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32 Perth St

Ngaio
Wellington 6035
25 March 2008
West Coast Regional Council
PO Box 66
388 Main South Rd
Greymouth
Dear Sir/Madam

MOKIHINUI HYDRO PROPOSAL

I would like to express my strong opposition over the proposal by Meridan Energy to
construct a dam in the Mokihinui gorge.

I find myself being a somewhat reluctant repository of over 80 years of local knowledge
concerning the Mokihinui (meaning big raft of caddy sticks) river. My own acquaintance
with the river extends over 40 years while my late father’s inculcations extend this by
another 40 years. Personally, I have spent nearly 2 years of my life in the Southern alps
employed as a field botanist and have a good practical knowledge of many of the major
river systems.

I believe the Mokihinui catchment has serious geotechnical risks associated with it. The
Murchison earthquake in 1929 radically altered the river and created Lake Perrine
downstream from the forks - the confluence of the north and south branches, where the
river was dammed by a huge slip. Although marked on LINZ topographic map series L.
Perrine is now a dry lake. It existed as a genuine lake for only a short period after the
1929 ecarthquake. Significantly, when men from Seddonville wanted to blast the dam
across the river that created L. Perrine they could only gain access via the Mt Glascow
tops because the gorge was hugely obstructed by slips which had caused 2 deaths. Again
in the 1968 Inangahua earthquake, the Mokihinui gorge area suffered damage from slips.
The gorge remains an active region in terms of slip formation. Given the lessons from
history, it is my view that although it may be technically possible to construct a dam in
the welcome bay area, the upstream portion that it floods can not be adequately protected
from slips. Future earthquakes giving rise to large scale slips could seriously
compromise the ability to operate an effective hydro-electricity scheme.

An argument has been put forward by the Buller mayor that Meridan’s proposal would
service local demand for electricity. Such argument does not take into account that there
will be a significant downward step change in electricity usage within the Buller district
when the Holcim cement factory at Cape Foulwind ceases operation. The life expectancy
for this plant is envisaged to be less than 5 years due to restrictions in limestone
availability.
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The Mokihinui gorge offers recreational opportunities that are of immense value. It is
well used by trampers, hunters, fishers and canoeists and I suggest that the associated
recreational pursuits would be compromised by the construction of a dam. The fishing
for brown trout is acknowledged internationally as a world class resource. Placing a dam
on a river detracts from the wilderness experience which is currently available. Currently
the catchment provides a valued habitat to several endangered species: blue duck, spotted
kiwi, long-tailed eels, bats, western weka, etc. Habitat restriction leads to lack of genetic
biodiversity with well documented results.

I think it is reprehensible of Meridan Energy to suggest large scale hydro development
within such a fragile environment as a solution to New Zealand’s energy needs. This
technology clashes directly with our modern understanding of these ecosystems. The
development would be largely irreversible in an ecological sense. In an environmental
economic sense, the initiative would have a high legacy cost in terms of lost recreational
and biodiversity potential. This is too high a cost for current and future generations.

I would like to see the Mokihinui protected by a water conservation order.

Yours sincerely

L.R. Broad-(Dr)



