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Oral presentation to Commissioners Puketoi wind farm 
 

Kia ora Mr Rogers, Jones and Chrystal and thank you for the opportunity to 
make this oral presentation 
 
 
Connection of transmission line to national grid 
 
1. Paragraph 3.5.2 in the AEE for the Puketoi application states in reference 
to connection to the national grid: "capable of accommodating the expected 
generation". Does this mean that the grid is capable of accepting the 
generation from Puketoi only, or the 1330MW generation from Waitahora, 
Puketoi and Castle Hill? 
 
2. Deliberately obscure and unclarified statements such as the one in 
paragraph 1 are characteristic of Mighty River Power's previous track record. 
For example, in paragraph 4.2.2 of the AEE for the Puketoi application it 
states: "A draft decision report on the Turitea Wind Farm was issued by a 
board of Inquiry in early 2011. The proposal is based on extending the Turitea 
Transmission line to Puketoi". 
 
3. Linkage of Turitea to Puketoi was not revealed at the Turitea hearing, nor is 
reference made to Puketoi in the Draft Turitea Decision. The duplicity is 
revealed in Mighty River Power's (MRP) comments responding to the Turitea 
Board of Inquiry's Memorandum 30 May 2011, MRP states in paragraph 11 of 
their response:"It is further noted that any necessary consent applications for 
Mighty River Power's Puketoi project have not yet been lodged, let alone 
granted. As such, it does not form part of the existing environment for the 
Turitea project. It is therefore outside the Board's jurisdiction with respect to, 
and irrelevant to its consideration of, Mighty River Power's present 
applications". 
 
4. Returning to the issue of connection to the national grid the 1330 MW 
capacity transmission line does not “increase security of supply’ as stated in 
paragraph 5.2.2 of the AEE because such a large amount of sporadic 
generation will destabilize the grid. Nor will the project lead “to a reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions through displacement of thermal generation”; 
because the significant back up generation required will be reliant on thermal 
generation. This problem is highlighted at the NZ Wind Energy Conference 
being held in Hamilton right now where a keynote speaker will present on gas 
generation as the natural companion for wind generation. This is from the 
conference programme. 
 

Steve Bielby – Wind and gas, the perfect match? 

Steve Bielby, CEO of the NZ Gas Industry Company, will share with 

delegates his views on whether wind and gas generation could be the 

perfect match in an integrated electricity system. 



 2 

 
5. The grid connection is the Achilles’ heel of Mighty River Power’s Muldoonist 
type foray into think big energy projects when smaller scale community 
distribution is more logistically appropriate. Smaller scale distributed 
generation will be the forgone opportunity cost if Mighty River Power’s 
corporate one-up-man-ship proposal proceeds. The desirability of smaller 
scale distributed generation is also re-inforced by paragraph 207 in Mr Bray’s 
report, i.e. “without doubt, this landscape will be transformed into wind farming 
country”.  
 
6. As already mentioned in paragraph 4 security of supply is compromised 
because of the overly ambitious quantity of intermittent and unreliable 
generation entering the national grid at a single point. To illustrate this folly I 
quote the following letter I wrote to Kieran Devine the Transpower Grid 
Manager on 10 March 2012:  
 

Dear Kieran 

 

Ref. Puketoi, Waitahora & Castle Hill Wind Farms and grid connection 

 

A transmission line is being proposed to feed 1300 MW of wind generation into the 

national grid at the Linton substation. The 1300 MW is made up of intermittent wind 

generated electricity from the Puketoi, Waitahora and Castle Hill wind farms. 

 

I have been studying the Wind Generation Investigation Project May 2007 and 

scenario C in the modeling was based on high wind penetration diversified across the 

country with 1600MW for the North Island and 650MW for the South Island. Of 

these totals 450 MW was allocated to the Manawatu. Apparently at these levels of 

wind penetration the grid can cope. However, the scenario is well short of the 

1300MW proposed plus the present wind penetration in the Manawatu.  

 

I was involved in some wind monitoring in the Manawatu and Northern Wairapapa 

while I was the recipient of a Royal Society Teachers Fellowship. There appeared to 

be a correlation between Northern Wairapapa and Manawatu wind regimes. So it is 

highly likely that all of the wind farms in the Manawatu and proposed wind farms in 

the Northern Wairapapa will ramp up and down in sequence.  

 

It is relevant to take the following document into account: 

Manawatu Wind Generation 

observed impacts on the scheduling and 

dispatch processes  
 

September 2005 
 

 

When the above report was written the two wind generation facilities in the 

Manawatu were Te Apiti at 91 MW and Tararua  Stages1 & 2 at 67 MW.  
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In reference to the variability of Manawatu wind generation the report states on p.22: 

 

 Sudden large changes in wind generation output (of 50 MW or greater in five 
minutes) are likely to occur around 20 times per year for the current amount 

of installed wind generation capacity in the Manawatu region. 

 Large changes in wind generation output over a short period may cause 

power system frequency excursions. 

 The observed rates of change in Manawatu generation are at times greater 
than the minimum ramp rates requirements for frequency keeping service 

providers. 

 The size of the changes in Manawatu wind generation is at times greater than 
the typical frequency keeping MW band dispatched. 

 An improvement in the accuracy of Te Apiti’s two-hour forecasts has been 
observed since January 2005. There have been no improvements in the six and 

12-hour forecasts. 

 

In addition to the observed effect on power system frequency, sudden changes in 

Manawatu wind generation cause changes in power flow across the transmission grid 

which may cause assets to exceed their stated capability. Inaccuracy in provided 

forecasts of wind generation reduces the System operator’s ability to manage the 

power system securely and increases uncertainty for other generators in the planned 

dispatch of their plant. 

 

Considerable problems in terms of grid management occurred with a total of 158 MW 

installed capacity in the Manawatu. 

 

Since 2005 Tararua Stage 3 has been commissioned with 94 MW and Te Rere Hau 

with 12 MW. Presently, a 42.5 MW extension at Te Rere Hau is underway. The total 

capacity of installed and consented wind generation in the Manawatu is now 306 

MW. The issues identified above in the Transpower report are greatly exacerbated.  

 

Adding on the 180 MW consented for Turitea brings the total installed and consented 

capacity to 486 MW in the Manawatu. When this total is added to the 1300MW for 

the proposed Northern Wairapapa wind farms the grid management issues become 

significant. Standby generation equivalent to approximately two and half times the 

capacity of Huntly power station will be required.  

 

What sources of frequency keeping generation are available to handle this quantity of 

intermittent and unreliable generation and who meets the exorbitant cost? Can you 

please explain how the grid can safely accommodate such a high level of intermittent 

wind generation? 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

John Adams 

 

 

Please accept the copy of Transpower’s response to my letter, which is dated 23 

March 2012 and was received by me on 1 April. 
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My response to Transpower’s letter is also attached. The following issues arise: 

 

o Transpower is obliged to accept the connection of Mighty River Power’s 

transmission line to the grid but hints that it will be unable to dispatch all the 

generation. This defeats the purpose and hype provided for the Puketoi 

proposal. Will the absurd situation also arise as it has in the UK where owners 

of wind farms are periodically paid not to produce electricity due to grid 

issues? This cost is born by the hapless consumer. 

o Transpower is hobbled in its response to my initial letter because of 

Government Policy and possibly because of old school tie networks within the 

electrical industry. It is notable that Transpower’s response has been delegated 

to Mr Ancell who does represent Transpower in general. 

o Transpower’s response mentions “Hydro firming” as touted by generation 

companies but is unable to admit that there is insufficient hydro firming 

flexibility to cope with Mighty River Power’s proposal. Such hydro firming 

has seriously failed in previous dry years with a much smaller amount of 

unreliable wind generation.  There is insufficient capacity because hydro 

generation is the cheapest form of generation and is the preferred base load in 

conjunction with geothermal. 

o  During the winter evening peaks the Manawatu wind farms have been 

operating at less than 1% of their installed capacity. This is due to the high-

pressure systems prevalent at this time of the year, where there is little to no 

wind. It will be the same at Puketoi. 

o Total installed hydro generation in NZ as at December 2010 was 5252MW. 

Mighty River Power’s 1330MW transmission line is approximately 25% of 

the preferred hydro base load generation, which rises to 33% when other 

consented Manawatu generation is added. There is no way one third of the 

hydro generation can be set aside as back up. This means significant thermal 

generation must be left running at 80% efficiency ready to provide spinning 

reserve.  

o The last point made indicates that the Puketoi application is a prohibitively 

expensive and wasteful exercise to appease Mighty River Power’s rampant 

ambitions to appear shiny and progressive for the asset sell off. The 

obligations that will have to be imposed to keep changes in wind generation 

output below a certain rate suggest that this proposal is speculative and the 

consent obtained is highly likely to be sold off. The high possibility of ramp 

rate limitations also serves as a warning to the other generation companies that 

they are highly vulnerable and at Mighty River Power’s mercy with a single 

transmission line under Mighty River Power’s control. 

o Transpower has already reached the frequency limit using traditional means. 

Transpower hints at increasing the frequency-keeping band to accommodate 

the difficulty of frequency keeping with a high level of penetration of wind 

generated electricity. The increased frequency band will create severe issues 

with sensitive electronic equipment and controls that will become the problem 

of users downstream. This is equivalent to Fonterra saying that too much milk 

is being produced in the spring flush and that they can’t keep up with the high 

standards of pasteurisation required to keep bacteria counts low. Fonterra 

proposes a lowering of bacterial standards that then become the problem of 

down stream users.  
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o Transpower is clearly flying by the seat of its pants in waiting for research on 

new forms of frequency control. Such a situation without a present workable 

solution is appalling considering the scale and impact of such an overly 

ambitious proposal, particularly when considering the other wind farm 

consents and proposals in the Tararua and Wairarapa.  

o The Transpower response also hints at the need to pay for frequency keeping 

costs that are always passed directly onto the public. Mighty River Power’s 

ostentatious foray into wind generation is an expensive, inefficient and foolish 

proposal when such matters are taken into account. 

o Finally Transpower mentions that in the long term, initiatives such as pumped 

storage can be used to smooth out variability. Although much touted by the 

wind generation industry such initiatives have not provided a workable 

solution anywhere else in the world because of the crippling additional capital 

and operational costs that make pumped storage uneconomic.  

 

 

 

 

  
Mighty River Power’s claims of partnering and working with communities 
and “adopting an open and honest manner of engagement with potentially affected 
parties”. (Social effects paragraph 5.13) 

 
7. The above claims were not fulfilled at Turitea. Some examples were: 

o Mighty River Power withdrew turbines at the redesign stage then later 
attempted to have the same turbines re-installed. 

o A Mighty River Power representative told me blatant lies about the location of 
turbines behind my property. This is documented in the attachments to our 
written submission. 

o Mighty River Power initially installed a noise monitor at cattle yards next to the 
road below our house to determine background noise and only moved it when 
they were found out and confronted. 

o Mighty River power provided obscure and confusing traffic numbers to 
downplay traffic impact. 

o The CEO OF Mighty River Power in a RadioLive interview claimed that the 
proposed Turitea Wind Farm was the same size as Te Apiti, when it was in 
fact three times the size. 

There are many other examples but the point is made. 
 
 
8. The same smoke and mirrors and dodgy behaviour exhibited by Mighty River 
Power extends to the present Puketoi proposal. For example: 

o Section 3 in the AEE claims that the electricity market is growing at 2%. The 
demand over the last 12 months has at almost every point has been below 
the demand for the preceding 12 months. Mighty River Power is fully aware of 
declining demand otherwise they would be happy with a 5 year consent lapse 
period. 

o Section 5.2.5 in the AEE states: “security of supply which will collectively 
result in suppression of price rises”. We all know this is good Pinocchio nose 
growing stuff when the frequency keeping costs, dispatch limits and other 
related issues impact on grid management. 

o Also in paragraph 5.2.5 where it states, “a free resource”, when it is not free, 
i.e. there is a significant cost in harnessing the resource. Further claims in this 
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same paragraph such as, “$7 to $13 million indirect operational expenditure 
during operation and 35 jobs post construction”, have not materialised with 
direct injection into the local area with other wind farms. Mighty River Power 
needs to state specifically how the above claims will be directly injected into 
the local economy of the Tararua District. 

o Paragraph 6.2.2 states, “information presented to landowners as a group”, 
while paragraph 6.2.5 states, “other affected parties in the sphere of influence 
were one on one meetings”. Why the two different approaches apart from 
deliberately imposed social division, and divide and conquer tactics amongst 
those who do not benefit financially from this proposal? Mighty River Power’s 
legacy in the Kahuterawa Valley is a divided community with divisions that will 
never heal, i.e. the social, economic and cultural well-being has not been 
maintained. 

o The claim of “avoided emission costs ranging between $6 to 11 million”, 
without analysis is merely a feel good measure for those who do not realise 
that the climate catastrophe has been called off. Spin such as this also fails to 
take into account thermal based frequency keeping. 

o The statistical nonsense perpetrated by Mighty River Power’s noise expert 
whereby regression lines are drawn through widely scattered data points on 
the plots of background sound level correlated to wind speeds at the wind 
farm. 

o There is a lack of scientific rigour and transparency in the noise levels stated 
by Mr Hegley and the non-ionising radiation protection guidelines stated by Dr 
Black. The noise standard is notoriously difficult to enforce and can be 
described as having being created by the ‘fox who designed the chicken 
coop’. Mr Lloyd has previously been involved in both the Te Rere Hau and 
Westwind wind farms, both of which have been subjected to ongoing, 
controversial and unresolved noise complaints. Note that Dr Black said in a 
recent television documentary to the effect that “the energy companies like 
him because he tells them what they want to hear” 

There are many mores examples but once again the point is made. 
 
 
9. The examples provided clearly show that Mighty River Power’s stated vision of 
“understanding what is important to our communities and addressing their concerns”  

are self congratulatory weasel words to fool the gullible and naive into thinking that 
Mighty River Power is meeting its corporate responsibilities under the SOE Act. How 
did Mighty River Power obtain landowner agreements for transmission lines? Was it 
similar to Turitea? Was a $10 000 sign up offered with an immediate confidential 
gagging? Were landowners then told that if they didn’t agree their neighbour was 
amenable and they would still be impacted on but have no sweetener? 
 
10. With the asset privatisation the present wet bus ticket constraints on Mighty River 
Power such as the Official Information Act, the tentacles of the Ombudsman and the 
corporate responsibility clause of the SOE Act will no longer apply. Mighty River 
Power’s ambitions and devious way of operating will be even more rampant and 
mercenary. This point needs to be considered carefully by the Commissioners to 
avoid the complete disenfranchisement of people who live in the Tararua District. No 
enforceable accountabilities will exist?  
 
10. The Puketoi consent application is an important component of Mighty River 
Power’s window dressing for the SOE asset sale. It is highly likely that Mighty River 
Power will sell the consent off to some second tier player who could possibly employ 
Wild West tactics that over stretch the boundaries imposed via conditions in a way 
that avoids accountability. For this reason the consent must be made specifically for 
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Mighty River Power. This is also necessary because the construction management 
plans as well as other sections state “Mighty River Power will...” meaning the consent 
only applies to Mighty River Power. 
 
 
 
Paragraph 257 in Mr Bray’s evidence relating to our submission (number 28) and 
paragraphs 78, 79 and 80 in the PNCC’s Planner’s Report.  
 
11. Mr Bray claims that the transmission line through the Turitea Reserve and across 
Brown’s Flat is not part of the line being assessed with the Puketoi proposal. It is part 
of the line being considered because of the sleight of hand by Mighty River Power 
that has already been pointed out at the start of this oral presentation. 
Photomontages were never prepared for the line from Browns Flat to the Linton 
substation. 
 
12. Mr Bray states with certainty that it is “highly likely that the line in this application 
will be visible from this property”. Hautika the Adams cottage consented solely for 
human occupation is less than 200 metres from the Turitea substation and the 
transmission lines which will be over bearing and prominent. 
 
13. The report in paragraphs 78 to 80 in the PNCC planners report claims that the 
Turitea Board of Inquiry has confirmed Hautika, as an accessory building. The details 
surrounding the biased and perjurous evidence supplied by PNCC have already 
been provided. Furthermore, the Turitea Board of Inquiry is presently under 
investigation due to blatant and inexcusable failures, which also include wading into 
the determination of Hautika solely on evidence provided by PNCC, i.e. heavily 
influenced and slanted as a result of PNCC’s binding obligations under The Wind 
Farm Agreement with Mighty River Power whereby PNCC must do everything in its 
power to ensure Mighty River Power’s proposal proceeds.  
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to present this oral submission. 
 
 

 

    

 

 


