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INTRODUCTION

1. My name is Laila Alkamil. | previously prepared a Statement of Evidence
(Planning) dated 24 April 2026 (Evidence in Chief) in support of Resource
Consent Application RC240028 (Application) by Far North Solar Farm
Limited (Applicant) to construct and operate a solar farm at 380 Waipara

Flat Road, Waipara, North Canterbury (Site).

2. My supplementary statement of evidence (Supplementary Evidence)
responds to the Eighth Minute of Commissioners (Minute 8), issued on
29 April 2026, which raised procedural issues under Section 91 of the
Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) regarding the historical clearance

of indigenous vegetation on the Site.
QUALIFICATIONS, EXPERIENCE AND CODE OF CONDUCT

3. | have provided my qualifications and experience in my Evidence in Chief.

There are no updates or changes to my qualifications.

4, | again confirm that | have read the Expert Witness Code of Conduct set
out in Section 9 of the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2023 and |

agree to comply with it.
SCOPE OF EVIDENCE
5. In my Supplementary Evidence, | address:

(a) The procedural matters raised by the Hearing Commissioners in
Minute 8 and the formal refinement of the Application
boundaries, in order to withdraw the section of land subject to
the historical clearance of indigenous vegetation by the

landowner; and

(b) The resulting planning implication of this footprint reduction,

including address matters in Ms Kirby’s Section 42A report! (S42A

1 Section 42A Officer’s Report Prepared by Nicola Kirby, 17 April 2026.
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Report) relating to what the existing environment is, ecological

compensation and retrospective consent bundling.

Procedural Matters and Refinement of Application Footprint

In my Evidence in Chief, | considered that the clearance of indigenous
vegetation (consisting of matagouri) was undertaken by the landowner,
independently of the Applicant, and was therefore a compliance issue
between Hurunui District Council (Council) and the landowner. However,
Minute 8 has provided further insight into the Hearing Commissioners’
procedural concerns regarding the relationship between the

unconsented clearance and the scope of the Application.

To resolve this issue and remove any ambiguity regarding the scope of
the Application, the Applicant has instructed its legal counsel to formally
refine the boundaries of the proposal. As set out in the Memorandum of
Counsel for the Applicant dated 1 May 2026, the Applicant has formally
withdrawn the specific area of land where the historical clearance of
indigenous vegetation occurred from the Application. The Site footprint
for the proposed solar farm now entirely avoids the area subject to the

landowner’s clearance.

PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS

Existing Environment

In the S42A Report, Ms Kirby considers that unauthorised activities do not
form part of the existing environment.? | agree with Ms Kirby and note
that with the refinement of the Application footprint to avoid the area
subject to indigenous vegetation clearance, the existing environment for

the Site for the purposes of the Application is now clear.

2 At[64].
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9.

The refinement of the Application footprint to avoid the area of

indigenous vegetation provides a clearer basis for understanding the

existing environment.

Ecological Compensation

10.

Because the cleared area is now definitively excluded from the
Application, the proposed restoration planting must be assessed as
ecological enhancement and not compensation for any unauthorised
clearance undertaken by the landowner. This aligns with my conclusion
in my Evidence in Chief regarding the approximately 8.09 hectares of river

terrace restoration planting proposed by the Applicant.3

Retrospective Consents and Bundling

11.

12.

Considering that the affected land no longer forms part of the Site for this
Application, there can be no requirement for the Applicant to seek
retrospective consent for the vegetation clearance. Consequently, this
addresses Ms Kirby's procedural questions raised in the S42A Report, as
well as the matters set out in Minute 8, regarding whether this clearance
would trigger a non-complying activity status or require the bundling of

consents.

Any future resource consent applied for by the landowner to authorise
the matagouri clearance will be a completely separate process outside

the bounds of this Application.

CONCLUSION

13.

It is my view that this footprint refinement of the Application addresses
the procedural matters raised by Ms Kirby in the S42A Report and the

matters raised in Minute 8.

3 At[216].
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14. My overall conclusion remains consistent with my Evidence in Chief. |
consider that the proposed solar farm can be constructed and operated
in @ manner that appropriately manages actual and potential effects,
while providing significant renewable energy benefits that align with

national climate goals.

Laila Alkamil
Dated 7 May 2026
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