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Memo
Meridian Energy Limited


	To
	Kerry Black 
cc. Murray Hicks; Debbie Chorley

	From
	Richard Little

	Date
	26 March 2008

	Subject
	Meridian Comments on ASR Review of Coastal report for MHP


Hi Kerry
I have read your review comments on the NIWA report (Murray Hicks et al).  Overall, your report was a disappointing read. Having prepared or reviewed numerous effects assessments or peer reviews, I fully appreciate the value in genuine third party reviews. But in this case, I think Meridian and the Mokihinui Community Consultation Group (MCCG) have got little of value from your report.  I acknowledge the timing and availability constraints you outlined and think this may have affected this report as it is well below my expectations and experience with ASR previously.  
Rather than become engaged in a series of written exchanges, I think it would be most constructive to get together (face-to-face or at least on the same conference call) to talk through a few points.  In an attempt to provide ‘no surprises’ approach my specific concerns are as follows:
1. You did not meet your brief.  Meridian and the MCCG requested that the review focus on both naturally occurring erosion and those that may result from MHP.  I see little (if any) discussion or acknowledgement of the existing coastal erosion situation.
2. I do not know your experience with West Coast coastal issues, but your report does not acknowledge the long term coastal erosion issues the West Coast (including Mokihinui) is experiencing.

3. Your report does not substantiate some rather perplexing and/or contradictory statements in the Executive Summary:

a. You state that the NIWA model used was inappropriate and that effective forecasts could be obtained with a more complex model(s).  This statement is rather meaningless unless data are available so support such a model.

b. Despite your concerns with the NIWA model you apparently accept their findings and assume “substantial erosion is likely”.  This is an apparent contradiction but my main concern is that your use of “significant” (without a solid basis) is lacking objectivity.
4. I cannot see how the scale and importance of the project determines coastal monitoring requirements (surely it must be effects driven).

5. I do not see any basis for your comment that MHP effects “… should greatly over-ride the cyclic changes”. 

Now, just in case you think I have been a miserable sod with my comments above, I want to provide a little more context to them.  As it currently stands, there is a widely acknowledged (by locals and councils) existing coastal erosion problem.  It has been occurring for the past 20 years.  If MHP does accelerate this (by some amount that you scientists can work through) and/or it lessens the time whereby remedial action is essential, we have a responsibility to take some action.

The point is that Meridian is absolutely willing to accept a fair share of responsibility here – indeed I have said so numerous times at stakeholder meetings and at the MCCG.  Your report, via your mitigation suggestions, inappropriately infers all responsibility on Meridian.  I believe this conclusion (if that were your meaning) would not pass any ‘fair or reasonable’ test and could result in unrealistic expectations being created within the community.

Happy to discuss anytime.

Cheers

Richard

Richard Little - Consents Manager
Meridian Energy Limited
25 Sir William Pickering Drive,
PO Box 2454, Christchurch 8140.
P. 03 357-9712  M. 021 676047 

richard.little@meridianenergy.co.nz 
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