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INTRODUCTION 

Qualifications and Experience 

1. My name is Laila Alkamil. I am a Senior Planner employed by Williamson 

Water & Land Advisory (WWLA), a firm founded in January 2015 

specialising in water, rural and contaminated land related resource 

management. 

2. I hold the qualifications of Bachelor of Urban Planning (First Class 

Honours) from the University of Auckland. I am a full member of the 

New Zealand Planning Institute and a member of the Resource 

Management Law Association. I have approximately eight years’ 

experience in natural resource and infrastructure planning and policy 

development, largely specialising in wastewater, water supply, 

electricity, and large-scale infrastructure projects throughout New 

Zealand. 

 
3. I have been involved in the following projects that are related to energy 

generation. These projects have given me an understanding of the 

planning issues specifically relating to renewable energy generation and 

development: 

 
(a) Preparation of district and regional resource consent 

applications for the Far North Solar Farm Ltd (FNSF) for the 

following projects: 

(i) Greytown Solar Farm1; 

(ii) The Point Solar Farm; 

(iii) Waiotahe Solar Farm; 

(iv) Kikiwa Solar Farm; 

(v) Pukenui Solar Farm; 

(vi) Marton Solar Farm; and 

(vii) Edgecumbe Solar Farm. 

 

 
1 Notably, Greytown Solar Farm was the first solar farm project to go before the Environment 
Court through a direct referral process.  
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(b) Preparation of Notices of Requirements and regional consents 

for Transpower New Zealand Ltd (Transpower), associated with 

the development and maintenance of their National Grid assets.  

 
INVOLVEMENT IN PROPOSAL 

 
4. WWLA was engaged in February 2023 by FNSF (the Applicant) to 

prepare and lodge an application for a land use consent (the 

Application) with Hurunui District Council (Council) for a proposed solar 

farm development (the proposed solar farm).  

 
5. My initial involvement with the proposed solar farm included 

undertaking a pre-application discussion with the Council and briefing 

technical specialists in order to inform the preparation of the 

Application. I visited the Application site (the Site) in September 2023 

and again in December 2025 and am familiar with the surrounding area.  

 
6. I prepared an Assessment on Environmental Effects report (AEE) as part 

of the Application to fulfil the requirements of the Resource 

Management Act 1991 (RMA).  

 
7. I have subsequently been involved in numerous discussions with the 

Council’s processing planner for this Application, Ms Kirby.  I have 

coordinated expert input and prepared responses to Council’s further 

information requests on the Application.  

 
CODE OF CONDUCT 

 
8. I have read the Environment Court Code of Conduct for expert witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2023 and agree to 

comply with it. I confirm that the opinions expressed in this statement 

are within my area of expertise except where I state that I have relied 

on the evidence of other persons. I have not omitted to consider 

materials or facts known to me that might alter or detract from the 

opinions I have expressed. 
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SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 
9. In my evidence, I address: 

(a) Site and surrounding area description, summary of the proposed 

solar farm (as notified) and any changes proposed by the 

Applicant since notification of the Application; 

(b) The matters for which resource consent is sought; 

(c) The associated potential environmental effects (both positive and 

adverse); 

(d) The relevant policy framework applicable to the Application; 

(e) Key matters raised in the S42A Report, which has been prepared 

by Ms Kirby on behalf of Council; 

(f) Submissions on the Application which raise specific planning 

issues; and 

(g) The draft proposed conditions of consent as attached to my 

evidence. 

 
10. In preparing this evidence, I rely on the evidence presented for the 

Applicant by: 

(a) Mr Simon Cocker, Landscape Architect, Simon Cocker Landscape 

Architecture; 

(b) Mr Gary Bramley, Ecologist, Ecological Solutions; 

(c) Mr Peter Ibboston, Acoustic Engineer, Marshall Day Acoustics; 

(d) Mr Ian Hanmore, Soil Land Consultant, Hanmore Land 

Management; 

(e) Mr John Andrews,  General Manager, FNSF; 

(f) Mr Alan Collins, Civil Engineer, Haigh Workman; 

(g) Ms Wendi Williamson, Contaminated Land Scientist, WWLA; 

(h) Mr Nicholas Logan, Engineer, ITP Renewables; and 

(i) Mr Thomas Kidner, landowner of the Site and farm owner.  

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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11. This evidence addresses the planning matters and assessment relating 

to the proposed solar farm.  

12. The overall Application has been considered as a discretionary activity 

under the Hurunui District Plan (HDP).  

13. The proposed solar farm results in a range of potential adverse effects 

that can be, in my opinion, appropriately avoided, remedied or 

mitigated to ensure that adverse effects are minor or less than minor 

over the long term. This has been achieved through careful design and 

screening of the Proposal, in addition to robust proposed consent 

conditions including management plans. 

14. Ms Kirby, in the S42A Report, was unable to reach a conclusion on the 

overall level of effect from the proposed solar farm and a 

recommendation as to whether consent should be granted on the basis 

that there were information gaps in relation to ecology, glint and glare, 

landscape and transport matters. 

15. Specific areas of concern for submitters are those relating to landscape 

and visual effects, ground contamination, incompatible land uses in the 

rural environment, glint and glare, fire risk, ecological effects, noise and 

traffic effects.  

16. Overall, I consider that the proposed solar farm will provide numerous 

benefits – the most notable being the provision of renewable electricity, 

which will enable communities and people to provide for their social, 

cultural and economic well-being. In my view, the proposed solar farm 

is consistent with relevant planning provisions. 

17.  Infrastructure projects, such as this proposed solar farm, cannot be 

established without causing some effects on the environment due to 

their size, locational requirements and operation. In my view, this does 

not mean that essential infrastructure projects should be prevented 

outright from obtaining consent, as the purpose they serve is far wider 

than an individual one and offers multiple benefits. The RMA itself 

facilitates the same approach. At the same time, I consider that such 

projects must be able to demonstrate they have managed their 
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resulting effects on the environment to an appropriate level.  I consider 

that the proposed solar farm is able to be constructed and operated in 

a way that manages those effects appropriately, while also providing an 

important source of renewable electricity, such that a grant of consent, 

subject to the conditions proposed, can be supported. 

 
SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED SOLAR FARM 

The Site and Surrounding Area 
 

18. A detailed description of the Site and surrounding area is contained in 

the AEE and accompanying technical assessments.  I will not repeat this 

detailed description but will provide a short summary below. 

19. The Site is located at 380 Waipara Flat Road, North Canterbury. 

20. The Site covers a total combined area of approximately 242 hectares 

(ha). The Site is bound to the west by State Highway 7, and to the east, 

by Weka Creek.  The Weka Creek connects to the Waipara River, which 

lies approximately 350 m to the south of the Site.  

21. The Site consists of flat pastoral land, with the surrounding area 

dominated by other rural land uses. There are no waterbodies or 

wetlands identified within the Site. Two natural inland wetlands were 

identified within 100 m of the Site, upstream along the banks of the 

Weka Creek. 

22. The Site is currently grazed by sheep. The western portion of the Site is 

identified as being Land Use Classification (LUC) 32, with soils on the 

eastern side of the Site identified as being LUC 4. 

23. Transpower’s Islington to Kikiwa B (ISL-KIK-B) 220 kV and Southbrook to 

Waipara A (SBK-WPR-A) 66kV transmission lines extend through the 

southeastern portion of the Site. 

24. The Site is zoned Rural under the HDP. A Flood Assessment Overlay 

applies to the Site.  

 

 
2 As noted below in my evidence and the evidence of Mr Hanmore, amendments to the NPS-HPL 
since the close of submissions on the Application mean that land within the Site is no longer 
classified as being highly productive.  
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Proposed Solar Farm Description 

 
25. The proposed solar farm will consist of solar panels located across an 

area of approximately 18.8 ha.  

26. The panels will be mounted on a single axis tracking system arranged in 

single portrait module configuration, with 26 panels placed per table. 

The single axis tracking enables the panels to follow the sun’s arc 

throughout the day. The solar arrays can be programmed to be stowed 

or rested at a particular position during night-time hours.  

27. At maximum ‘tilt’ (this being the maximum height of the structures), the 

panels will be 2.7 m above the ground and the ground clearance height 

will be approximately 300 millimetres (mm) above the ground. At level 

(when the panels are flat), the panels will be approximately 1.8 m from 

the ground level.  

28. The spacing (pitch) between the rows of tables will be 5.8 m.  

29. Approximately 30 inverters will be placed centrally throughout the Site. 

These convert the DC current from the solar panels to AC current, 

allowing it to enter the National Grid. The inverters will be no bigger 

than 20-foot shipping containers and will be placed at regular intervals 

throughout the Site. 

30. The solar farm is anticipated to generate approximately 145 megawatts 

(MW) of electricity per year, which equates to enough power supply for 

approximately 35,000 homes. 

31. Site preparation works are also proposed, which involves earthworks 

associated with re-gravelling of internal accessways, creating a 

temporary compound for unloading and turning, foundations slabs for 

substations and installing perimeter security fencing. Approximately 

40,000 m3 of earthworks are proposed across an area of 80,000 m2. 

 
32. The existing site access from Waipara Flat Road will be upgraded to 

accommodate heavy truck movements. No new accessways are 

proposed. 
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33. Existing vegetation on the Site will be reduced in height to 4-5m and a 

total of six shelterbelts, or strips of exotic vegetation, will be removed. 

The area of vegetation removal is detailed in Mr Cocker’s evidence. 

34. Elements of the proposed mitigation planting on site have been 

modified, in response to advice from ecologists and the owner of a local 

nursey in North Canterbury. As detailed by Mr Cocker, mitigation 

planting now consists of some 8 ha of terrace riser revegetation 

planting, with the primary purpose of providing ecological net benefit 

rather than visual mitigation. 

35. Visual mitigation planting is proposed to consist primarily of a double 

staggered row of Cupressus x ovensii and Thuja ‘Green Giant’. These 

plantings will be maintained to a maximum height of 5m. 

36. The construction of the solar farm is proposed to take approximately 2 

years. 

37. The Site will continue to be grazed by sheep under and around the 

panels once the solar farm is operational. 

38. A 35 year consent duration is sought.  

 
Changes to the Proposed Solar Farm Post-Notification 

 
39. Following notification of the Application, the Applicant has been in 

discussions with the landowner regarding the provision of water on Site 

for the purposes of irrigating the proposed landscape mitigation 

screening. The landowner has a confirmed sale agreement with another 

landowner for the partial transfer of groundwater. Mr Andrews 

discusses this arrangement in his evidence. 

 
REASONS FOR CONSENT 

 
40. The Application was lodged with Council on 15 March 2024.  

41. Resource consent is sought as a Discretionary Activity under the HDP 

for the following matters: 

(a) The proposed solar farm meets the definition of ‘building’ under 

the HDP; therefore, consent is triggered under Rule 3.4.5(1) as a 
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restricted discretionary activity as the solar arrays are setback 15 

m from the road boundary, which infringes the 25 m setback 

required under Standard 3.4.3(1)(c)(i);  

(b) A proposed solar farm is not specifically listed as a controlled or 

restricted discretionary activity in zone provisions, therefore Rule 

7.4.5(2) applies to the proposed solar farm which imposes a 

default discretionary activity status; and 

(c) Earthworks are proposed within 50 m of a natural inland wetland 

for the purposes of constructing internal roads; therefore consent 

is triggered under Rule 3.4.6(2) as a discretionary activity as this 

infringes Standard 3.4.3.16(c). 

 
Commentary on S42A Report Assessment of Consent Triggers 

 
42. As noted by Ms Kirby in the S42A Report, the AEE Report identified that 

consent was required under Rule 11.4.6(1) in relation to the inverters 

being within 15 m of the road boundary. Upon review, I agree with Ms 

Kirby that Chapter 11 of the HDP does not apply to the Site, as it contains 

provisions in relation to Outstanding Natural Landscapes.  The Site does 

not contain any Outstanding Natural Landscapes; on this basis, I do not 

consider that consent is required under any provisions contained in 

Chapter 11 of the HDP. 

 
43. Ms Kirby raises an outstanding matter in relation to historical clearance 

of indigenous vegetation (including matagouri) on the Site in April 2024. 

Ms Kirby notes that Council Compliance Officers investigated the 

incident, formed the view that it was unauthorised under the HDP rules, 

but ultimately decided that no enforcement action would be taken. 

Despite this, Ms Kirby raises procedural questions regarding whether 

the Applicant should seek retrospective consent for this clearance, and 

whether this would trigger non-complying activity status to apply under 

the bundling principle to its Application. 
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44. I disagree with Ms Kirby’s assessment that this historical clearance 

should form part of FNSF’s Application for the proposed solar farm. I can 

confirm that the Applicant was not aware of the clearance and did not 

require it to facilitate the proposed solar farm. In my view, this is 

fundamentally a compliance issue between the landowner and Council, 

a separate activity to that proposed by FNSF and does not fall within the 

scope of the Application now before Council’s Hearing Panel.  I also note 

that submissions on a publicly notified application cannot expand the 

scope of the application as lodged and notified. 

45. As confirmed in Mr Kidner’s evidence, Mr Kidner will, as the person who 

undertook the vegetation clearance for pasture renewal purposes, 

prepare and lodge a separate resource consent with HDC in order to 

authorise the previous matagouri clearance on the Site. Any application 

made will be entirely outside the scope of the Application now before 

the Hearing Panel. I do note that there are opportunities with the 

proposed mitigation planting that forms part of FNSF’s Application that 

may be used for future ecological compensation, if required. On that 

basis, I have not considered the matter of this non-compliance further 

in my evidence.  

 
 

REGIONAL CONSENT REQUIREMENTS 

 
46. The following activities which form part of the proposed solar farm have 

been granted consent in October 2025 by Canterbury Regional Council 

under the provisions of the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan 

(CLWRP): 

(a) To use land for excavation over an aquifer3; 

(b) To discharge construction phase stormwater to land4; and 

(c) To discharge operational phase stormwater to land5. 

 

 
3 Consent Ref. CRC255362. 
4 Consent Ref. CRC255164. 
5 Consent Ref. CRC255163. 
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47. The above regional consents are attached as Appendix A. 

48. In my view, no further regional consents are required for this proposed 

solar farm. 

 
ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS 

 
49. I have read and considered the submissions received in response to the 

notification of the Application. A summary of the submissions received 

is attached as Appendix B.  

 
50. I have addressed all planning matters raised in the submissions in my 

evidence below. Regarding submission points relating to the potential 

devaluation of property values or impacts on insurance premiums as a 

result of the proposed solar farm, I note that that these are not relevant 

considerations under s104 of the RMA, noting that the diminution of 

property values will generally be a measure of adverse effects on 

amenity values not other adverse effects6.  Submitters also raised 

concerns regarding the ethics of the Applicant, which I also consider not 

to be a relevant matter under s104 of the RMA.  

 
SECTION 104(1)(A) ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT 

 
51. Section 104(1)(a) of the RMA requires that when considering an 

application for resource consent and any submissions received the 

consent authority must consider, amongst other things, any actual and 

potential effects on the environment of allowing the activity including 

its positive effects. 

 
52. An assessment of the effects of the proposed solar farm on the 

environment has been reported on in Section 5 of the AEE and in s42A 

Report. Ms Kirby was unable to reach an overall conclusion on the 

adverse effects of the proposed solar farm and considered further 

 
6 Foot v Wellington City Council EnvC Wellington W73/98, 2 September 1998 at [256]; applied in 
Tram Lease Ltd v Auckland Transport [2015] NZEnvC 137 at [57].  
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information was required in relation to landscape and visual effects, 

transportation effects, glint and glare effects and ecological effects. My 

summary of the key consideration of effects is as follows: 

 
Landscape and Visual Amenity 

 
Landscape Effects 

53. Mr Cocker describes the Site and the receiving environment in his 

evidence. As outlined by Mr Cocker, the Site is currently used for 

pastoral purposes and is located within a ‘Plains’  landscape, 

characterised by broad, very low angle coalescing outwash fans and 

associated low terraces of the major rivers extending south to include 

the plains on which Amberley and Rangiora are situated, and the plains 

to the north of the Waimakariri River. 

 
54. Mr Cocker considers that the Site, like the surrounding landscape, is lent 

a ‘loose’ rectilinear structure by shelterbelts, these being widely spaced.  

Within the vicinity of the property, and to the west, these, and the 

associated paddock boundaries adopt a north east – south west, and 

north west – south east alignment. Noting this, Mr Cocker finds that the 

existing landscape is highly modified from its natural state, 

characterised by a patchwork of agricultural activities and electricity 

transmission infrastructure.  

 
55. Mr Cocker concludes that the resulting effect of the proposed solar farm 

on landscape character will be moderate over the short-term (0 – 5 

years) diminishing to low to moderate once mitigation planting is fully 

mature. The conclusion is based on the proposed solar farm involving 

minimal earthworks and vegetation removal, and the Site’s existing 

landscape values and broader working rural character. I note Mr 

Cocker’s assessment differs from the conclusions reached by Council’s 

Landscape Architect, Ms Rachael Annan, who concludes in evidence 

that overall magnitude of landscape effects are moderate-high.   
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56. Based on the evidence presented by Mr Cocker, the proposed solar farm 

will be suitably screened by proposed mitigation planting once 

established, which will limit views into the Site from beyond the Site 

perimeter. On that basis and when taking into account the mitigation 

measures proposed and the operational and functional needs for the 

proposed solar farm to be located within a rural environment, it is my 

opinion that the associated landscape effects are initially more than 

minor, reducing to less than minor over the long-term.  

57. Mr Cocker recommends that, should the Hearing Panel be minded to 

grant consent, conditions be imposed requiring management plans for 

both revegetation and landscape mitigation planting. I support this 

approach; however, I consider these matters can be appropriately 

addressed through a single Landscape and Vegetation Management 

Plan, which would cover both planting regimes. 

 
 
Visual Amenity 

 
58. I understand there is disagreement between Mr Cocker and Ms Annan 

regarding the assessment methodologies used and weight given to 

effects on visual amenity as an indicator on broader landscape values. 

 
59. Considering the expert evidence provided by Mr Cocker and Ms Annan 

respectively, and applying an evaluative lens, my planning opinion is: 

(a) Adverse effects on visual amenity values are minor and 

acceptable in the context of the wider rural environment; and  

(b) Adverse effects can be appropriately mitigated by the proposed 

shelterbelt and mitigation planting required by proposed consent 

conditions.  

Glint and Glare 

 
60. The potential for glint and glare issues was raised by submitters, 

including New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA). The Glint and Glare 

assessment provided with the AEE concluded that the proposed 
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screening was effective mitigation and residual glare is ‘very low 

impact’. Council commissioned a peer review of the Proposed solar 

farm’s glint and glare information7, however Ms Kirby in the S42A 

Report was unable to draw a conclusion regarding glint and glare effects 

overall.  

 
61. Mr Logan describes the modelling results in his evidence. Firstly, it is 

important to note that solar panels are designed to minimise reflections 

off the surface of each panel in order to maximise the energy available 

for conversion to electricity. When glare is present, it can be classified 

into three categories: 

(a) Green glare, which has low potential to cause temporary 

afterimage; 

(b) Yellow glare, which has potential to cause temporary afterimage; 

and 

(c) Red glare, which can cause retinal burn and is not expected for 

PV. 

 
62. The Glint and Glare Assessment concluded that five observation points, 

three road routes (State Highway 1, Kathryns Lane, and Darnley Road), 

and one railway (Main North Line) received green glare over the course 

of a full year. As noted above, green glare is not generally considered a 

safety hazard.  Mr Logan found no observation points, road routes, or 

railways received any yellow glare and therefore concluded that glint 

and glare effects on road safety from the proposed solar farm is less 

than minor. I agree with this conclusion.  

63. My conclusions, based on the evidence of Mr Logan, are set out below: 

(a) Observations have shown that no potentially harmful yellow glare 

or red glare is likely to occur from the solar panels proposed; 

(b) Effects from green glare is considered low; 

 
7 Peer review by Velden Aviation Consulting Ltd (VACL). 
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(c) Notwithstanding this, mitigation is offered through shelterbelt 

planting and also by adjusting the resting angle of the panels; and 

(d) The amenity impacts are low. 

64. The Applicant has been in discussion with NZTA regarding the matters 

raised in NZTA’s submission regarding glint and glare effects on road 

users on State Highway 7. Through these discussions, the Applicant has 

proffered consent conditions to manage glint and glare effects. This 

includes: 

(a) Specific conditions require the use of shade cloth along the Site 

boundary with State Highway 7, developed in consultation with 

NZTA; and 

(b) The provision of a Glint and Glint and Glare Management Plan to 

be implemented for the duration of the solar farm operation 

(refer to Appendix C), and a suite of conditions require monitoring 

and reporting on glint and glare effects. 

65. I consider this to be an appropriate means of mitigating actual and 

potential glint and glare effects while screening of the Site is being 

established.  

 
Noise 

66. I refer to the evidence of Mr Ibbotson in relation to noise effects from 

the proposed solar farm. 

67. Based on the evidence provided by Mr Ibbotson, my opinion regarding 

noise effects is the following: 

(a) Operational noise will be compliant with the limits set out in the 

HDP at all receivers without mitigation, resulting in a less than 

minor effect;  

(b) The Applicant has committed to providing a Construction Noise 

Management Plan (CNMP) and this is included in the proposed 

condition set in Appendix C.  Compliance with the CNMP will 

ensure that construction noise effects will be less than minor. 

68. Furthermore, Mr Ibbotson agreed with the conclusions made by 

Council’s noise expert in relation to having a pre-construction review as 
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a consent condition, as a means of demonstrating that noise levels have 

not meaningfully changed compared to what was assessed in the 

Application. I agree with the proposed condition put forward by Mr 

Ibbotson for a pre-construction design report and have incorporated 

this condition in the proposed conditions in Appendix C. 

69. Mr Ibbotson also recommends that a specific noise limit should apply to 

future dwellings, so as to avoid reverse sensitivity risks associated with 

any future dwelling that may apply for resource consent to be 

constructed closer to State Highway 7 (and thus the Site) than is 

currently permitted under the HDP provisions. I agree with this 

recommendation as a means of managing potential reverse sensitivity 

effects and as such have incorporated this condition into the proposed 

set in Appendix C.  

70. Based on the conclusions reached in Mr Ibbotson’s evidence, I consider 

adverse effects of the proposed solar farm from an operational and 

construction noise perspective to be less than minor and can be suitably 

managed and mitigated through conditions.  I note Ms Kirby in the S42A 

Report reaches a similar conclusion.  

71. I agree with all of Mr Ibbotson’s recommendations in relation to the 

proposed conditions, and I support the inclusion of a CNMP. The 

conditions included in Appendix C have been reworded slightly from 

those recommended by Mr Ibbotson to improve consistency and 

enforceability; however, I do not consider these amendments to be 

material in nature. 

Traffic 

72. Traffic effects from the construction and operation of the solar farm was 

raised by a number of submitters, including NZTA. As noted in the AEE 

Report, the majority of the traffic to the Site will occur during the 

temporary construction period, when earthmovers and construction 

workers will travel to the Site and when equipment is being delivered. 

This construction traffic is expected to be minimal and will not be more 

than 6 trucks per day. 
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73. NZTA, in their submission, requested a traffic assessment be prepared 

in order to understand potential traffic effects of the proposed solar 

farm. This assessment has been prepared and for completeness is 

attached to Mr Andrews’ evidence.  I note that NZTA have no further 

concerns regarding traffic effects from the Proposed solar farm.  

 
74. Once operational, the solar farm is fairly self-sufficient in terms of 

maintenance and operation.  

 
75. The Site utilises the existing accessway, which will be upgraded in 

accordance with the required construction standards set out in the HDP.  

 
76. In addition to this, NZTA recommend a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) 

is prepared prior to works commencing.  This will mitigate potential 

effects on the safe and efficient operation of the road network. This is 

included in the Proposed Consent Conditions in Appendix C.  

 
77. Taking these factors into account, I consider that construction and 

operational traffic effects will be less than minor. I also consider that the 

proposed conditions can effectively mitigate potential effects on the 

safe and efficient operation of the road network.  

 
Natural Hazards – Fire Risk, Flooding and Wind 

78. Several submitters raised concerns that the proposed solar farm may 

increase fire risk and pose a threat to surrounding property. Other 

submitters also commented that the fire could arise as part of a natural 

hazard damaging the solar farm – specifically, flooding, gale force winds 

and hail. 

 
79. Following lodgement of the Application, the Applicant has consulted 

with Fire and Emergency New Zealand (FENZ). As a result of this 

consultation, an updated site plan and agreed set of conditions has been 

produced. These conditions, which are incorporated in the proposed 
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conditions in Appendix C of my evidence, include the following 

requirements: 

(a) Provide detailed design drawings showing the detail of the water 

tanks fittings to demonstrate compliance with the New Zealand 

Fire Service Fighting Water Supplies Code of Practice (condition 

31(c)); 

(b) Ensure hardstand areas are provided for fire appliances and 

internal access roads (condition 31(b));  

(c) The preparation and implementation of an Emergency Response 

Plan, for both construction and operation of the solar farm 

(condition 32); and 

(d) A requirement to keep grass length underneath the panels to a 

certain height to reduce fire risk. 

 
80. I note Ms Kirby questioned in the S42A Report how grass height on the 

Site can be practically maintained. This condition has been applied to 

other solar farm consents, including the Greytown Solar Farm. The 

condition proposed by the Applicant refers to a maximum average 

height, acknowledging that grass height will vary across the Site. The 

height proposed is considered achievable on the basis that the land 

occupied by the solar farm will continue to be grazed by sheep and the 

condition refers to a ‘maximum average’ height. 

 
81. Taking into account the proposed consent conditions relating to the fire 

risk management of the Site, I consider fire risk to be appropriately 

managed as far as practicable. I note Ms Kirby in the S42A report 

reaches a similar conclusion.  

 
82. The Site is located within a Flood Assessment Overlay and Fault 

Awareness Zone under the HDP. The proposed earthworks across the 

Site are of a minor nature and will not change the contours of the Site. 

Furthermore, soil permeability will be retained as the Site will retain 
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pasture cover (which will be grazed). No solar panels are proposed to 

be placed within the Flood Assessment Overlay. 

 
83. Mr Collins in his evidence concludes that the direction of stormwater 

runoff and groundwater will not change because of the proposed solar 

farm – all stormwater will continue to enter the Weka Creek and then 

flow into Waipara River.  On that basis, I consider that the proposed 

solar farm will have a less than minor effect on flood risk.  

 
84. Furthermore, a number of submissions, raised concerns relating to 

potential wind effects and hail on the solar arrays and the hazard this 

may cause if panels become damaged. In respect of this, I note that 

panels are securely fastened to the ground via piling. The panels 

themselves are constructed from laminated glass and are designed to 

withstand extreme winds of up to 225 km/h8. 

 
85. It is also worth noting that the appropriate building consents will be 

sought once the relevant resource consents have been obtained and the 

final design and engineering specifications have been completed by the 

Applicant’s appointed contractor. This will include detailed geotechnical 

analysis and resistivity testing to ensure the structures are engineered 

to withstand appropriate wind loading for the lifetime of the proposed 

solar farm. 

 
86.  On the basis of the above, I consider that potential natural hazard 

effects will be less than minor. 

 
 
Soil Resources 

87. Large-scale solar farms are an emerging land use in New Zealand, 

however I note that they are becoming increasingly more common 

throughout the country.  

 
8 Wind Effects on Solar Energy Systems, prepared by RWDI, dated 2021. 
https://rwdi.com/assets/factsheets/Wind-Effects-on-Solar-Energy-Systems.pdf 
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88. The solar panels sit on arrays positioned above the ground, meaning it 

is only the piles of the tables (as well as other ancillary infrastructure) 

that occupy the land itself. This enables the Site to remain vegetated for 

the most part, enabling the Site to retain its ability to be used for 

primary production purposes which in this case will be sheep grazing. 

 
89. As noted in Mr Hanmore’s evidence, the Site does not contain any soils 

meeting the definition of highly productive land9. 

 
90. Furthermore, it is Mr Hanmore’s opinion, that the proposed solar farm, 

if managed appropriately, will not adversely impact the productive 

potential of the soils in the long-term. Mr Hanmore notes that soil under 

solar panels may benefit from reduced temperatures and excess wind 

and rain. I share this opinion and agree with Mr Hanmore’s assertion 

that the proposed solar farm is not dissimilar to other agriculture or 

horticulture operations in the sense that the proposed solar farm 

provides opportunities for cropping or sheep grazing to continue. As Mr 

Hanmore explains, when the proposed solar farm has been 

decommissioned and any necessary remedial works completed, the Site 

will be available to continue in its full primary production capacity. In 

my view, this is supported by the proposed decommissioning conditions 

recommended in Appendix C.  

Cultural 

91. Mr Andrews outlines in his evidence the iwi consultation that has been 

undertaken to date on this proposed solar farm. The Applicant has been 

in communication with Te Ngāi Tūāhuriri Rūnanga on numerous 

occasions, including providing updates via email and phone calls on the 

progress of the Application. 

 
92. No submissions were lodged by iwi or hapu on the Application. 

 

 
9 Due to recent amendments to the NPS-HPL.  
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93. In terms of cultural significance, it is noted that there are no known or 

recorded wahi tupuna or wahi tapu (sites of significance) within this 

specific location.  

 
94. Furthermore, the Applicant has offered a condition of consent in the 

event that there is an accidental discovery of an archaeological site – 

refer to Appendix C.  

 
95. Overall, based on my understanding of tāngata whenua values and the 

absence of evidence from iwi or hapu to the contrary, I anticipate that 

the proposed solar farm will have a less than minor effect on cultural 

values.  

 
Contamination and Groundwater Effects 

 
96. A number of submissions raised concerns that the piles from the solar 

arrays will, over time, adversely affect groundwater quality and result in 

the leaching of toxic materials to water and land. I note that this is a 

matter which lies primarily with Canterbury Regional Council, as the 

local authority performing the statutory function to manage discharges 

to land and water under Section 30(1)(f) of the RMA.  Notwithstanding 

this however, this has been discussed in Ms Williamson’s evidence 

concerning contamination. 

 
97. Ms Williamson finds that the potential for groundwater contamination 

from the operation and later decommissioning of the proposed solar 

farm is low.  The evidence presented shows that the magnitude of any 

contamination is generally small enough in the context of the setting as 

not to present an environmental or human health risk.   

98. A State of Environment Monitoring Plan and soil monitoring conditions 

are required as part of the regional consent conditions (Appendix A).  

 
99. Potential contamination of land can also be further mitigated by the 

conditions put forward in Appendix C, which include soil contamination 
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reporting and remediation (if required) to be undertaken following 

decommissioning of the proposed solar farm. 

 
100. On that basis, I agree with Ms Kirby’s assertion that contamination 

matters can be effectively manged through best practice operation and 

consent conditions.  I consider the proposed conditions in Appendix C 

to address these matters appropriately.  

 
Ecological Impacts 

 
101. The evidence prepared by Dr Bramley covers biodiversity effects 

including potential adverse effects on birds, lizards, bats and vegetation 

from the proposed solar farm. I summarise the key findings from Dr 

Bramley’s evidence in the following sections of my evidence. 

 
Effects on Biodiversity 
 

102. As discussed in Dr Bramley’s evidence, the Site is in an area of grazed 

pasture which, overall, has very limited habitat value for indigenous 

biodiversity.  Given this, Dr Bramley’s view is that the proposed remedial 

planting will have positive biodiversity benefits for surrounding 

properties in the form of increased habitat, improved connectivity and 

better-quality habitat for feeding and nesting birds than exists currently.  

 
 
Effects on Avifauna and Avifauna Habitat 
 

103. In terms of effects on avifauna habitat, Dr Bramley notes that the Site 

provides a small amount of low value habitat for common native and 

exotic birds due to a lack of indigenous vegetation and a predominance 

of disturbed pastureland. Dr Bramley considers that direct effects on 

eggs and chicks can be avoided by scheduling vegetation clearance 

outside the breeding season. Where this is not practicable, mitigation 

measures such as pre-clearance surveys to identify active nests, and the 

establishment of appropriate setback distances from any nests found, 



22 

385576 
3456-4914-9003-V1 

should be implemented. I note these measures have been included in 

the proposed conditions put forward by the Applicant in Appendix C.  

 
104. As outlined by Dr Bramley, there is mixed research on what potential 

effects solar panels may have on birds, in terms of potential collision 

risk. Much of the literature is from solar farms in the United States and 

so the risk to birds in a New Zealand context remain unknown.  

 
105. Given this uncertainty, Dr Bramley has recommended a consent 

condition in relation to the monitoring of bird carcasses on the Site to 

assist in determining whether additional management may be required 

to be addressed. I note that this type of condition is now common across 

solar farm consents and agree it would be appropriate to the included 

for this proposed solar farm. 

 
Effects on Bats and Bat Habitat  
 

106. Due to the lack of bat detections within the wider ecological district, and 

the lack of high-quality habitat for bat feeding and commuting within 

the Site, Dr Bramley’s view is that the ecological value of the Site for 

bats is ‘low’. The extent of wetland and stream habitat which bats might 

use for feeding (in the unlikely event that bats are present) will not be 

reduced and implementation of bat roost tree felling measures 

proposed in the consent conditions (Appendix C) would reduce the risk 

of direct effects on bats. On that basis, I consider adverse effects on bats 

to be less than minor.  

 
Effects on Indigenous Vegetation 
 

107. Most of the exotic vegetation within the Site (excluding riparian 

vegetation) is proposed to be removed, while exotic grassland will be 

largely retained beneath the solar panels.  As this exotic vegetation is 

considered to have ‘negligible’ ecological value,  effects from removing 

this on Site are considered to be less than minor.  
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108. No indigenous vegetation is proposed for removal. The proposed solar 

farm involves approximately 13 ha of revegetation planting, including 

approximately 8 ha of river terrace rise restoration planting as discussed 

in Mr Cocker’s evidence. Dr Bramley considers that the proposed 

boundary and internal screen planting will provide habitat for fauna 

where the native planting option is used, which will result in an increase 

in habitat connectivity across the landscape for bird and lizard species.  

 
109. Dr Bramley also considers the recommendation put forward by Ms Kirby 

in the S42A Report that a Biodiversity Management Plan is developed 

to manage indigenous biodiversity on Site.  Dr Bramley does not 

consider a separate management plan is required to manage this. I 

agree and note that specific ecological management plans are provided 

in the proposed consent conditions in Appendix C. Landscape planting 

on Site, including the revegetation planting on the river terrace, is 

proposed to be managed by a Landscape Management Plan.  

 
110. Overall, I consider effects on vegetation from the proposed solar farm 

are less than minor.  

 
Effects on Lizard Habitat 
 

111. The majority of the Site does not contain suitable habitat for lizards, 

being predominantly composed of exotic grazed pasture. Two lizard 

species have been identified within 5 km of the Site, including the 

Waitaha gecko (Woodworthia cf. brunnea) and the northern grass skink. 

112. There is some lizard habitat present within the Site; some of this habitat 

will be removed for construction works.  To manage potential effects on 

lizards, Dr Bramley has recommended a Lizard Management Plan is 

provided as a condition of consent, which would include pre-clearance 

lizard searches combined with salvage and relocation of any lizards 

found on Site. A Lizard Management Plan is provided as a condition of 

consent in the draft set provided in Appendix C. 

Effects on Weka Creek 
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113. Weka Creek is considered to have ‘very high’ ecological value. All works 

proposed are outside Weka Creek and no discharges to the waterbody 

are proposed.  As discussed by Mr Collins, there is no increased runoff 

or change to the quality or pattern of stormwater from the Site. On that 

basis, Dr Bramley considers that there are no direct effects expected on 

braided river habitat from the proposed activity. Noting the long-term 

benefits expected from the mitigation planting proposed, this is likely 

to provide a ‘net gain’ benefit to Weka Creek.  

 
Effects on Wetlands 
 

114. No wetlands are present within the Site, however two wetlands have 

been identified 100 m north of the Site, near the northern boundary. 

The proposed solar farm is located outside of, and upstream of, the 

identified wetlands, and therefore no effects on wetlands are expected.  

 
Summary of Ecological Effects 
 

115. Based on Dr Bramley’s evidence, I understand that the Site is currently 

a highly modified pastoral environment, with limited ecological values. 

 
116. Subject to the proposed conditions discussed above, I consider that 

adverse effects on ecological values are less than minor. 

 
Ground Contamination Effects 

117. The proposed solar farm involves a switchyard on the eastern part of 

the Site. The switchyard is used to both de-energize equipment to allow 

maintenance or replacement work, and to disconnect the solar array 

from the electrical network if there is a fault.  

 
118. The MV Export switchgear is typically a prefabricated building, 

approximately the size of two 20-foot containers side-by-side (5 m in 

width by 12 m in length). This will sit on a reinforced concrete slab and 

will be located close to the grip connection point.  
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119. The proposed switchyard has the potential to create a HAIL10 site. 

However, it is noted that the switchyard equipment will be completely 

contained within one section of the Site.Ms Williamson states in her 

evidence that a switchyard is not included in the Application, and 

instead refers to an MV switch room. For clarity, the MV switch room is 

a component of the switchyard, which is included in this Application.  

120. Ms Williamson notes that all soils underneath the proposed switchyard 

and any ancillary infrastructure will be removed at the time of 

decommissioning and the soil beneath it fully remediated. On that basis, 

it is my opinion that the potential for ground contamination to occur is 

very limited. 

 
121. Furthermore, the proposed Decommissioning Plan condition requires 

that the Consent Holder must leave the Site in a stable condition 

suitable for its original productive capacity as mapped by Mr Hanmore. 

In my opinion, this condition will ensure that the Site is fully remediated 

at the end of the consent.  

 
Effects on Electricity Infrastructure  

122. The proposed solar farm’s effects on existing electricity infrastructure 

have been further considered through the Application process.  

 
123. Transpower has provided a set of requested conditions in its submission 

on the Application. The Applicant has accepted these proposed 

conditions as set out in Appendix C.  

 
124. I consider that potential effects on the existing electricity infrastructure 

can be suitably mitigated through the volunteered conditions the 

Applicant has, in consultation with Transpower, agreed to.  

 
 
 
 

 
10 Hazardous Activities and Industries List. 
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Positive Effects 

125. I have described the positive effects of the project in the AEE. To 

summarise, the proposed solar farm will provide local, regional and 

national benefits in terms of increasing and diversifying electricity 

generation in New Zealand.  

 
126. The proposed solar farm will also contribute towards addressing the 

effects of climate change through its assistance in achieving the NPS-

REG national target of 90% renewable electricity generation by 2025 

and the reduction of net emissions of all greenhouse gases (except 

biogenic methane) to zero by 2050. 

 
Summary of Effects 
 

127. It is my view that there will be temporary effects that are more than 

minor concerning landscape character, but that these will reduce to less 

than minor with the mitigation proposed and over the duration of the 

consent.  

 
128. As discussed earlier, I acknowledge that there could be some temporary 

adverse visual effects when the solar panels are first established on the 

Site.  However, this will only be short term while mitigation planting is 

established, and I consider that the existing landscaping within the area, 

orientation of dwellings and buildings, and limited viewpoints will assist 

in reducing such effects.  While I accept that the establishment of the 

solar panels will be a visual change in the landscape, due to their 

restricted height and spacing through the Site, I do not believe this will 

be an adverse visual change. Once the proposed landscaping is planted 

and begins to grow, such visual effects will diminish until such a point 

that effective screening is provided. I consider that in the context of the 

35-year lifespan of the proposed solar farm, any effects arising during 

construction and when the solar panels are first established are 

acceptable. For these reasons, I conclude that any adverse effects on 
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landscape and visual amenity will be mitigated through the landscaping 

proposed, and in the overall landscape context, will be acceptable. 

 
129. The proposed solar farm will provide benefits in relation to diversifying 

generation sources within the electricity network to avoid over-reliance 

on one or two generation sources, increasing the supply of renewable 

electricity and assisting the achievement of New Zealand’s climate 

change targets.  

 
RELEVANT POLICY FRAMEWORK 

Sections 104 and 104B RMA 
 

130. Section 104(1)(b) requires the proposed solar farm to be assessed 

against the relevant provisions of the following statutory documents11: 

(a) Resource Management Act (National Environmental Standards 

for Freshwater) Regulations 2020 (NES-Freshwater); 

(b) Resource Management Act (National Environmental Standard for 

Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human 

Health) Regulations 2011 (NES-CS); 

(c) Resource Management Act (National Environmental Standards 

for Electricity Transmission Activities 2009) (NES-ETA); 

(d) National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020 

(NPS-FM); 

(e) National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Generation 2011 

(NPS-REG); 

(f) National Policy Statement for Electricity Transmission 2008 (NPS-

ETA); 

(g) National Policy Statement for Highly Productive Land 2022 (NPS-

HPL);  

(h) National Policy Statement for Natural Hazards 2025 (NPS-NH); 

(i) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 (CRPS);  

(j) The CLWRP; and 

 
11 I note that the Government has signalled or commenced reviews of this legislation. 
Accordingly, I will update my evidence if, and as required, prior to the hearing.  
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(k) The HDP. 

 
131. In accordance with the requirement of section 104(1)(c), regard must 

also be had to any other matter considered relevant and reasonably 

necessary to determine the Application. Other matters which I consider 

are relevant include the Climate Change Response (Zero Carbon) 

Amendment Act 2019 which amended the Climate Change Response 

Act 2002. 

 
132. I assess the proposed solar farm against these relevant documents, in 

turn, below. 

 
NES-Freshwater 

133. The NES-Freshwater sets out the requirements for carrying out certain 

activities that pose risks to freshwater and freshwater ecosystems.  

 
134. As noted above, there are no natural inland wetlands located on Site. 

No works are proposed within 100 m of any natural inland wetland.  

 
135. On that basis, I do not consider the NES-Freshwater applies to the 

proposed solar farm.  

NES-CS 

 
136. The NES-CS came into effect in 2012 and applies to the assessment and 

management of the actual or potential effects of contaminants in soil 

on human health from five activities, including soil disturbance.  

 
137. Currently, as discussed by Ms Williamson, no HAIL activities are known 

to have been undertaken on the Site12 and therefore the NES-CS does 

not apply. 

NES-ETA 

 

 
12 According to Canterbury Regional Council’s Listed Land Use Register.  
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138. The NES-ETA sets out the framework of permissions and consent 

requirements in relation to the operation, maintenance and upgrading 

of existing transmission lines. As the proposed solar farm does not 

include connection works to the National Grid, the NES-ETA does not 

apply. 

 
NPS-FM 

 
139. The proposed solar farm does not impact any freshwater bodies, such 

as wetlands or rivers. 

 
140. Submitters did query whether water takes are required as part of the 

proposed solar farm and if so, whether there is adequate water 

allocation available.  

 
141. The Applicant has an agreement in place with the landowner of the Site 

as part of the lease agreement. The landowner has entered into a sales 

agreement with a neighbouring farm to transfer a portion of their 

groundwater take (8,000 m3 / year) for the purposes of irrigating the 

proposed screen planting, noting planting on the Site will only need to 

be irrigated for the first three years. On that basis, I consider that this is 

consistent with Policy 11 of NPS-FW in terms of ensuring freshwater is 

allocated and used efficiently. 

 
142. I note Ms Kirby concludes that the proposed solar farm is consistent 

with the NPS-FM in the S42A Report; I agree with this view.  

 
NPS-REG 

 
143. The NPS-REG has been amended substantially since the lodgement and 

notification of the Application. Broadly, the amended NPS-REG 

strengths the provisions promoting for renewable energy activities 

significantly and provides for more enabling policies.  

144. An assessment of the proposed solar farm against the previous NPS-REG 

provisions was provided in the AEE Report. However, given the scope of 
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subsequent amendments and for completeness, I provide an updated 

assessment below.  

 
145. Policy A of the NPS-REG states the following: 

(1) Decision-makers on REG activities must recognise and provide for 
the national significance and the national, regional and local 
benefits of REG activities. 

(2) Decision-makers must recognise that the benefits of REG activities 
include: 
(a) Avoiding, reducing and displacing greenhouse gas emissions; 

(b) Contributing to the security, resilience and independence of electricity 

supply at local, regional and national scales trough diverse REG sources 

and electricity storage in diverse locations; 

(c) Providing for the social, economic and cultural wellbeing of people and 

communities and for their health and safety. 

(d) Using renewable rather than finite sources of energy; 

(e) Avoiding reliance on imported and domestic fossil fuels for the purpose 

of generating electricity; 

(f) The temporary and reversible nature of adverse effects on the 

environment of some REG technologies;  

(g) Reducing electricity losses by locating REG activities close to electricity 

demand and existing electricity networks; and 

(h) Reducing adverse effects by: 

i. Co-locating REG with other appropriate REG assets 
and activities and other appropriate infrastructure 
and activities; and 

ii. Locating REG activities to minimise adverse effects 
on other activities.  

 

146. The proposed solar farm is consistent with Policy A, noting that the 

proposed solar farm will increase the capacity of electricity generation 

within New Zealand and strengthen and diversify the country’s 

renewable electricity portfolio. The proposed solar farm is a large-scale 

solar farm, and therefore it will provide a significant energy source.  

147. Policy C(2) acknowledges the operational and functional needs for 

renewable energy activities to be located in particular locations and 

environments. Importantly, this policy does not require an assessment 

of alternative sites to demonstrate operational or functional need 

exists. Regarding this policy, I note that the Site is situated in a region 

with high sunshine hours, provides a large and contiguous landholding 
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and is in close proximity to a suitable grid injection point into the 

National Grid.   

148. I note Ms Kirby in the S42A Report suggests more information from the 

Applicant may be provided on the functional and operational needs of 

solar farms to demonstrate consistency with Policy C(2). Site selection 

is discussed in further detail in Mr Andrews’ evidence, and it is my view 

that sufficient information has been provided to demonstrate that this 

Site meets the operational needs of the Proposed solar farm. 

  

149. I also note that Policy C(3) directs that an assessment of alternative sites 

is not required to demonstrate an operational or functional need exists. 

Based on that, Policy C(2) requires the Applicant to demonstrate how 

operational or functional needs are provided for by a chosen site – not 

undertake alternative site assessments. Furthermore, as outlined in my 

evidence above, I consider that the adverse effects of the proposed 

solar farm can be appropriately managed, and that the site’s location 

and characteristics are suitable to accommodate the activity. 

 
150. On that basis, I consider this proposed solar farm is consistent with 

Policy C, including Policy C(2).   

 
151. Policy F of the NPS-REG sets forward a strong directive to enable all REG 

activities in “all locations and environments”; this however is qualified 

by the requirements under Policy F(3) which require adverse effects of 

REG assets and activities to be avoided, remedied or mitigated, where 

practicable.  I consider that the proposed solar farm appropriately 

mitigates and avoids adverse effects on the environment, as discussed 

in my evidence above. 

 
152. In my opinion, the proposed solar farm will provide significant benefits 

in terms of increasing the supply of renewable electricity and is 

consistent with the intent and provisions of the NPS-REG. 

NPS-HPL 
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153. The NPS-HPL came into force on 17 October 2022. It was subsequently 

amended in January 2026 following notification on the application. 

154. Under the superseded provisions of the NPS-HPL, the Site was identified 

as being highly productive land (HPL), as it contains LUC 3 soils.  

155. Subsequent amendments to NPS-HPL have changed the definition of 

HPL under clause 3.5(7) to provide for the following: 

3.5(7) Until a regional policy statement containing maps of highly 
productive land in the region is operative, each relevant territorial 
authority and consent authority must apply this National Policy 
Statement as if references to highly productive land were references 
to land that:  

a. is: 

i. zoned general rural or rural production at the commencement 

date; and  

ii. LUC 1, 2 or 3;  

b. is not: 
i. identified for future urban development at the commencement 

date; or  

ii. subject to a council initiated, or an adopted, notified plan change 

to rezone it from general rural or rural production to urban or 

rural lifestyle at the commencement date; or 10 National Policy 

Statement for Highly Productive land 2022  

iii. subject to a resource consent application for subdivision, use or 

development on LUC 3 land for any activity other than rural 

lifestyle, where that consent has been lodged at or after the 

commencement date13. 

 

156. Noting that the Site is subject to a resource consent application that is for 

a large-scale solar farm development and not a rural lifestyle activity, I 

consider that the Site no longer falls within the definition of HPL under 

clause 3.5(7) of HPL. On that basis, further consideration of the proposed 

solar farm against the provisions of the NPS-HPL is not required. I note 

Ms Kirby reaches a similar conclusion in the S42A Report.  

 
13 As per clause 1.2(1) of the NPS-HPL, being 17 October 2022.  
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NPS-NH 

157. As noted by Ms Kirby, the NPS-NH does not apply specifically to utility 

scale renewable energy generation and therefore does not apply to the 

proposed solar farm.  The relevant HDP policies are considered below 

in my evidence.  

 
 
CRPS 

 
158. I consider that the HDP has been prepared to achieve Part 2 of the RMA 

and gives effect to the relevant provisions of the CRPS. Nonetheless, I 

provide an assessment of the relevant provisions of the CRPS below.  

 
Chapter 5 – Land-Use and Infrastructure 
 

159. In Chapter 5 (Land-Use and Infrastructure), Objective 5.2.2 is focused on 

providing for regionally significant infrastructure14 whilst ensuring 

adverse effects from the development and operation of regionally 

significant infrastructure are avoided or mitigated. This is supported by 

a number of policies, specifically Policy 5.3.2 which requires that 

development of regionally significant infrastructure is enabled whilst 

managing potential and actual effects.  

 
160. In my view, adverse effects from the proposed solar farm can be 

appropriately managed in order to ensure potential and actual effects 

are avoided, mitigated or remedied. On that basis, I consider the 

proposed solar farm to be consistent with Objective 5.2.2 and the 

policies contained in Chapter 5 of the CRPS. 

 
Chapter 7 – Fresh Water  
 

161. Objective 7.2.4 provides for the integrated management of fresh water 

resources, including between activities and considering the effects of 

 
14 The definition of regionally significant infrastructure under the CRPS specifically includes 
renewable energy generation of any scale.  
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land use and intensification of land uses on demand for water and on 

water quality.  

162. Policy 7.3.3 directs that freshwater environments, including their 

riparian zones, are protected and enhanced.  

 
163. The proposed solar farm involves extensive planting which will be 

maintained through a Landscape Management Plan and will be subject 

to ongoing maintenance and pest control as set out in the proposed 

consent conditions (refer to Appendix C).  This will assist with improving 

water quality, stabilising soils, and enhancing riparian and freshwater 

habitats, thereby supporting the integrated management of freshwater 

resources in line with Objective 7.2.4 and contributing to the protection 

and enhancement of freshwater environments as directed by Policy 

7.3.3. On that basis, I consider the proposed solar farm to be consistent 

with provisions contained in Chapter 7 of the CRPS. 

 
Chapter 14 - Air Quality 
 

164. The air quality provisions aim to manage discharges to air in order to 

ensure amenity values and human health are not adversely affected. As 

discussed above, there are minimal earthworks required across the Site 

and the Applicant has proposed a Construction Management Plan 

condition. I agree with this and subject to imposition of this condition, I 

consider that the proposed solar farm is consistent with the air quality 

provisions of the CRPS.  

 
165. On that basis, I consider the proposed solar farm to be consistent with 

the provisions outlined in Chapter 16 of the CRPS. 

 
Chapter 15 – Soils 
 

166. Objective 15.2.1 directs that soils are maintained and improved to 

safeguard their mauri, life supporting capacity and their productive 

capacity. Policy 15.3.1 directs that land-uses and land management 

practices avoid significant long-term adverse effects on soil quality, and 
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to remedy or mitigate significant soil degradation and to promote land-

use practices that maintain and improve soil quality. 

 
167. The proposed solar farm is consistent with these provisions, as 

development will require minimal earthworks. Furthermore, and as 

discussed above, the Site will continue to be used for sheep grazing 

alongside solar farm operations, therefore maintaining the Site’s 

productive capabilities.  

Chapter 16 – Energy 
 

168. Chapter 16 of the CRPS provides clear direction that supports and 

enables renewable energy development. Specifically, Objective 16.2.2 

promotes a diverse and secure supply of energy and recognises the 

locational constraints in the development of renewable energy.  

 
 

169. Objective 16.3.3 of the CRPS provides for the local, regional and national 

benefits associated with renewable energy generation facilities, 

including by diversifying the type and / or location of energy generation 

facilities and assisting in meeting international climate obligations.  

 
170. The proposed solar farm will be a significant solar farm development in 

the Hurunui area and will provide district, regional and national benefits 

in terms of diversifying the renewable energy network. As noted above 

in my evidence, the proposed solar farm will assist in diversifying the 

electricity network in New Zealand and directly supports the goal of net 

zero emissions from greenhouse gases by 2050. 

 
 
CLWRP 

 
171. The CLWRP sets out the objectives and policies in relation to the region’s 

air, land and water and coastal resources. 
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172. As discussed above, regional consent has been granted for the proposed 

solar farm, authorising stormwater discharges and use of the land over 

an aquifer. No further regional consents are sought under the CLWRP.  

173. Of relevance to contamination, Objective 3.23 sets out that “soils are 

healthy and productive, and human-induced contamination are 

minimised”. This is supported by Policies 4.24 to 4.26, which seek to 

avoid and manage the effects of hazardous substances on the receiving 

environment.  

174. As I discuss earlier in my evidence, the proposed switchyard is fully 

contained within one aspect of the Site and there is no expected 

discharge of contaminants from the solar arrays. All soils underneath 

the switchyard containers and infrastructure will be removed once 

operations on the Site have ceased in accordance with the 

Decommissioning Plan, which has been proffered as proposed 

conditions by the Applicant (Appendix C).  In terms of the panels 

themselves, as discussed by Ms Williamson, these are fully sealed with 

a manufacturer warranty in excess of the consent duration. On that 

basis, there will be no discharges of hazardous substances or 

contaminants to the ground and therefore I consider the proposed solar 

farm to be consistent with the above objectives and policies. 

 
175. Objective 3.1 deals with the relationship of Ngāi Tahu culture, 

traditions, customary uses and relationships with land and water. As 

discussed above and as detailed in Mr Andrews’ evidence, iwi 

consultation has been undertaken by the Applicant. I understand the 

Applicant has expressed a willingness to work with mana whenua over 

the project life of the solar farm.   

 
176. Regionally significant infrastructure is addressed by Objective 3.3, with 

the focus on such infrastructure providing for economic, cultural, and 

social wellbeing. The proposed solar farm, as I detail above, will provide 

numerous benefits in terms of strengthening New Zealand’s electricity 
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generation resilience and capabilities and is regionally significant 

infrastructure.  

 
177. Overall, I consider the proposed solar farm to be consistent with the 

provisions of the CLWRP, including the plan’s strategic objectives and 

policies. 

 
178. The benefits of renewable electricity generation are specifically 

recognised in Policies P11 and P13. The proposed solar farm, as I detail 

above, will provide numerous benefits in terms of strengthening New 

Zealand’s electricity generation resilience and capabilities.  

 
HDP 

 
179. The Site is located in the Hurunui district and is subject to the provisions 

of the HDP, which manages land use within the district. The HDP sets 

out objectives, policies and rules to assist the Council to carry out its 

functions under the RMA. Under this plan, the zoning of the Site is Rural.  

 
180. The objectives and policies relating to the rural zones are concerned 

with maintaining and enhancing rural character, to enable the flexible 

use of land, ensure the productive nature of land is not diminished and 

manage environmental effects. The issues associated with developing a 

solar farm from a district perspective tend to focus on amenity issues 

associated with the land use and the potential to affect the surrounding 

community and any deviations from what might be considered to be 

existing experienced amenity within a zone or locality. This is generally 

experienced through visual effects, noise and traffic. These effects need 

to be considered in the context of the Rural zone and what is reasonable 

within that environment.  

 
Rural Zone 
 

181. The Site is located within the Rural zone and is mainly comprised of 

pastoral land, surrounded by other farming properties, residential 
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lifestyle blocks and viticulture activities. As detailed above, the 

proposed solar farm has potential to contrast with the existing 

landscape character, but the flatness of the terrain, the limited height 

and ‘floating’ nature of the proposed structures, together with 

mitigation, will allow visual effects to be managed.  

182. Solar farming is a relatively new activity in New Zealand and therefore 

not widely anticipated in rural zones - at this point in time. 

Notwithstanding this, it is my opinion that proposed solar farm is not 

out of character within the rural area, noting that the description of the 

zone specifically refers to the need to locate renewable energy facilities 

within rural areas and the clear provisions for renewable energy 

facilities within these provisions.  

183. I consider the objectives and policies of the zone are able to support the 

proposed solar farm. Specifically, those of relevance in the Rural 

provisions to the proposed solar farm include: 

(a) Objective 3.1: 

The character and amenity values of rural areas of the district are 
maintained while providing for a variety of activities including those 
associated with primary production. 

(b) Policy 3.5: 

To enable a variety of activities to occur within rural areas while 
managing adverse effects on character and amenity values by seeking 
that the scale and siting of development: 

1. Maintains a dominance of open space and plantings over 
buildings, especially when viewed from public places such as 
roads; 

2. Maintains privacy and rural outlook for residential activities; 
3. Protects access to light for sensitive activities and primary 

production; 
4. Achieves an appropriate level of compatibility with existing 

development within the surrounding area; 
5. Avoids unduly affecting the amenity of existing sensitive 

activities being exposed to noise and adverse light emissions 
at night; 

6. Avoids, mitigates or remedies adverse visual effects if sited on 
prominent ridges or immediately adjacent to strategic 
arterial roads, district arterial roads and collector roads, or to 
Lake Sumner Road; and 

7. Is appropriate to the location, including recognising the need 
for activities reliant on a natural resource to be located where 
the resource is available.  

 
(c) Policy 3.6: 
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To manage potential conflict between incompatible activities in the 
rural environment so that: 

1. Residential and other sensitive activities are located away 
from incompatible rural, and rural based industrial activities 
and other activities that have a functional or locational need 
to locate in the Rural Zone; 

2. The continued use and development of existing primary 
production activities, rural based industrial activities and 
other activities that have a functional or locational need to 
locate in the Rural Zone are not unreasonably inhibited by the 
establishment of new sensitive activities; and 

3. The location of activities likely to generate effects beyond the 
property boundary are controlled.  

 
184. I consider that the visual effects of the solar farm will be appropriately 

managed and will not result in adverse effects beyond what is 

anticipated under the Rural Zone provisions, noting the HDP provides 

for renewable energy facilities locating in rural areas due to operational 

and functional requirements. In my view, solar farms are not 

incongruent with other rural based activities, such as farming, 

viticulture and lifestyle blocks.  

 
185. As discussed above and in my AEE report, I consider adverse effects 

overall from the Proposed solar farm are less than minor in the long 

term. While the Proposed solar farm will change the character of the 

surrounding rural environment in the short term (while mitigation 

screening is established), over the proposed 35-year consent duration 

this change will be minimised.  

 
186. On the basis of the above, I consider the proposed solar farm to be 

consistent with the above objectives and policies. 

 
Energy  

 
187. The following objectives and policies are relevant to the proposed solar 

farm: 

(a) Objective 7.1: 

The development, operation, maintenance and upgrading of new and 
existing renewable energy generation activities is provided for, while 
ensuring that conflicts between these activities and sensitive 
environments are managed. 

(b) Policy 7.1: 
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To recognise the national, regional and local significance and benefits 
of energy production from renewable resources by: 

1. Enabling the investigation, identification and assessment of 
potential sites for renewable energy generation and 
investigations into renewable energy generation 
technologies and methods; 

2. Providing for community and commercial scale renewable 
energy production in less sensitive environments (those areas 
not identified in policies 7.6 and 7.7); and 

3. Enabling small scale on-site energy production from 
renewable resources.  

 
(c) Policy 7.5: 

To acknowledge the practical and logistical constraints associated 
with the development, operation, maintenance and upgrading of new 
and existing renewable energy generation activities, including the 
need to locate these activities where renewable energy resources are 
available.  

(d) Policy 7.6: 

To manage renewable energy activities to minimise adverse effects by: 
1. Managing cumulative effects; 
2. Requiring setbacks from sensitive activities; 
3. Managing construction activities including vehicle 

movements; and 
4. Maintaining amenity values and character. 

 
(e) Policy 7.7 – To consider environmental compensation or offsetting 

measures, including measures or compensation which benefits the 

local environment and community affected, where any residual 

environmental effects of renewable energy generation activities 

cannot be avoided, remedied or mitigated.  

 
188. As discussed above, there are operational and functional requirements 

for a solar farm to located in a rural zone with flat land. The proposed 

solar farm will increase renewable electricity generation in the country, 

while avoiding and mitigating adverse environmental impacts.  

 
189. Therefore, it is my opinion that the proposed solar farm is consistent 

with these provisions.  

 
 
Transportation 
 

190. I consider the following objective and policy to be relevant to this 

proposed solar farm: 
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(a) Objective 8.1: 

A safe and efficient transport network that services the current and 
future needs of all users. 

 
(b) Policy 8.1: 

To provide for the safe and efficient use and development of the land 
transportation network. 

 
191. The majority of traffic from the proposed solar farm will result during 

the construction phase of the project. However, construction traffic is 

expected to be low (up to 6 heavy vehicles movements daily, one way), 

reducing further once the solar farm is operational. Furthermore, the 

implementation of a Construction Management Plan and Traffic 

Management Plan as recommended in proposed conditions (Appendix 

C) will enable construction traffic to be managed appropriately. The 

access point to the Site will be constructed in accordance with the 

applicable construction standards to achieve compliance with the 

necessary sightlines.  

192. I also note that, subject to appropriate consent conditions and the 

provision of a traffic assessment, NZTA’s has raised no further concerns 

regarding transportation effects of the proposed solar farm.  

 
193. On that basis, I consider the proposed solar farm to be consistent with 

the transportation provisions of the HDP.  

 
Biodiversity 

194. Ms Kirby considers Objective 13, Policy 13.1, Policy 13.2 and Policy 13.3 

as being relevant to this proposed solar farm. These provisions are set 

out below. 

(a) Objective 13: 

Exercise Kaitiakitanga/guardianship by managing ecosystems and 
indigenous biodiversity within the district through: 

(a) The protection of ecosystem values, ecosystem functioning 
and areas of significant indigenous biodiversity; 

(b) The maintenance of other indigenous biodiversity; 
(c) The encouragement and support for restoration and 

enhancement of ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity; 
and 
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(d) Recognising and valuing indigenous biodiversity as an 
essential part of mahinga kai and the relationship of Ngāi 
Tahu with its ancestral lands and waters. 
 

(b) Policy 13.1: 

 To identify areas of significant indigenous biodiversity value by applying criteria (set out 

in Appendix 13.1). 

(c) Policy 13.3:  

When considering resource consent applications: 
(a) ensure that any adverse effects of the activity on the 

indigenous biodiversity of the district’s environment are 
avoided, remedied or mitigated; 

(b) encourage landowners to take opportunities and consider the 
site specific management factors to promote the restoration 
and enhancement of indigenous vegetation and habitats; 

(c) encourage provision of mechanisms that assist in protection 
or enhancement of significant indigenous biodiversity such as 
QE II covenants and the use of Biodiversity Management 
Plans; 

(d) provide for consideration of biodiversity offsets where it has 
been demonstrated that the adverse effects have been 
avoided as far as practical in the first instance, minimised 
when total avoidance is impracticable, and any remaining 
adverse effects are remedied or mitigated and where the 
adverse effects cannot be avoided, remedied or mitigated it 
is demonstrated that, with the offset, that will achieve no net 
loss; and 

(e) provide for conservation lots to be created, or reduced site 
areas to be considered, where significant indigenous 
biodiversity is protected. 

 
195. I consider the proposed solar farm to be broadly consistent with the 

above provisions, noting the revegetation planting proposed on Site and 

the associated benefits this is expected to provide to indigenous 

biodiversity values. 

Natural Hazards 

196. Chapter 15 of the HDP addresses natural hazard matters. I agree with 

Ms Kirby that Objective 15.1 and Policies 15.1 and 15.4 are relevant to 

the proposed solar farm. 

197. Taking into account the fire risk conditions proposed, alongside the 

conclusion reached regarding flood risk, I consider the proposed solar 

farm to be broadly consistent with the relevant provisions in Chapter 

15. 

 
Contaminated Land 
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198. Chapter 18 of the HDP addresses land contamination matters. Of 

relevance to this proposed solar farm are: 

(a) Objective 18: 

The risk to people and the environment from contaminated land is 
managed to an acceptable level having regard to the potentially 
affected environment and the intended use of the land.  
 

(b) Policy 18.2: 

To ensure the use, subdivision and development of contaminated land 
manages risks to people and the environment, and minimises any 
residual risk by requiring: 

1. A site investigation of any land identified as actually or 
potentially contaminated, prior to any new subdivision or 
change of use of land that could result in an increase in any 
adverse effect resulting from any contamination of the land; 

2. That any actual or potential adverse effects of contaminated 
land are managed in a manner that does not lead to further 
significant adverse effects on the environment; and 

3. That any management works for contaminated land do not 
lead to further significant adverse effects on the environment. 

 
199. I refer to the evidence of Ms Williamson, who addresses soil and water 

contamination matters. As discussed by Ms Wiliamson, the potential for 

soil contamination from the operation and decommissioning of the 

solar farm is low and the proposed solar farm does not present an 

unacceptable risk to the environment or human health.  

 
200. On that basis, I consider the proposed solar farm to be consistent with 

the above provisions.  

 
OTHER MATTERS - SECTION 104(1)(C) 

 
201. Section 104(1)(c) requires the Hearing Panel to consider any other 

matter it considers relevant and reasonably necessary to determine the 

Application. In this case, I consider the following matters to be relevant 

and reasonably necessary to consider.  

 
Iwi Management Plan  
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202. The Site is located within the takiwā of  Te Ngāi Tūāhuriri Rūnanga and 

the Mahaanui Iwi Mangement Plan 2013 (IMP) is therefore applicable 

to the proposed solar farm.  

203. I note Ms Kirby identified Issue P17 of the IMP as being relevant to the 

proposed solar farm, which states “Ngāi Tahu have a particular interest 

in energy generation”. I agree this is relevant to the proposed solar farm 

and refer to the evidence of Mr Andrews who provides any update on 

iwi engagement. 

 
204. I share Ms Kirby’s view that the proposed solar farm is not likely to be 

contrary to the intent of the IMP. 

 
Climate Change Response (Zero Carbon) Amendment Act 2019 

205. The Climate Change Response (Zero Carbon) Amendment Act, as it 

amended the Climate Change Response Act 2002, provides a framework 

for the development and implementation of climate change policies to 

address climate change in New Zealand.  

 
206. To recap my assessment of the proposed solar farm against these 

provisions, I note the proposed solar farm will generate renewable 

electricity for Hurunui district, which decreases the country’s reliance 

on fossil fuel sources of electricity (such as coal) and directly supports 

the goal of net zero emissions from greenhouse gases by 2050.  

 
Consideration of Part 2 of the RMA – Purpose and Principles  

 
207. Traditionally, an analysis of the consistency of an application with Part 

2 of the RMA has been fundamental to the overall assessment of an 

application for resource consent.  Section 104(1) of the RMA requires 

that consideration of applications for resource consent be ‘subject to 

Part 2’. Previously this has been considered to require an ‘overall broad 

judgement’ approach in the form of a fulsome Part 2 analysis.  
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208. The Court of Appeal’s decision in RJ Davidson Family Trust v 

Marlborough District Council [2018] NZCA 316 allows for the decision 

maker to refer back to Part 2 when deciding applications for resource 

consent under s104 in some circumstances. Given the HDP became 

operative almost ten years ago and would have been drafted over 15 

years ago, I consider it appropriate and prudent to have regard to Part 

2. I provide a high-level summary below.  

 
209. The proposed solar farm will enable people and communities to provide 

for their social, cultural and economic needs, by providing renewable 

electricity.  

 
210. The life-supporting capacities of air, water, soil and ecosystems will be 

protected by robust operating practices, consistent with best practice 

guidelines.  

 
211. Potential adverse effects from the operation of the proposed solar farm 

will be avoided, remedied or mitigated through design, construction 

management measures and management plans.  

 
212. In regard to section 6 of the RMA, the proposed solar farm aims to 

minimise adverse effects on landscape and natural character values by 

including extensive screening.  

 
213. In relation to section 7 of the RMA , I consider that subsections 7(a), 7(b) 

and 7(c) are relevant to the Application. As discussed in Mr Andrews’ 

evidence, the Applicant has undertaken engagement with Mana 

Whenua. Amenity values will be maintained due to extensive screening 

that is provided around the Site. 

 
214. Section 8 of the RMA requires those exercising powers or functions 

under the RMA to take into account the principles of the Treaty of 

Waitangi (Te Tiriti o Waitangi). As set out in the consultation record and 
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evidence of Mr Andrews, engagement and consultation with tāngata 

whenua has been undertaken and will continue.  

Section 42A Report 

215. I have read the Section 42A Report prepared by Ms Kirby and have 

responded to its comments and conclusions where relevant to my area 

of expertise. While many of the matters raised are addressed in my 

evidence above, I set out remaining matters below. 

 
Treatment of Revegetation Planting as a Positive Effect vs Compensation 

 
216. The issue of historical unauthorised clearance of matagouri is discussed 

above. Further to this, Ms Kirby questions whether the approximately 8 

ha of river terrace restoration planting should be viewed partially as 

compensation for the unauthorised clearance, or as a positive effect. As 

stated above, I consider the historical clearance activities to be outside 

of the scope of the Application; it is my opinion that the proposed 

revegetation planting must be assessed as a positive effect, and not as 

compensation.  

 
Permitted Baseline 

 
217. Under the provisions of the HDP, there is no permitted activity pathway 

for a solar farm of this scale and it is therefore a discretionary activity. 

Ms Kirby notes that there are elements of the proposed solar farm 

which are permitted (such as inverter setback from State Highway 7 and 

earthworks) however finds that there is no credible permitted baseline 

which applies to the proposed solar farm.  

218. Noting that Mr Cocker has previously drawn parallels with the poposed 

solar farm and large-scale horticultural structures for the purposes of 

contextualising landscape effects, I agree with Ms Kirby that, given the 

scale and complexity of the proposed solar farm, there is no permitted 

baseline that provides a useful comparison in the context of the 

Application for the purpose of discounting effects.  
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Monetary Bond 

219. Ms Kirby suggests that, should the Hearing Panel be minded to grant 

consent, a monetary bond may be appropriate as a means of providing 

surety that the Site will be decommissioned in the event of unforeseen 

circumstances.  

220. In my view, a monetary bond is neither appropriate nor justified for this 

proposed solar farm. 

221. Ms Kirby states in the report that "decommissioning effects are 

commonly addressed through conditions of consent, such as the 

provision of a decommissioning plan"15 and that these effects can be 

"sufficiently avoided, remedied or mitigated through appropriate 

conditions of consent" 16. I agree with Ms Kirby’s assessment in this 

regard. 

222. The Applicant has proffered a condition requiring a comprehensive 

Decommissioning Plan, which ensures that all structures are removed, 

soils remediated if necessary, and the Site is left in a condition suitable 

for its subsequent land use.  In my opinion, this condition provides the 

appropriate mechanism to ensure the Site is fully remediated at the end 

of the consent term.  

 
223. Furthermore, the imposition of a financial bond under the RMA is 

typically reserved for activities where there is a high risk of significant 

environmental harm or land contamination if the site is abandoned 

(such as mining or heavy industry), and where the cost of remediation 

far outweighs the value of the remaining assets. That is not the case for 

a solar farm. The infrastructure consists largely of steel, aluminium, 

copper wiring, and glass – materials that hold significant salvage and 

recycling value. Therefore, it is my understanding that there is a strong 

commercial incentive for the infrastructure to be removed and 

recovered at the end of its operational life. 

 

 
15 Paragraph 244 of the S42A Report.  
16Ibid.  
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224. Given this inherent salvage value, and the fact that a solar farm sits 

passively on the land without causing irreversible physical changes to 

the site's topography, it is my view that imposing a monetary bond 

would place an unnecessary and unreasonable financial burden on the 

Applicant.  A bond condition would not, for those reasons, be directly 

connected to an adverse effect on the environment as required by 

s108AA(1)(b)(i) of the RMA 

 
Overall Conclusion 

225.  I note that Ms Kirby was unable to record an overall conclusion on 

adverse effects, or a recommendation as to whether the proposed solar 

farm is consistent with relevant planning documents and considers 

further information on landscape and visual, transportation, glint and 

glare and ecological effects to be required. 

 
226. In my view and for the reasons I have explained above, sufficient 

information has been provided by the Applicant to draw a conclusion in 

relation to effects and consider the consent conditions put forward in 

Appendix C to be  appropriate to manage potential and actual adverse 

effects. On this basis, I do not consider that there is any planning matter 

that would prevent a recommendation that consent be granted for this 

proposed solar farm.  

 
COMMENT ON SUBMISSIONS 

 
227. I have read the submissions lodged on the Application and I address 

those relevant to planning issues below. 

 
228. A total of 158 submissions were received on the publicly notified 

Application. The submissions largely related to concerns in relation to 

adverse effects of the proposed solar farm on the receiving 

environment. Alongside the other technical specialists who have 

provided expert evidence, I have addressed these matters above in my 
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evidence. Therefore, my assessment below addresses only the specific 

planning matters raised in submissions. 

 
Consistency with Planning Documents 

229. Several submitters outlined concerns that the proposed solar farm is 

not consistent with relevant objectives and policies contained in the 

HDP. Concerns from submitters were also raised that the proposed solar 

farm breaches matters contained in Section 6 of the RMA. I note that I 

have considered the proposed solar farm against the relevant planning 

provisions, including the HDP, NPS-REG and Part 2 matters in the 

evidence above and do not agree with the points raised by the 

submitters. 

 
The Proposed solar farm as an Industrial Development 

 
230. A common theme across the submissions received was that the 

proposed solar farm was incongruent with the activities that are 

provided for in the Rural zone. Many submissions referred to the 

proposed solar farm as being an industrial development and as such an 

inappropriate land use amongst rural activities.  

 
231. I do note that several submitters opposed the proposed solar farm on 

the basis of adverse landscape effects in the context of the proposed 

solar farm ‘industrialising’ the surrounding area. In light of these 

submissions, I reviewed the proposed solar farm against the definition 

of ‘Industry / Industrial Activity’ set out in the HDP, which includes: 

 
Premises used for manufacturing, fabricating, processing, parking or 
storing of substances, materials or products, into new products, and 
includes the servicing and repair of goods, vehicles and machinery, 
whether by machine or hand 
 

232. A solar farm does not fall within this definition.  

 
233. I also note that Ms Kirby, in the S42A Report, considers whether the 

proposed solar farm could be considered a ‘commercial scale energy 



50 

385576 
3456-4914-9003-V1 

activity’17. Ms Kirby concludes that the proposed solar farm does not 

meet this definition, on the basis that the Applicant is not an electricity 

operator under the Electricity Act 1992.  I agree that this definition does 

not apply to the proposed solar farm. In my opinion, identifying the 

proposed solar farm for what it is, a solar farm or a renewable energy 

project, is appropriate for the purposes of a planning assessment.  It is 

a different activity class to industrial activities, which are more 

commonly associated with manufacturing, storage and processing and 

does not meet the definition of a ‘commercial scale energy activity’. 

 
234. Whilst the HDP is a second-generation plan under the RMA, its 

provisions tend to reflect an earlier generation of plan-making where 

renewable energy activities were not explicitly anticipated or provided 

for as a distinct activity class. As a result, provisions that refer to 

“industrial” or “commercial scale energy activities” tend not to 

adequately reflect the functional or environmental characteristics of 

modern solar energy generation which are now expressly recognised in 

the higher-order NPS REG. 

 
 

235. While I consider that, based on the information provided by Mr Cocker, 

the proposed solar farm will change the existing openness of the rural 

landscape to something that may be referred to as ‘rural industrial’, I 

would argue that there are key differences between ‘rural industrial’ 

and ‘industrial’ activities, in relation to the effects that can be 

anticipated from each of those activities.  

 

 
17 Under the HDP, this is defined as: an energy activity that is intended to supply energy to one or 
more consumers and is undertaken by a party defined as an electricity operator under the 
Electricity Act 1992. In the case of generated electricity, the activity may be connected to either 
the transmission or distribution network, or supply the electricity internally via an embedded 
network at a single site.  
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236. A rural setting is fundamentally a working environment. This is 

explained in the introduction to the Rural Zone provisions in the HDP 

and reflected in the relevant objectives and policies.  

 
237. As I have discussed above in my evidence, agrivoltaics production is 

essentially a cluster of production activities that have a functional and 

operational need to locate in rural areas. While it is, at this point in time 

an emerging land use in New Zealand, I note that internationally solar 

farm developments are now a comparatively more common activity in 

rural settings. On that basis, I consider that, whilst the proposed solar 

farm will result in changes to the landscape, this is not incongruent with 

existing rural activities and the ongoing development of new rural 

activities in New Zealand. 

 
CONDITIONS 

238. The RMA allows for conditions to be imposed on resource consents 

(s108), subject to certain limits (s108AA). In my opinion, conditions play 

an important role in defining the scope of authorised activities and in 

appropriately managing the adverse effects of those activities.  

 
239. Through the evidence presented on behalf of the Applicant, the various 

methods proposed or undertaken by the Applicant to avoid, remedy or 

mitigate adverse effects on the environment have been extensively 

assessed and explained. On the advice received from the Applicant’s 

technical specialists and considering the concerns raised by submitters, 

I have prepared a set of draft conditions in Appendix C. These conditions 

include: 

(a) A suite of management plans will be prepared and certified by 

Council to describe in detail the methods that will be 

implemented to address the effects of the proposed solar farm; 

(b) Provision for a Community Liaison Group to be established and 

operated as a forum for information sharing between the Consent 

Holder and local community; 
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(c) A complaints mechanism for recording complaints received on the 

proposed solar farm, and actions taken by the Consent Holder in 

response to those complaints; 

(d) Construction conditions, including a Construction Management 

Plan and Construction Management Plan; 

(e) A suite of operational management conditions, including limits on 

lighting, noise, visual screening and fire risk management; 

(f) Landscape screening and management conditions, including a 

Landscape Management Plan;  

(g) Accidental discovery protocols; and 

(h) Decommissioning conditions.  

 
240. In addition, consultation with NZTA resulted in specific conditions being 

proffered by the Applicant to manage potential and actual glint and 

glare effects on road users. This is in the form of requirements for shade 

cloth to be installed around the State Highway 7 boundary of the Site 

while screen planting reaches maturity. Furthermore, NZTA provided 

proposed conditions regarding the vehicle access formation to the Site; 

the Applicant has accepted NZTA’s wording and these are included in 

Appendix C.  

 
241. In my opinion, the suite of updated proposed conditions in Appendix C 

will ensure that the actual and potential adverse effects of the proposed 

solar farm are appropriately managed during both construction and 

operation of the proposed solar farm. 

 
242. If the Hearing Panel were minded to grant consent, I would be happy to 

caucus with Ms Kirby to refine conditions, as appropriate.  

 
CONCLUSION 

243. In summary, it is my opinion that consent for the construction and 

operation of the proposed solar farm should be granted with the 

imposition of appropriate conditions of consent (as attached as 

Appendix C to my evidence). 
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244. I have formed my opinion on the basis that the effects arising from the 

proposed solar farm will be less than minor for glint and glare, noise, 

the safe and efficient operation of the road network, reverse sensitivity, 

natural hazards, cultural effects, soil resources, ecology and upon 

existing electricity infrastructure. I consider that while there will be 

temporary more than minor effects concerning landscape, these will be 

reduced to less than minor when mitigation planting is established.  

 
245. I consider that there are also positive effects associated with the 

proposed solar farm, which include increasing and diversifying 

renewable electricity resources, as well as assisting New Zealand to 

meet its climate change targets. While there will be temporary visual 

and landscape effects, these are of a temporary duration and will be 

effectively managed by proposed screening. 

 
246. The proposed solar farm is consistent with the objectives and policies of 

the relevant planning documents and, in my opinion, finds direct 

support in many of those provisions.  

 
247. I consider that the grant of consent, subject to the imposition of 

proposed consent conditions recorded in Appendix C, would be in 

accordance with the overall purpose and principles of the RMA and the 

promotion of sustainable management. 

  
 
 
Laila Alkamil 
Dated      24 April 2026 
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Appendix A. Regional Consents  
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Appendix B. Summary of Submissions  
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Appendix C: Proposed Conditions  
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