From: Stephen West

Sent: Tuesday, 7 Octobe

To: Christine McMillan

Cc: Maree Fraser-Keen

Subject: Request for further information - application APP-20252550 - Datagrid NZ Partnership Limited

Téna koe Christine

Thank you for applying on behalf of Datagrid NZ Partnership Limited for resource consents associated with constructing and operating a datacentre at Flora Road East, Makarewa. The application has been formally received. However | will
need further information from you before your application can progress.

This email outlines the information | am requesting, the reasons for the request, your options and how they affect you. Please read the points below carefully or have someone explain them to you.

The following information is requested under Section 92(1) of the Resource Management Act 1991. | will need the information requested below to understand your proposal before | can make a recommendation on notification.

Please clarify or correct the ‘Max off site 24 hour GLC’ figures for nitrogen dioxide and carbon monoxide in Table 4 of the Updated AEE document for both maintenance and emergency operations. At present the table correctly shows
the ‘Max off site 24 hour GLC’ figures for PM10 and PM 2.5. However the NO, and CO figures shown are the 1-hour figures. It looks particularly confusing for the NO; figures, and it would be helpful to have the details in the application
clear for the affected parties and the person or panel that will ultimately decide the application.

Is there any intent to monitor and determine actual background nitrogen dioxide concentrations at the site boundary? The air quality assessment shows exceedance of the 24-hour nitrogen dioxide concentration guideline beyond the
site boundary. 75 pug/m? of the estimated 102 ug/mdis based on a 2014 guideline referenced in Appendix 3 of the Ministry for the Environment’s “Good practice guide for assessing discharges to air from industry”. | note that Table 8
of the Ministry’s guideline also lists a 24-hour nitrogen dioxide concentration of 23 ug/m?® as a background for a rural area, and that 75 is higher than many of the 24-hour NO, concentration figures for regions outside Auckland in
‘Monitoring of CO, NO,, SO, , 0zone, benzene and benzo(a)pyrene in New Zealand Air Quality Technical Report No. 42’ by Environet Limited, (2003). I’m assuming that it was appropriate to adopt the higher background guideline to
make a conservative assessment. However, given thatthe modelling shows an exceedance of the air quality guideline, wouldn’t it be prudent to monitor for background nitrogen dioxide concentrations to confirm whether the modelling
has overestimated the effect?

Please confirm that you interpret the datacentre operation to be a trade or industrial activity. | am requesting this because the status is not stated, but you have applied under Rule 5.5.2 of the Regional Air Plan, which applies to
emissions from industrial or trade premises.

(a) If the datacentre operation is a trade or industrial activity, please clarify the status of the activity under the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Industrial Process Heat)
Regulations 2023. | assume that the generators would be categorised as back-up devices under the regulations as the air quality assessment indicates that they would operate for only a few hours peryear. Therefore they should
not trigger any requirements under the regulations. However it is likely to be helpful to the decision-maker to have that confirmed.

Is it anticipated that there will not need to be a discharge of water from the cooling water system to land or water as part of future maintenance or repairs? If so, how will that occur and what effects on water quality may arise if the
discharge includes heat and anti-corrosive and de-scaling agents? Is this an activity that requires an additional resource consent at this time?

Please demonstrate that there is either sufficient soakage available for the proposed wastewater discharge, that the lack of soakage can be overcome in some manner, or that there will be an alternative for disposal of the wastewater. |
am guestioning this because the Geosolve report states that “effective soakage to ground is not considered possible based on the infiltration results”. Table 3 of the Development Servicing Assessment assumes a wastewater loading
of 5 mm/day. However if soakage cannot be achieved in the proposed wastewater discharge area, how can the discharge comply with AS/NZS 1547 20127? Are there other options, such as discharge to an off-site disposal field or
containment and transfer by tanker?

Is there sufficient soakage available for the proposed wetland recharge? The Geosolve soakage test of SP102 was conducted at 2.5 metres depth, and showed a soakage rate of less than 0.5 mm/hour. The AEE indicates that the
proposed recharge trench will intercept the lower alluvial gravel layer, which was described in the report as dense or very dense. Is it simply that there will be better soakage capacity in the deeper gravel layer?

Please either apply the effects management hierarchy, or point me to where it has been applied in the application, with regard to the discharge in the vicinity of the Taylor Road wetland. | understand that the discharge is intended as
a mitigation measure, but it falls under Regulation 45(5) of the NES-Freshwater. Therefore there should be discussion of the effects management hierarchy with regard to the stormwater discharge. | note that Sections 6.4 and 6.5
discuss the effects management hierarchy with regard to the upper wetland removal. | don’t think that much additional comment is required specific to the discharge but it should be clear that the hierarchy was applied.

Please clarify whether or not you are seeking a resource consent for the discharge from dewatering the site. It appears to be a discretionary activity under Rule 5, as it cannot meet the permitted activity criteria of Rule 54(ca) of the
proposed Water & Land Plan. If a consentis required, please provide a plan of where the discharge will be dispersed, provide a simple assessment of whether it will affect water quality or the wetlands, and provide some discussion
of alternatives.



10.

11.

12.

13.

Were bores E46/0960 and E46/0342 assumed to fully penetrate the saturated thickness of the aquifer when estimating the drawdown effects? The groundwater effects assessment report refers to at least one of the bores of the most
severely affected bores having a shallow depth. Policy 31 of the Regional Water Plan requires that drawdown effects are calculated on the basis of the affected bore fully penetrating the aquifer (the explanation of the policy helps to
clarify this). | note that the applicant has obtained written approvals of the owners of those bores, so the applicant has addressed the effect on theirinterests. The estimated drawdown effect appears to conflict with policy but getting
the owner’s approvals has largely addressed it in my opinion, as the purpose is to protect the existing well owners access to groundwater. However, if the ultimate decision maker(s) for the application regard the interference effects
policies in terms of the physical drawdown on the bore, rather that whether it affects the well owners, it may be helpful to show the drawdown calculation on the basis of the wells fully penetrating the aquifer.

Will placement of the data cable across Oreti Beach require temporary closure for that part of the beach? The beach has the status of a public road. If the trenching activity will require that vehicles are prevented from driving south
along the beach from Dunns Road, then that should be via a temporary road closure. If so, have you discussed that with the Roading Manager at Invercargill City Council? While Environment Southland can grant consent for the
activities of installing the cable and occupying the CMA, the Invercargill City Council would cover the road control aspects under the memorandum of understanding for Oreti Beach.

What consultation was done to determine that the cable route through coastal waters would not interfere with commercial fishing operations, particularly with regard to trawling? | note that the assessment is that there will be only
temporary impediment to normal fishing activities. However | wish to understand whether the local commercial fishermen’s associations have been consulted.

Please clarify the weight of each of the vehicles that will be operated on Oreti Beach during installation of the cable. Rule 14.2.13 prohibits the use of vehicles in excess of 3.5 tonnes in gross weight on Oreti Beach below the mean
high water mark.

Please estimate the length of cable that will be installed within the coastal marine area of the Southland Region. There is an annual coastal occupation charge for a cable installed within the coastal marine area collected in accordance
with Rule 9.1.4 of the Regional Coastal Plan. The charge is adjusted for the consumer price index (CPI) each year. At presentthe charge is $189 inc GST for the first 30 metres, and then an additional $35 inc GST for each additional 30
metre length. So, for example, a 10 km cable would be charged $11,809 (calculated as $189 plus $35 for 332 additional 30 metre lengths).

Here are links to the Regional Coastal Plan and the Schedule of Fees and Charges:
https://www.es.govt.nz/repository/libraries/id:26gi9ay0517q9stt81sd/hierarchy/about-us/plans-and-strategies/regional-plans/coastal-
plan/documents/Coastal%20Plan%20December%202013%20with%20PC5%20Amendments.pdf
https://www.es.govt.nz/repository/libraries/id:26gi9ayo0517q9stt81sd/hierarchy/about-us/fees-and-charges/documents/Fees%20and%20Charges%20Schedule.pdf

You must, by 28 October 2025 either:

Provide the information, or
Agree to provide the information, or
Refuse to provide the information.

If there are matters that | have requested that you consider have been addressed in one of the application documents, please direct me to the correct section.

Please consider what to do carefully. Your decision is important because:

If you provide the information we will proceed with processing your application.
If you agree to provide the information we will set a reasonable timeframe for you to provide the information by.

If you refuse, or do not provide the information before the agreed timeframe we must publicly notify the application. Public notification means the public may make submissions on the application and there may be a hearing to
determine it. Additional payments are required for notified applications.

We can decline the application if we have insufficient information to grant it.

The time taken between this email and our receipt of the information will not be included in our total processing timeframes for the application.

The information received in response to this request forms part of your application. Please ensure you provide the relevant request and response information to all parties whom you have been consulting with or seeking approval from.

Please contact me if you have any questions. | can be contacted by phone at Environment Southland Monday-Friday 8.00-4.30 on 0800 76 88 45 or this email address. Otherwise, if you heed more information:

go to es.govt.nz/environment/consents or
go to https://environment.govt.nz/publications/applying-for-a-resource-consent/

Nga mihi



Stephen West
Principal Consents Officer
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