better the potential effects of the Project on the trial site (both during
construction, and beyond), and potential ways in which the Transport Agency
could minimise and otherwise address those effects, including through
measures designed to further scientific knowledge in relation to the site
(potentially beyond what could be expected if the Project did not affect the
site). Dr David Horne and Jeff Morton discuss those matters in detail in
their evidence, including a context where relatively little research effort has

been expended in relation to the trial over the last 30 years.

As a result of this engagement the proposed designation corridor across the
farm has been reduced in width and access is provided via an underpass.
The indicative construction footprint is significantly smaller than the
(narrowed) designation corridor through the farm, and this will be finalised
during detailed design. Following on from the analysis carried out by Dr
Horne and Mr Morton, updated conditions are intended to prompt detailed
consideration of the relationship between the final construction footprint and
the field trial site, recognising the importance of minimising direct impacts on
it.

I note that the farm had been slated for sale by AgResearch between 2010
and 2014, given a decrease in science needs relating to the site over the

preceding decades. In that respect, | attach as Attachment 1 AgResearch’s
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“Future Footprint Business Case”, dated 31 October 2012.2 That Business
Case document identifies the sale of the Ballantrae Farm earmarked for
January 2014, as part of a process of farm assets being “rationalised through

disposal of surplus capacity.” Ultimately the sale of the site did not proceed.

71. Adding to the uncertainty about the site is that, in my discussions with
AgResearch and its stakeholders, | have not seen any evidence of a long-
term strategic plan for the current trial or facility, which would assist in
understanding the future research purposes intended for the facility. It
appears this is mostly likely due to lack of government and industry funding
for the facility. There also appears to be a split in opinion between scientists
as to the level of effect the proposed corridor would have on the site. With
that in mind, the Transport Agency has focused on ‘enhancing’ what is there

and enabling the facility to continue research into the future.

72. Discussions are ongoing in relation to the broader package of mitigation and

offset measures.

73. Again, compensation under the PWA will be payable for effects on the farm.
Submissions by large companies relating to the Ballantrae Farm emphasise
the economic value of the trial site; the Fertiliser Association of New Zealand
attempts to put a monetary amount on that economic value (which calls into
guestion why there is not a greater research effort at the site). To the extent
that the trial itself is of financial value, |1 would expect that to be taken into

account in the amount payable under the PWA.
Individual landowners

74. The Project has a direct effect on four farms of varying scale, and the
Transport Agency has been in discussions with these landowners on land

purchase options.

75. Issues raised by the private landowners concerning the Project, including
matters such as access to severed areas and farm mitigation measures, are
being worked through with the landowners as part of the negotiations to
acquire the land for the Project. However it is the Transport Agency’s

responsibility to provide access to all land.

3 And noted as having been reviewed by the Education and Science Select Committee in December 2013.
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Engagement with Councils

76.

7.

78.

79.

The Transport Agency has sought to partner with local government and draw
on officers’ skills and knowledge in delivering the Project, including the three
relevant territorial authorities (TDC, MDC, and PNCC), Horizons, and

councils further afield.

Engagement has taken place at various levels, including at a
leadership/governance level, between officers, and between expert advisors.
In addition to the involvement at various meetings and workshops throughout
the process, a Statutory Approvals Working Group was established with
planning representatives from Horizons, TDC, MDC and PNCC. The purpose
of this group was to draw on Council expertise to assist with identifying
planning, social and environmental constraints with the options under
consideration, and to understand proposed or current plan changes and land
use/growth plans that might affect the Project. The Transport Agency’s
intention has been to work together to resolve issues early through open

lines of communication.

From an early stage the Transport Agency recognised that few recent
projects of this scale had been through council-level consenting processes in
the region (it is relatively common practice for a project of this scale to be
taken through the Board of Inquiry route). However, part of ‘re-connecting’
was keeping the decision-making local. To enable the programme to be
achieved in an innovative way, we sought to work together with stakeholders
(and particularly Councils). We felt that approach would potentially reduce
workloads, and provide ownership for the Councils (and by extension local

communities), as opposed to adopting an adversarial approach.

There have been some differences in view along the way as to the precise
nature of the transport improvements that should be delivered through the
Project, but the Transport Agency looks forward to continuing to develop the
Project in partnership with the Councils, and to exploring and planning for

other transport proposals in future.

Engagement with other stakeholders and the broader public

80.

The AEE contains a short summary of what have been thorough processes
of engaging with other stakeholder entities and with members of the public.

Again, these processes have been very constructive for the Transport
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Agency, and the information gained through broader engagement has been

important in shaping the designations now proposed.

THE TRANSPORT AGENCY'S PROPERTY ACQUISITION PROGRAMME

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

The PWA sets out the framework through which the Crown may acquire land
for public works (all land must be purchased through the PWA). Through the
PWA regime, compensation is paid to landowners for the value of any
property acquired (and in relation to various other matters) at market rates.
Any agreement between the land owner and the Transport Agency still must

be approved by Land Information New Zealand.

In respect of the land required for the Project, the Crown will purchase and

provide compensation for that land in accordance with the PWA.

It is the Transport Agency's preference that all property needed for the
Project be acquired through mutual agreement with affected landowners
(under section 17 of the PWA). To that end, the Transport Agency property

acquisition programme has already commenced in earnest.

In all, the private land interests required for the Project impact on 11
landowners (including Meridian, AgResearch, TDC, and the Crown). Property
owners whose land is required for the Project have been made aware of the
extent of land required, be it either full or partial acquisition, and advised of
the property acquisition programme.

Again, the acquisition of land is one of the critical path items for the Project.
In general, unless by agreement, work cannot commence until the land is

acquired.

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS

86.

87.

As noted above, the Transport Agency team has sought to take a very open,
collaborative approach to delivering this Project, and we have met with a
wide range of people and organisations with a view to obtaining information
to feed into the process, bringing issues to light at an early stage, and
addressing them if possible. Against that background, it has been interesting

for me to read the submissions made in respect of the NoRs.

I would like to express my thanks to all submitters for taking the time to
submit and put their views forward. The submissions have provided further

valuable insights into matters of concern to people and communities affected
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88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

by the closure of the road through the Gorge, and into people’s expectations

about the transport network more broadly.

Underpinning many of the submissions, on my reading, is an
acknowledgement that there is an urgent need for the Project and an
assumption that it will proceed. This accords with the feedback | have
received throughout the Transport Agency’s engagement processes, and the

Transport Agency is grateful for that broad base of support for the Project.

A number of the submissions lodged were expected, because they had been

signalled during engagement with the relevant organisations or individuals.

Less expected, perhaps, were the number and nature of the submissions
seeking that the Project incorporate a separated cycling and walking path
between Ashhurst and Woodville. To my knowledge this was not raised
specifically as an aspiration for the Project during the early project planning
and scoping workshops. Having said that potential opportunities and linking
of existing cycling infrastructure was identified. Ms Downs and Mr Kennett

address those matters in more detail in their evidence.

In any case, the Transport Agency has used the time since the close of the
submission period (13 December 2018) to continue engaging with
stakeholders and to reach out to other submitters, with a view to exploring
the issues raised in submissions, discussing possible ways of addressing the
issues raised, and honing the Project accordingly — in particular, by modifying
the conditions proposed to attach to the designations, presented by Ms
McLeod.

I instructed the Transport Agency’s solicitors to prepare a report (the “Pre-
Hearing Meetings Report”), in response to a direction in the Hearing
Panel’s first minute, summarising those meetings and the key outcomes from
them. The Pre-Hearing Meetings Report was dated 1 March 2019. | confirm,

on the Transport Agency’s behalf, the factual information contained in it.

| provide some specific additional detail on discussions with some of the
submitters in the context of my responses to the Hearing Panel’s questions

and the Section 42A Reports below.
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RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS FROM THE HEARING PANEL

94. Irespond below the questions from the Hearing Panel as relevant to my
evidence. | have arranged the questions into groups in an effort to provide a

more concise response.
Questions related to Meridian and Te Apiti Wind Farm

If at least one wind turbine is likely to be removed, are there other locations within

the Te Apiti wind farm where they can be relocated?

Within the spoil sites, what consideration has been given to future landform to
minimise effects on the Te Apiti wind farm and by what mechanism will this be

controlled?

How does the ECDF address the issues raised by Meridian Energy in relation to

future land form?
Is Meridian Energy satisfied with this condition? [in reference to draft condition T1]
Should effects on the Te Apiti wind farm be “minimised” or should they be avoided?

95. | have addressed the Transport Agency’s discussions with Meridian in my

evidence above.

96. Meridian is best placed to address the question about relocation of turbines.
As noted above, my understanding is that the wind farm is due to be
reconfigured at some stage in the future. Our discussions with Meridian have
canvassed the possibility of the Transport Agency seeking the necessary
permissions and undertaking works to relocate turbines, but that is not an

option being progressed.

97. The Transport Agency is continuing to work with Meridian in an effort to
minimise effects on the wind farm (noting that entirely avoiding effects is not
realistically possible, given the position of the designation corridor) and to
address Meridian’s concerns in respect of conditions. | understand from our
discussions that altering landform is likely to affect wind flows, but am not
clear how material those effects might be (or whether, for example, changes

in landform could even lead to some improvements in this regard).

98. Ms McLeod addresses the relevant conditions in her evidence, as well as
the ‘avoid vs minimise’ question in terms of the National Policy Statement on

Renewable Electricity Generation. Andrew Whaley addresses questions
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relating to design of the Project and impacts on the wind farm. Chris Bentley

addresses the specific question about the ECDF (now CEDF).

99. Again, | note that any adverse effects on the operation of the wind farm — be
they related to disruption during recabling or the construction period more
generally, removal of a turbine, or effects on the power output of remaining

turbines in the wind farm — would be compensated for fully under the PWA.

Questions related to AgResearch and Ballantrae Hill Country Research
Station

To what extent (in terms of ha and % coverage of trial sites) will the earthworks
footprint impact on land actively used for fertiliser trials (as opposed to AgResearch
farm land not actively used for fertiliser trials) within the Ballantrae Hill Country

Research Station?

What remediation or mitigation does NZTA offer for any possible forced cessation

of the long-standing fertiliser trials?

Is AgResearch satisfied with this condition? [in reference to draft condition T3 as
lodged]

100. | have addressed our discussions with AgResearch in my evidence above.
The Transport Agency engaged Dr Horne and Mr Morton to advise on the
effects of the Project on the Ballantrae site and how best to address those
effects. They address the questions related to ‘footprint impact’ and

remediation and mitigation in detail in their evidence.

101. Based on AgResearch’s submission | understand that AgResearch was not
satisfied with the originally proposed condition. Taking into account the
advice and evidence of Professor Horne and Mr Morton, updated
conditions are proposed to contain the level of footprint impact’ on the
Balllantrae site, and in respect of steps to mitigate and otherwise address the
effects of the Project on the site. Those conditions are discussed by Ms

McLeod in her evidence.
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Questions related to the airstrip near Hope Road

Can you please clarify the situation regarding the possible relocation of the existing

airstrip near Hope Road?

What remediation or mitigation is offered by NZTA in response?

Would a relocated airstrip require Civil Aviation Authority approval?

102.

103.

I have discussed the issue of the airstrip and an associated shed at some
length with the landowner, Andrew Bolton, in the context of our discussions
about PWA property acquisition. The Transport Agency’s intention is to
relocate the airstrip to another part of Mr Bolton’s farm, and to reinstate the
shed.

| understand that there are no approvals required from the Civil Aviation
Authority to construct a new airstrip at a different location on Mr Bolton's
property, but the Transport Agency has offered to contact the Civil Aviation

Authority to work through any other relevant processes.

Question related to changes to landowner access

Which, if any, of the affected property owners have given consent to the proposed

changes to their means of access?

104.

105.

No consent has been provided by any affected landowners, in the sense that
the Transport Agency has not yet entered into any concluded agreements
with landowners whose access is affected. As noted in my evidence above,
though, | understand it is an obligation on the Transport Agency to provide
alternative access. This will be the case for Stu Bolton and Tom Shannon, for

example, whose accesses are affected by the designation.

Underpasses will also be provided to severed land parcels, as | have
discussed above (in respect of AgResearch and Meridian). Farm tracks will

also be reinstated as part of the PWA process.

Question related to discussions with the QEII Trust

Has any consultation been undertaken with National Trust to see if they are

satisfied the effects are being suitably mitigated and they are satisfied with this

condition? [in reference to condition T4]

106.

The Transport Agency has consulted with representatives of the Trust,
including meeting in person and other exchanges of information. Based on
the Transport Agency’s discussions with the Trust, | understand that its

position is that it opposes any level of impact on land subject to QEII

Page 21



covenants (and therefore is not satisfied with the condition). Dr Adam
Forbes addresses effects on that land and the associated ecological values

in detail in his evidence.

Question related to the Community Liaison Group

If the Liaison Group identifies “opportunities” how will these be implemented by
NZTA?

107.

108.

| understand that Ms McLeod will address this question in her evidence. For
the Transport Agency’s part, | understand that the purpose of that condition is
not to enshrine a commitment to implement any specific opportunities (such
as may be identified), but rather to provide a forum for a wide range of
matters to be discussed and for information about opportunities to be

conveyed to the Transport Agency.

| expect that any recommendations of the Liaison Group will be received and
considered with an open mind, and responded to promptly and respectfully,
in line with the engagement undertaken by the Transport Agency to date.

Questions related to cultural values

What in NZTA’s view does “cultural monitoring activities” actually entail? For

example, what will actually be monitored, by whom and at what frequency? How

will any “cultural monitoring” results be utilised by NZTA?

109.

110.

111.

As | have summarised above, the Transport Agency is forging partnerships
with iwi in respect of the Project, and the broad role that iwi will play in
overseeing the cultural ‘safety’ and respectfulness of the Project works will
reflect that. | see cultural monitoring as being much broader than monitoring
works in particularly sensitive areas, overseeing works relating to any
archaeological finds, monitoring stream health, and monitoring the success of
plantings (using culturally-sourced seed) that will cover large areas around
the Project. These are all concepts that have been discussed with iwi,
however, and the Transport Agency has entered into agreements with iwi

that contemplate future ‘cultural supervision’ processes.

The precise frequency and nature of monitoring, the data to be collected, and
how it will be used to ensure that the ecological and other outcomes required
by designation and resource conditions are achieved, are matters of detail to

be worked through with iwi and fed into later RMA processes.

The contractual documents underpinning the future alliance to construct the

Project provides for kaitiaki to undertake the cultural supervision and a
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112.

cultural liaison/advisor similar to a Kaiarahi role used on other projects,
whose function will be to coordinate cultural monitoring works, inputs, and
outputs; however, how this is structured will only be finalised during the

procurement of the alliance.

The Hearing Panel's questions about the ECDF (now CEDF, reflecting iwi
feedback) are to be answered, in a technical sense, by Chris Bentley.

Would it be more certain to specify [in conditions] who the relevant tangata whenua

and community representatives are?

113.

I have explained above the partnerships that the Transport Agency has
sought to build with four iwi who have expressed interests in the Project area,
and the Transport Agency has been clear about who those iwi are. Ms
McLeod will answer this question from an expert planning perspective, but |
do not know if adding names to the condition would necessarily create any
further certainty than the Transport Agency has provided in its NoRs. As |
noted above, the cultural landscape is a complex one, and mana whenua
cannot be determined by the Transport Agency through this project; the
Transport Agency is partnering with tangata whenua with a view to enabling
participation and meaningful input throughout an important regional project,
respecting deeply-held values and connections, building capacity, and a host

of other reasons.

Questions related to ecological effects including providing for mitigation and
offsets

Can you please update us regarding the other potential sites on privately-owned

hill country [for offsetting]?

How is it proposed to provide mitigation planting as identified on areas outside of
the NOR?

114.

The Project has been progressed with a view to minimising adverse
environmental effects, and the proposed designation boundaries have been
set as a result of iterative processes described in Mr Whaley’s evidence
(including, for example, altering the boundaries to avoid stream habitat).
Nonetheless, a variety of adverse environmental effects will of course arise,
some of which will need to be offset by planting or other works on land

outside the proposed designations.
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115. Dr Forbes addresses questions related to the ecological effects of the
Project in his evidence. He also provides an update on potential sites for

locating offset planting.

116. As is its normal practice, the Transport Agency would seek to enter into
agreements with landowners to purchase or otherwise obtain the rights
necessary to provide (in accordance with the conditions) for mitigation and

offset planting on land outside the designated area.

Questions related to the outline plan and resource consent process

Given our role is to consider the effects on the environment of allowing the
requirement, how can we adequately do so when much of the detail for this
requirement is yet to be developed within and during an outline plan process?

Given many of the expert effects assessments acknowledge and refer to the
outline plan process when the details of the project including location and
construction matters will be resolved what weighting can we place on those expert

assessments?
Are there limits on the outline process?

Is it possible for members of the public to be involved within the development of the
outline plan process, and if so, how will this occur and is this outcome provided for

within conditions?

Given that relevant resource consents for this project are yet to be obtained, does

a section 91 issue arise, and if so, how should that issue be dealt with?

117. | have explained in my evidence above the process the Transport Agency
intends to follow in securing the necessary RMA authorisations for the

process, and the rationale for adopting that process.

118. Ms McLeod addresses the Hearing Panel's process questions from a
planning perspective. My understanding is that the experts advising the
Transport Agency have assessed effects on a realistic ‘worst case’ basis,
taking into account the flexibility inherent in the proposed designations, and
have advised on ‘envelopes’ and other conditions required to control
particular aspects of the design and ensure that effects will be acceptable. |
also understand that the outline plans will entail the Transport Agency
demonstrating how those outcomes have been achieved, as well as

providing the details of the final form of the works.
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RESPONSE TO COUNCIL SECTION 42A REPORTS

119. The Planners’ Section 42A Report includes a section on effects on
landowners and infrastructure providers. In that respect | wish to note only
that | agree with the view expressed that it would be appropriate to consider
more information on the effects the Project might have on the AgResearch
site. The Transport Agency has engaged Dr Horne and Mr Morton for that
purpose, and | refer to their evidence in that respect. Ms McLeod puts
forward the conditions the Transport Agency is proposing taking into account
that evidence.

120. Otherwise, | note that the planners have expressed some concern about the
‘deliverability’ of areas within which offset planting is to be carried out. | have
discussed this above; at this time, no private land has been secured for any
aspect of the Project, including the potential planting areas. These are
matters to be worked through with landowners. In the meantime, as Ms
McLeod, explains, a ‘net gain’ environmental outcome is proposed through
conditions to provide certainty that the relevant effects of the Project will be
addressed.

Lonnie Dalzell

8 March 2019
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ATTACHMENT 1: AGRESEARCH’S “FUTURE FOOTPRINT BUSINESS CASE”
DATED 31 OCTOBER 2012.

Provided separately.
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Redacted version for the purposes of review by the Education and Science Select Committee, December 2013.

Strategic Case

New Zealand Agriculture

Agriculture is the backbone of the New Zealand economy. It currently generates more than
$21 billion in export earnings, and directly employs 128,000 people.

The Government recognises that even greater contributions from the agri-sector (food,
beverage and fibre) are pivotal to its Business Growth Agenda and lifting exports from 30%
to 40% of GDP by 2025. Fortunately, the world’s biggest megatrend is on our side — Asia will
be the engine of global growth. The growing Asian middle class is increasingly the target for
our food, beverage and fibre companies. Agri-sector growth potential is supported by best in
class market access agreements in this region and we are already in the middle of a
fundamental transition from feeding Westerners to feeding customers in the Asia-Pacific
region.

Figure 1:

New Zealand in the middle of a fundamental transition from feeding Westerners
to feeding the Asia-Pacific region

Share of New Zealand F&B export value by region
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The key for New Zealand companies will be their global competitiveness in this market. This
competiveness will hinge on a steady stream of innovative products that are safe, trusted,
occupy the premium end of the market and are consistent with consumers’ view of the
“New Zealand” brand.

Science-led innovation in on-farm productivity growth, product development and
environmental management will be an important contributor to realising Business Growth
Agenda targets. As New Zealand’s largest Crown Research Institute (CRI) and the
Government’s primary research and development extension into the pastoral agricultural
sector, AgResearch must be positioned to play a key role in this innovation.
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Redacted version for the purposes of review by the Education and Science Select Committee, December 2013.
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Redacted version for the purposes of review by the Education and Science Select Committee, December 2013.
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Redacted version for the purposes of review by the Education and Science Select Committee.

Proposed Project Governance

Figure 9: Project Governance
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SCI Results

Key results from the financial statements (Profit and Loss, Balance Sheet and Statement of
Cash Flows) over the forecast period are:

FY13 | FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 Fy21 Fy22
$000's | $000's | $000's | $000's  $000's  $000's | $000's | $000's  $000's  $000's

Revenue 163,075 | 166,362 174,970 | 180,303 186,313 192,570 199,079 | 205,861 212,927 220,290
EBITDAF 20,295 19,814 | 23348 | 26,675 28,295 | 26,893 | 25851 24,745 23,567 22,317
Funding Costs (418),  (474)  (401)]  (765) (1,238)  (1,009) (428)  (407) (387)  (372)
NPAT 7,062 5376 6369 8903 10,360 9,365 | 8,198 7,385 6522 5613
| Taxation Paid 2444 3137 3699 4590 5310 5540 5335 5145 4,897 4,628
| Dividend Paid . ; - . - 35000 10,000 9,000 8,000 6,000
' Net Capital Expenditure (9,875) 38200 14,500 12,700 11,500 11,500 11,500 11,500 11,500 11,500
Closing Cash/Loans 32,908 | 11,257 15123 | 24,648 36,337 13,040 12,013 11,016 10,037 10,026
Total Fixed Assets 252,408 | 257,644 | 264,443 273562 283,997 | 258,741 256,331 254,031 251,832 250,690
Total Equity 207,001 | 212,377 | 218,746 227,649 | 238,009 206,374 205572 204,956 204,478 204,091

Associated core AgResearch SCI metrics are:

FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 Fy20! FY21 Fy22

'Operating Margin % 12.4% 11.9% 13.3% 14.8% 15.2% 14.0% 13.0% 12.0% 11.1% 10.1%
Operating Margin per FTE ($000) 26,29 2522 28.66)  32.08 33,32  30.99 29.15 27.28 25.40 23.49
Revenue Growth 3.2% 2.0% 5.2%| 3.0% 3.3%! 3.4% 3.4% 3.4% 3.4% 3.5%
Quick Ratio 2.58 1.70) 1.88| 2.21) 2.62| 1.43| 1.46 1.50 1.54 1.56
Capital Renewal | -0.9 3.4/ 1.1| 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9| 0.9
Equity Ratio % | 81% 82% 83% | 83% 84% | 82%)| 80% 80% 81% 81%
Return on Equity % 3.4% 2.5% 2.9%! 3.9% 4.4% 4.5% 4.0% 3.6% 3.2%)| 2.8%
Adjusted Return on Equity % | 5.8% 3.6% 4.1%| 5.4% 5.9% 5.7% 5.6% 5.0% 4.5% 3.8%
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Appendix 5 — Net Present Value Calculations

FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 Fy21 FY22 IN PERP
$000's $000's S000's|  $000's  $000's  S000's  $000's $000's  S000's $000's  $000's
Future Footprint

Net Cashflow from Operations 11,914 17,592 18,155 14,180 19,108 21,280 23,236 23,250 23,941 25,237
Net Cashflow from Investing 17,554 -29,624 -40,764,  -30,222 1,710 -11,500 -11,500 -11,500 -11,500 -11,500
Net cashflow from Financing 0 0 0 5000  -5000 -11,000 -11,000 -12,000 -12,000 -13,000
Less Dividend Payment 0 0 0 0 0 11,0000 11,000 12,000 12,000 13,000, !
29,468 -12,032)  -22,608 -11,042 15818 9,780 11,736 11,750 12,441  13,737| 480,797
NPV at 8% $33,617 $256,319
OPTION ONE Model
Net Cashflow from Operations 12,012 17,883 19,844 19,954 22,872 21,963 21,163 20,945 20,986 21,393
Net Cashflow from Investing 25,160 -10,789  -31,572 -21,491 -15661 -13,468 -11,500 -11,500 -11,500 -11,500
Net cashflow from Financing 0 0 0 0 0 -50,000 -8,000 -10,000 -9,000 -10,000
Less Dividend Payment 0 0 0 0 0 50,000 8,000 10,000 9,000 10,000
37,172 7,094  -11,727 -1,537 7,211 8495 9,663 9,445 9,486 9,803 346,255
NPV at 8% $60,391 $220,774
OPTION TWO Model
Net Cashflow from Operations 12,271 17,560 15,202 21,229 20,729 20,725 21,246 20,946 20,997 21,413
Net Cashflow from Investing 27,091 -8,557 -22,080 -18,630 -11,5000 -11,500 -11,500, -11,500 -11,500 -11,500
Net cashflow from Financing 0 -34,000 -8,0000 -2,000 -15,0000 -8,000 -10,000 -10,0000 -9,000 -10,000
Less Dividend Payment 0 34,000 9,000 2,000 15,000 8,000 10,000 10,000 9,000 10,000
39,361 9,003 -2,878 2,599 9,229 9,225 9,746 9,446 9,497 9,913 346,938
NPV at 8% [ $76,017 $236,716
FEP Worst Case Scenario
Net Cashflow from Operations 11,801 17,026/ 18,483 13,776 17,418 19,761 22,203 22,654 23,353 24,513
Net Cashflow from Investing 11,319 -31,736 -33,272 -35,299  -25,367 389, -11,500 -11,500 -11,500 -11,500
Net cashflow from Financing 0 0 0 10,000 10,000 -20,000 0 -7,000 -12,000 -12,000
Less Dividend Payment 0 0 0 0 0 4] 0 7,000 12,000 12,000
23,120 -14,710  -14,789 -11,523 2,050 150 10,703 11,154 11,853 13,013 455,444
NPV at 8% $14,305 $225,263
FEP Best Case Scenario
Net Cashflow from Operations 11,932 17,735 18,487 15,565 19,282 21,059 22981 22,995 23,692 24,981
Net Cashflow from Investing 20,451 -26,250 -37,803 -27,052 3,031 -11,500 -11,500 -11,500 -11,500 -11,500
|Net cashflow from Financing 0 0 0 0 -15,000 -11,000 -12,000 -11,000 -12,000 -12,000
Less Dividend Payment 0 0 0 0 15000 11,000 12,000 11,0000 12,000 12,000
32,383 -8,555/ -19,405 -11,487 22,313 9,559, 11,481 11,495 12,192 13,481 471,820
NPV at 8% | | $45,264 $263,808
'SCI Model |
Net Cashflow from Operations 14,187 16,639, 18,366 22,225 23,189 23,203 20,473 19,503 18521 17,490
Net Cashflow from Investing 9,875 -38,290| -14,500 -12,700 -11,500 -11,500 -11,500 -11,500 -11,500  -11,500
Net cashflow from Financing 0 0 0 0 0 -35000 -10,000 -9,000 -8,000 -6,000
Less Dividend Payment 0 0 0 0 0 35000 10,000 9,000 8,000 6,000
24,062 -21,651 3,866 9,525 11,689 11,703 8973 8,003 7,021 5,990 209,641
NPV at 8% $44,964 5142,068

AgResearch Future Footprint Business Case | 100
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