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1. INTRODUCTION, QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

1.1. My full name is Rachael Annan. I am a registered member of Tuia Pito Ora, the 

New Zealand Institute of Landscape Architects (NZILA) and I hold a Bachelor of 
Landscape Architecture Degree (Honours) from Lincoln University, obtained in 

2003.  

1.2. I have over 20 years of professional experience across the areas of landscape 
architecture, landscape planning and urban design review. Most recently (until 

November 2025), I was employed by SLR Consulting New Zealand Limited as a 
Technical Director and lead for SLR’s New Zealand based landscape planning 
work. I provided the earlier landscape peer review of the application; and I am now 

providing this evidence, based on my earlier review, in a self-employed capacity. 

1.3. I have worked on rural and urban based projects for applicants and councils 
across New Zealand, including other solar farm proposals. I have provided expert 

evidence at both council hearings and the Environment Court. My project work 
has included involvement with applications for resource consent and requests for 

plan changes, as well as providing technical specialist landscape architectural 

advice to inform district plan preparation. 

1.4. I have visited the site and surrounds, including a number of neighbouring 

properties, in the context of undertaking my review role for this application. 

2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

2.1. This evidence is provided on behalf of the Hurunui District Council (HDC), and 

sets out the landscape-related matters associated with the application.  

2.2. The key issues I have identified relate to the extent to which the applicant’s 
assessment addresses the effects on landscape character, landscape values, and 

visual amenity values arising from the proposal.  

2.3. My evidence has been prepared with reference to the concepts and principles of 
‘Te Tangi a te Manu: Aotearoa New Zealand Landscape Assessment Guidelines’ 

(Tuia Pito Ora, NZILA, July 2022).  

2.4. My evidence addresses the relevant documents and information submitted with 

the application, being the most recent versions that are contained on the HDC 
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website since the application was notified. These include, but are not limited to the 

following:   

a) Updated Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment: ‘Proposed Solar 

Farm 380 SH7, Waipara Canterbury Landscape and Assessment’, 4 

February 2025, Simon Cocker Landscape Architecture. 

b) Site Plans Updated: ‘Module General Arrangement Layout’, NSF/REG, 

Sheets 1-4, Revision Date: 11/3/2025. 

c) Landscape Plans: ‘Landscape Mitigation Plans’, Figure 2a-2c, Simon 

Cocker Landscape Architecture (over ‘Module General Arrangement 

Layout’). 

d) Visual Simulations I: 25/9/2023, Virtual View Limited. (document includes 
‘Landscape and Visual Assessment methodology’, Simon Cocker 

Landscape Architecture). 

e) Visual Simulations II: 10/3/2025, Virtual View Limited – with an additional 
three viewpoints from 251 Mackenzies Road, 97 Mackenzies Road and 

55 Mackenzies Road.  

f) Updated Section Details: 3/11/2025 setting out additional internal 

screening and boundary screening. 

2.5. Unless otherwise stated, quoted material references the application landscape 
and visual effects assessment (being the document listed at paragraph 2.4 a) 

above). 

2.6. In preparing this evidence I have also referenced and responded to those matters 

raised in submissions on the application that are relevant to landscape effects. 

3. CODE OF CONDUCT FOR EXPERT WITNESSES 

3.1. I have read and am familiar with the Environment Court’s Code of Conduct for Expert 

Witnesses (Environment Court Practice Note 2023) and I agree to comply with it 
when providing this evidence to the panel. My qualifications as an expert are set out 

above.  

3.2. Other than where I state that I am relying on the advice of another person, I confirm 

that the matters addressed in this statement of evidence are within my area of 

expertise.  
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3.3. I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract 

from the opinions I express. 

4. APPLICATION ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY AND FRAMEWORK  

4.1. In this section I specifically outline issues arising from the methodology used in 
the application’s assessment of landscape and visual effects. I note the following 

findings.  

Alignment with Te Tangi a te Manu 

4.2. The assessment methodology combines Te Tangi a te Manu with the UK 

‘Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Assessment, 3rd Edition’ (GLVIA3) guidance, 
following the Quality Planning note which signposts GLVIA3 as an example of 

international best practice (Appendix 2; Assessment Methodology, p.2). In 
particular, the assessment relies on generalised GLVIA3 descriptors rather than 

the place-specific approach anticipated by Te Tangi a te Manu.   

Implications of methodological choice 

4.3. In my opinion, the use of generalised GLVIA3 descriptors and weighted methods 

has constrained the assessment’s responsiveness to the place-specific patterns, 
coherence and legibility required under Te Tangi a te Manu, leading to an 

underestimation of landscape sensitivity and magnitude. The GLVIA3 
‘Determination of Landscape Quality’ rating system, with its broad hierarchical 
categorisation, also sits uneasily with the distinctiveness of the valley’s terrace 

landforms, rural coherence and viticulture identity (p.16 and Appendix 3), 
highlighting a wider methodological misalignment between GLVIA3 with Te Tangi 

a te Manu’s requirement to ground assessments in the particularities of place. 

Information gaps affecting reliability  

4.4. Landscape related RFI matters which remain unaddressed, include the provision 

of a transparent and reproducible viewshed analysis and site plans illustrating 

contours. This information is necessary to accurately understand:  

a) The vertical and horizontal arrangement of proposed solar arrays; 

b) The relationship to terrace breaks; and 

c) How visibility varies across the breadth of the proposed development 

footprint.  
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4.5. These omissions represent material information gaps. Without a reproducible ZTV 
and full contour dataset, the visibility envelope, terrace-to-array relationships, or 

vertical/lateral ground variation influencing potential irregular array patterns 

cannot be reliably understood. 

4.6. In my opinion, Mr Cocker’s reciprocal viewshed analysis approach is insufficient 

for a development of this scale, when considering the varying landform heights 
across the site and relevant surrounds. Relying solely on field-based, outward-

looking analysis from the site, in my opinion, underestimates visibility from 
surrounding dwellings and public locations. A GIS-based ZTV would provide the 

necessary transparency and reproducibility anticipated for a project of this scale.  

4.7. From my visits to the site and surrounds, I observed greater visibility towards the 

site from several surrounding houses than identified in Mr Cocker’s assessment 
(Table 1, from p.15). I observed a common pattern, both of Mackenzies Road 

‘lifestyle blocks’ and Glenmark Drive suburban scale properties, of dwellings 

and/or outdoor living areas oriented toward the proposed development area.   

4.8. In the absence of site contour information, a number of factors related to the 
proposal are less clear for review purposes. This includes the relative height 

changes across and between proposed development areas, and the setback of 
development areas from inter-terrace slopes. This spatial data would also be 

useful provided alongside available LiDAR contours of the surrounds.  

4.9. While onsite, I observed that some terrace areas are undulated (possibly by 1-
1.5m or more) rather than of uniform flatness. The variation appears sufficient to 

cause stepped or irregular array formations if solar arrays cannot smoothly follow 
or ‘even out’ ground form variation. This limits reliable assessment of the potential 

effects on terrace legibility, coherence, and the presentation of the arrays. 

4.10. Tabled potential (adverse) visual effects analysis (Table 2, from p.21) sets 

out a ‘high’ rating of adverse visual effects from 247 and 251 Mackenzies Road, 
with at least ‘moderate’ adverse effects from a number of other locations that 

include both private and public viewpoints1. However, the assessment concludes 
that adverse effects on visual amenity values will be less than minor for all 

receptors, with the exception of the above two residential properties experiencing 
a minor level of visual effects, and that for these two properties, effects ‘will reduce 

to less than minor within 3-5 years’ (p.29).   

 
1 Adverse visual effects of ‘moderate’ and ‘high’ degrees equate to being more than minor. 
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4.11. In this way, the tabled assessment study has not directly informed either 
notification sought by the applicant, or the assessment’s concluding visual effects 

findings. This is despite the Table 2 columns including construction phase through 
to long-term effects, and also addressing residual effects afforded by mitigation 

measures, as set out by the lodged application.   

5. IDENTIFICATION OF EXISTING LANDSCAPE CHARACTER AND VALUES 

Distinctive landscape values 

5.1. I agree with the application assessment’s identification of local landscape values, 
including those associated with the highly legible Weka Creek terrace landforms,  

the open pastoral setting (with its low absorptive capacity), and the area’s 
viticulture identity. However, I consider that these elements collectively express 

the distinctive local landscape character and embodied landscape values. 

‘With the exception of the viticultural plantings, this working landscape is 

not unique to this area, it is a relatively generic rural landscape commonly 

experienced in this part of the Canterbury Plains. Nevertheless, the 

expansive views across the flat pastures to the surrounding hills conveys 

a visually coherent outlook that while typical, has high amenity and 

aesthetic value.’ (p.16) 

5.2. Te Tangi a te Manu places emphasis on identifying landscape patterns, 
coherence, legibility, and distinctiveness as foundational to understanding 

landscape character (p.76 - 78, 80). The assessment however, does not carry 

these identified local landscape values consistently through to its effects analysis. 

5.3. Located in the northern upper reaches of the Canterbury Plains, the Waipara 
Valley is afforded enclosure by sheltering hills. This broad scale framing 

contributes to the coherent rural landscape setting, in my opinion. The distinct 
combination and relationship of local landscape features distinguish the setting 

from the wider Canterbury Plains.  

… ‘sensitivity’ means the susceptibility of a landscape’s values to the 

potential effects of certain types of activity—for example, the susceptibility 

of an area’s rural character to life-style development. ‘Capacity’ is an 

estimate of how much of that activity could be accommodated while still 

retaining the specified values.’ (P. 124, TTtM) 
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5.4. For clarity, I summarise that the Waipara Valley exhibits the following distinctive 

characteristics that contribute to its landscape sensitivity and values: 

a) A valley landscape enclosed by surrounding hill forms, creating a 

defined environment with strong perceptual qualities and high 

sensitivity to large-scale structural change; 

b) Open pastoral land cover, with minimal built development, supporting 

coherence and rural character; 

c) A viticulture-based land-use pattern that contributes to associative 

identity and sense of place; and  

d) Legible terrace landforms that structure views and form a recognisable 

spatial framework. The terraces relevant to the proposal are those 
formed by Weka Creek, part of the wider Waipara Valley system but 

expressed locally as stepped landforms on both sides of the creek. 

5.5. These distinct landscape values also underpin the scenic qualities experienced 
from SH7, a recognised touring route, where openness, terrace legibility, and the 

enclosing hill forms contribute to a coherent and memorable landscape sequence. 

Location specific sensitivity of the site 

5.6. The location of the proposed development serves to amplify its sensitivity. The 

creek terrace surfaces and inter-terrace slopes are positioned between two highly 
sensitive viewing environments: SH7, a recognised scenic route from which 

travellers experience an extended sequence of open valley views; and nearby 

dwellings on Mackenzies Road and Glenmark Drive that overlook the site.  

5.7. This ‘dual-exposure’ setting, in my opinion, means that changes to terrace 
legibility, openness and rural coherence are experienced across both foreground 

and mid-ground distances. These location-specific conditions heighten 
susceptibility to large-scale structural change and limit the capacity of this 

particular site to accommodate a development of the magnitude proposed within 
this application; without altering the landscape values that define the Waipara 

Valley. 

Focus on landscape detractors 

5.8. As the application assessment discussion progresses, I have found that there is 

some inconsistency between the earlier low absorptive capacity noted, due to the 
paucity of structures (p.16) in the landscape, with later effects assessment 
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characterising this same rural environment as being highly modified (p.26, 28). 
This shift places greater weight on isolated detracting features and reduces 

emphasis on the distinct values identified earlier:  

‘The wider landscape is a modified landscape that is extensively used for 

primary production and contains built forms such as sheds and houses, 

and electricity infrastructure in the form of the switchyard on MacKenzies 

[sic] Road and various overhead lines.’  

5.9. I have assessed that the level of built development in the local setting is low, with 
the exception iof the Waipara township itself. In my opinion, the surrounding rural 

landscape, of which the site forms part, is the context into which the proposal must 

be effectively integrated. 

5.10. It is my observation that agricultural and horticultural sheds are consistent 

with productive rural land use. However they are not at a scale or number sufficient 

to define the Waipara Valley landscape.  

5.11. During my visit to the site and surrounds, I observed that the extent of 
existing energy and transmission infrastructure is confined in location (the 

substation) or comprises fine, lineal and visually permeable structures 
(transmission and power lines and towers/poles). In my opinion, these elements 

do not detract from wider landscape values.  

5.12. The assessment’s shift in approach to focus more heavily on landscape 

detractors diminishes the weighting of identified landscape values and sensitivity. 
This re-framing risks overstating the landscape’s absorptive capacity, because it 

places disproportionate emphasis on isolated or minor detracting elements rather 
than the dominant patterns and coherence that define the valley’s character. In my 

view, this distorts the sensitivity assessment and reduces its responsiveness to 

place-specific attributes. 

Cultural values 

5.13. Te Tangi a te Manu also emphasises that landscape values are relational 
and include cultural and associative dimensions. The assessment summarises 

regional patterns of Māori occupation and identifies mana whenua values 
potentially applying to Weka Creek (p.12). The application site, located within the 

takiwā of Te Ngāi Tūāhuriri Rūnanga, but is not located within an identified site of 

cultural significance (para 57,58 Hurunui District Council s95 Report). 
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5.14. I acknowledge that the application includes a consultation log between the 
applicant and parties including Rūnanga. Cultural values relating to the proposal 

may be addressed through a cultural impact assessment or mana whenua 

evidence.  

Summary – existing landscape values and capacity 

5.15. The landscape values identified above establish the basis for landscape 
sensitivity consideration under Te Tangi a te Manu, in my opinion. Legible terrace 

landforms are highly susceptible to geometric structural overlay; the pastoral 
openness has low absorptive capacity; and viticulture patterns embed associative 

meaning that can be displaced by large-scale infrastructure. In combination, these 
factors indicate high sensitivity to extensive, repetitive built structures, in my 

opinion.  

5.16. I consider that, given the high sensitivity of key landscape values, the 
receiving environment has low capacity to accommodate a development of this 
scale without affecting the valley’s landscape values and spatial coherence 

(p.124, TTtM). In combination, it is my assessment that these values indicate high 

sensitivity and low capacity for absorbing extensive, repetitive built structures. 

6. ASSESSMENT OF LANDSCAPE EFFECTS  

6.1. As set out in Section 5, the site’s location between SH7 and nearby dwellings 
results in heightened sensitivity, which materially influences the magnitude of 

landscape effects described below. 

Sources of landscape effects 

6.2. While all identified values experience some degree of change, the most affected 

are: 

a) Terrace legibility (physical): The stepped Weka Creek terraces form a key 

part of the valley’s spatial structure. Large-scale, repetitive arrays would 

structurally and visually dominate these landforms; 

b) Rural openness and coherence (perceptual): The proposal introduces an 

extensive pattern of built structures, fencing and altered ground patterns 
across an otherwise open pastoral landscape, reducing coherence and 

modifying experiential qualities; and, 
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c) Viticulture-related landscape identity (associative): The proposal 
introduces an industrial land use within a valley where surrounding 

viticulture contributes to local identity, thereby diminishing this associative 

quality 

d) Scenic qualities experienced from SH7 (perceptual): While the enclosing 

hill forms themselves are not altered, the proposal changes the foreground 
and mid-ground qualities of openness, terrace legibility, and rural 

coherence. These underpin the recognised scenic sequence along this 

touring route. 

Effects of methodology on assessment outcomes 

6.3. The assessment’s reliance on assessing effects on visual amenity values as the 
primary indicator of landscape change diverges from Te Tangi a te Manu’s 

multidimensional framework (physical, associative, perceptual). 

6.4. It is my observation that, rather than focusing on landscape values derived across 

physical, associative and perceptual dimensions, Mr. Cocker’s landscape effects 
definition (below, with emphasis added) reads as giving greater weighting to visual 

amenity effects than that of landscape values as per Te Tangi a te Manu 

(following):  

‘Landscape effects derive from changes in the physical landscape, which 

may give rise to changes in its character and how this is experienced. This 

may in turn affect the perceived value ascribed to the landscape and 
includes visual amenity effects under the ambit of ‘experiential 

attributes.’ (p. 17) 

6.5. The assessment definition above places visual amenity as the primary indicator 
of landscape change. While visual effects express aspects of landscape values, 

they are not a substitute for assessing how the proposal affects the physical, 

associative and perceptual attributes of the landscape (TTtM p.135): 

‘While effects are consequences of changes to the physical landscape, 

they [landscape effects] are the outcomes for a landscape’s values 
that are derived from each of its physical, associative and perceptual 
dimensions.’ (TTtM p.135).  

6.6. Shortfalls of the assessment analysis that I have identified include: 
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a) Insufficient consideration of short-term (construction and early 

operational) effects;  

b) Under-weighting of distinct landscape values;  

c) Limited analysis of receptor sensitivity: and 

d) A tendency to treat visual mitigation as determinative of 

appropriateness or acceptability (in landscape terms).  

6.7. I consider that the proposed barbed-wire topped fencing, even if otherwise similar 

to deer fencing in style, would reinforce the application proposal’s likely industrial 
character, which would be inconsistent with the existing rural landscape. This will 

detract from local rural amenity in the short term before planting establishes. 

6.8. In support of the assessment’s effects rating, Mr. Cocker considers that a positive 

attitude towards renewable energy as correlating to acceptance of the proposal 
(p.19-20).  However, positive attitudes toward renewable energy do not equate to 

acceptance of landscape effects for a specific development in a specific location 

and the remit of a landscape assessment.  

6.9. Natural character effects are agreed to be very low (p.25), with regards to effects 
on Weka creek and its margins. However, the more relevant issue in this setting 

are the effects on rural landscape character including terrace legibility. 

‘The edge of the flood plan [sic] and river bed is clearly defined by the inter-

terrace slopes, and the extent of the proposed structures within the 

proposed solar farm will be separated from the river bed by the slope, and 

buffered by a proposed revegetation planting strip.’ (p.26) 

It is however my understanding that riparian planting proposed as part of the 
lodged application is no longer included, removing a mitigation element relied on 

in the assessment. 

6.10. In assessing the application against relevant policy matters including 
‘maintaining amenity values and character’ (policy 7.5, emphasis added), Mr 
Cocker concludes that physical change is limited and that vegetative screening 

will sufficiently mitigate adverse effects. He states that effects on landscape 

character will be ‘very low’ once mitigation planting establishes (p.28). 

6.11. However, this conclusion narrows the consideration of landscape effects to 

addressing visual amenity outcomes. Visual mitigation alone cannot determine 
appropriateness in landscape terms. Visual effects are a subset of landscape 
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effects (p. 135, 142 TTtM). Screening may reduce visual effects, but it does not 
address whether a proposal negatively impacts the underlying physical, 

associative or perceptual landscape values. 

6.12. I also consider that the assessment’s conclusion that the proposal is 
consistent with relevant plan objectives and policies does not sufficiently account 

for the local landscape values, as earlier set out in Section 5 of this evidence.   

6.13. I acknowledge that physical changes, such as shelterbelt removal, access 

tracks and driven-pile foundations, are potentially reversible, and that sheep 
grazing could continue. However, the form and character of a solar farm differs 

markedly from the existing local patterns of post-and-wire vineyard structures, and 

will represent a key shift in landscape character and association. 

6.14. Alongside the absence of contour information, the maximum ground level 

change across which panel arrays may be installed is not confirmed. If not well 
resolved, arrays may appear visually irregular where continuous geometric forms 

traverse uneven ground, increasing perceived discordance in views. 

Overall findings on landscape effects 

6.15. With regard to the high sensitivity of the receiving environment, the 

extensive spatial footprint of the proposal, and the shift in physical, associative 
and perceptual attributes, I have assessed the overall magnitude of adverse 
landscape effects to be moderate-high (on the TTtM 7-point scale, P.151). This 

is due to the extent of change, the inconsistency with existing identified landscape 
character and values, and the low capacity of the landscape to absorb large-scale 

industrial structures. 

7. ASSESSMENT OF VISUAL EFFECTS (PUBLIC AND PRIVATE VIEWPOINTS) 

Short-term visual effects 

7.1. The assessment lacks reasoned analysis and visual representation of short-term 
visual effects, despite a two-year construction period. No ‘Day 1’ visual simulations 

are provided to illustrate early adverse visual effects before mitigation planting 
establishes. In my opinion, the absence of ‘Day 1’ visual simulations is a significant 

gap in the analysis. The first two years represent the peak adverse visual effects 
period, in my opinion, given the dramatic change which will occur and the lack of 

planting establishment, and are critical for understanding the likely adverse visual 

effects on people viewing the proposal from SH7 and dwellings. 
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Visual receptor groups – SH7 road users 

7.2. I broadly agree with the application assessment’s identification of the comparative 
sensitivity between different visual receptor groups (p.21), i.e., that road users are 

typically considered less sensitive than residents. However, I also caution that a 
contextual consideration is required that is specific to this particular project and 

place.  

7.3. SH7 forms part of the formally recognised Alpine Pacific Touring Route. For this 

site, the 3.5km SH7 frontage length notably heightens sensitivity. Over the short-
term, travellers will experience an extended, sequential view of fencing and solar 

array structures, altering the perception of rural coherence along this recognised 
scenic route. Recognised landscape qualities and amenity values, in my opinion, 

heighten sensitivity to changes in openness and rural coherence from the visibility 
of an extensive pattern of built structures introduced along the road  frontage 

which will result from the proposal.  

7.4. The extent of existing roadside vegetation retained for mitigation purposes 

involves around 600m of shelterbelt planting adjacent SH7. This is approximately 
17% of what is otherwise an open road frontage. It is not clear at what point 

proposed planting will be implemented and how long this will take to establish to 
provide effective mitigation of the proposal. If the application is approved, in my 

opinion, this planting must be implemented during the first growing season once 

the development lease period commences (for construction to begin).  

7.5. In my opinion, the road frontage extent of barbed wire topped security fenced with 

solar panels visible beyond this area of planting will be a visually prominent 
element and likely be a visually dominant structure of scale, along with the panel 
structures, in the short-term. I consider that this will be a notable and adverse 

detraction from the existing rural character and amenity values.  

Visual receptor groups – residents   

7.6. It is my assessment that the existing landform terraces and inter-terrace slopes 

across the site are important defining landforms with high legibility. They are the 
foreground landscape features, within a broader outlook, to which a number of 

neighbouring dwellings and their outdoor living areas are orientated towards. I 

consider that this illustrates location specific landscape values and sensitivity. 

7.7. I do not agree that the site is perceptually ‘contained’ (p.9) as set out in the 

application assessment. While there are finer grain varying and nuanced spaces 
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through mid to lower terrace areas, terrace landforms extend across both sides of 

the Weka Creek, affording elevated viewpoints across site.  

7.8. I do not agree with the application assessment that viewing distances of 180 - 600 

m, from Mackenzies Road properties, or 400 m - 1.1 km  from Glenmark Drive 
properties, are dismissible. These distances are within a typical range of 

neighbouring rural land parcels and outlooks, and still enable clear perception of 

change in openness, form and landscape coherence, in my opinion.  

7.9. I anticipation that the solar arrays will be low-lying elements within the outlook of 
neighbouring residential visual receptors, albeit taking up a broad area, 

particularly from Mackenzies Road properties/dwellings. A more elevated 
development band may be seen from Glenmark Drive, particularly from dwellings 

set at a lower ground level, located to the south of 59 Glenmark Drive.  

Overall findings on visual effects 

7.10. My visual effects findings are summarised below, with short-term effects 

encompassing construction and early operational phases and long-term effects 

being post-establishment of mitigation planting: 

a) SH7 road users: moderate-high (adverse) in the short term; reducing 

to moderate (adverse) once planting establishes; 

b) Mackenzies Road residents: to be confirmed (the relevant subgroups 

of these residents, and the long term effects, in particular are 
considered most appropriately reviewed by rebuttal evidence with 

further relevant updated mitigation information received); 

c) Glenmark Drive residents: (overall) moderate (adverse) in short term; 

reducing to low-moderate (adverse) in long term; and 

d) Other public viewpoints (Weka Pass Rail users): moderate (adverse) 

in short term; low–moderate (adverse) in long term. 

8. PROPOSED MITIGATION AND EFFECTIVENSS 

Short-term mitigation limitations 

8.1. Full consideration of mitigation effectiveness must include the notable short-term 

adverse effects that will occur while awaiting planting establishment. Short-term 
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effects require explicit assessment because planting is not functionally effective 

for up to 3 to 5 years and does not mitigate construction-phase visibility.  

Shelterbelt critique 

8.2. Observed existing landscape values of the application assessment include that: 

‘…within this landscape of large skies and distant views across a flat 

landscape, the attention tends to be drawn towards this elevated terrain’ (p.9). 

‘… the expansive views across the flat pastures to the surrounding hills 

conveys a visually coherent outlook that while typical, has high amenity and 

aesthetic value. Transient values are associated with weather systems and 

light effects, which at times of the day / year emphasise the rolling landforms 

and distant hills.’ (p.16) 

8.3. My observations align with the above findings from a number of observation points 
within the valley.  The landform naturally directs views outwards towards these 

enclosing hills, which form the visual edges of the landscape. This is most keenly 
appreciated when and where light qualities interact with the surrounding landform, 

i.e., the interaction of landscape values (p. 80, TTtM).  

8.4. SH7 currently affords broad valley views to the enclosing hills, which contribute to 

the setting’s scenic character. In my opinion, given the currently open views from 
SH7 to the surrounding hills, a continuous 3.5km single-species shelterbelt would 

itself alter valued landscape qualities by replacing open views with a more 
enclosed, utilitarian character. A continuous planting approach would also 

reinforce the development’s scale. This is illustrated by the assessment visual 

simulations for viewpoint locations 1-3.  

Terraces  

8.5. For residential outlooks, taking in a broad view of the proposal area, such as that 
experienced from Mackenzies Road properties, the mitigating effect of the 

proposed development area, fragmentation via undeveloped terrace 
embankments or required transmission line setbacks, is, in my opinion, of limited 

effect against the overall breadth of proposed array area.  

8.6. Introducing native planting to inter-terrace slopes will be a positive project 

measure. However, I disagree that proposed native planting on embankments will 
‘strengthen[s] the legibility of the riverine landscape’ (p.18). While proposed native 

planting may denote the embankment locations, legibility is currently expressed 
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clearly through low pastoral cover which reinforces landform. This agreed existing 
high legibility of the terraces under existing pasture cover is evident in the 

assessment viewpoint locations 4, 5, 6, 55, 97, 247 and 251. 

8.7. Shrub and small-tree planting, with its own height variability between species, will 
obscure, rather than enhance terrace legibility, in my opinion. Native planting 

benefits on these slopes will result from retiring less productive land to provide 
restoration planting. However, on dry alluvial soils and without irrigation, it is my 

expectation that growth will be anticipated to be slow, and establishment less 
effective. This outcome was observed and discussed with some neighbours for 

planting on their own properties to the opposite side of Weka Creek. 

Updated Mitigation – Information Gaps 

8.8. The most recently added proposed mitigation planting (3/11/25 drawing set) 

provides for irrigated planting will involve a more extensive proposed pattern of 

exotic tree species to the front (leading edge) of specific terraces areas illustrated. 

8.9. While I acknowledge this proposed further planting is anticipated to provide a 
greater level of mitigation (than the lodged application), the updated drawings are 

provided with insufficient detail, some inconsistencies and without a relevant 
assessment addendum. At this point in time, the effectiveness of the revised 

mitigation proposal cannot be reliably assessed. This is a material limitation rather 

than a minor refinement.  

8.10. On this basis, I consider that review evidence comments on these 
measures will be better provided in response to more accurate and complete 

information. For clarity, the following information is still required:  

a) A combined mitigation planting plan for inclusion in consented drawing 
set if application is approved. Corrections are required for consistency 

between elevation and corresponding plan details (related to the 

number of planting rows, planting type and panel array alignment). 

b) Demonstration (and assessment) of mitigation screening height 
effectiveness across depth of terraces array coverage, i.e., longer 

cross sections or updated visual simulations from relevant dwelling 
locations across the depth of terrace development areas (a 

consideration which could be overlooked against the greater overall 

length of development areas); and,   
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c) Demonstration (and assessment) of relevant viewing angles, i.e., 
viewing angle studies or updated visual simulations from relevant 

dwellings in regards to the extent/length of proposed planting rows. 

8.11. Based on the information currently available, it is that it  is unlikely that the 
updated mitigation measures would sufficiently address the scale of change from 

the proposal and the resultant adverse effects on landscape character and values. 
The additional planting may reduce long-term visual effects for specific, primarily 

residential, viewpoints. However, I do not anticipate at this point, that such visual 
improvement would affect my overall landscape effects rating; based on my 
comprehensive review of landscape values and their sensitivity to the scale of 

change proposed in this location. 

Limits of mitigation 

8.12. If the Panel seeks options, potential further measures could include: 

a) Using mixed-species mitigation planting rather than continuous 

evergreen shelterbelts; 

b) Revising fencing materials, i.e. removing barbed wire rows, to reduce 

industrial character; 

c) Reducing array coverage on visually prominent terrace faces; and 

d) Increasing development area setbacks from inter-terrace slopes. 

8.13. I consider that these adjustments could help reduce related adverse visual 

effects but these would not change the low capacity of the landscape to absorb a 

development of this scale. 

9. OVERALL FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION 

9.1. On balance, I consider the residual landscape and visual effects exceed a level 

that can be considered acceptable in terms of maintaining the landscape values 

and character anticipated by the district plan.  

9.2. Table 1 below summarises the key differences between the applicant’s effects 

ratings and my own, and sets out my reasons for those differences based on the 
values, sensitivity and magnitude findings outlined in this evidence. These findings 

are subject to reviewing complete information on additional proposed mitigation 
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planting. The absence of key spatial information reduces the reliability of the 

applicant’s conclusions. 

Table 1: Comparative Effects Ratings (using ‘Te Tangi a te Manu’ 7-Point Scale)  

Receptor/ 
Aspect 

Application assessment 
ratings 

Review evidence ratings Key reason for 
differences 

Short-term  Long-term  Short-term Long-term 

Overall 
Landscape 
Effects 

No explicit 

short-term 

rating. 
Assessment 

notes limited 

physical 
change 

(p.25, p.28). 

Low-
moderate 

(p.25–29) 

Moderate-
high 

(evidence 
assessment 

section) 

Moderate-
high 

(residual; 
evidence 

assessment 

section) 

Assessment 

places greater 

weight on 
perceived 

modification. My 

evidence 
emphasises 

distinctiveness, 

terrace legibility 
and sensitivity. 

SH7 Visual 
Effects 

Low-
moderate 

(applicant’s 

‘minor’) 
(Table 2, 

p.21) 

Low / very 
low after 

planting 

establishes 
(applicant 

presents this 

as ‘less than 
minor’) 

(p.29) 

Moderate-
high (lack of 

Day 1 

simulations; 
3.5km 

frontage) 

Moderate 

(long-term; 

evidence 

Section 7) 

Assessment 

focus: effects 

from isolated 

viewpoints and 
assumes rapid 

mitigation. 

Evidence 
considers 3.5 

km frontage, 

sequential 
viewing 

experience. 

Mackenzies 
Road 
residents 
(findings for 
key affected 
parties) 

Low–
moderate 

(assessment
’s ‘minor”) 

(Table 2, 

p.21) 

Low after 3-

5 years 

(p.29) (not 
based on 

additional 

mitigation) 

Moderate-
high/high 

Moderate-
high 

(residual/ not 
based on 

additional 

mitigation) 

My evidence 

places greater 

weight on 
terrace legibility, 

breadth of 

arrays, and 
limited 

containment. 
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Glenmark 
Drive 

Low (Table 

2, p.21) 

Less than 
minor (p.29) 

Moderate 

(evidence 

Section 7) 

Low-

moderate 

(residual) 

My evidence 

notes loss of 

proposed 
vineyard 

planting and 

different 

perceptual 
experiences. 

Weka Pass 
rail users 

Low (Table 

2, p.21) 

Low / very 
low (p.29) 

Moderate Low-
moderate 

Assessment 

assumes limited 

sensitivity and 
strong mitigation 

effects. My 

evidence draws 
on receptor 

sensitivity in 

context 

Mitigation 
effectiveness 

High (p. 18, 

29) 

High (p.29) 

and used to 
justify ‘less 

than minor 

residual 
effects’ 

Low-
moderate 
(evidence 

mitigation 

section) 

Moderate 

(conditional 
on final 

design and 

establishme
nt) and not 

determinant 

of residual 
effects 

Assessment 

sees mitigation 
as fully effective; 

reviewer 

considers it only 
partly effective 

and insufficient 

to reduce 
residual effects. 

 

9.3. For comparison, the application assessment findings are that if mitigation is 

effective overall residual effects are low. On the other hand, my evidence findings 

are that residual overall effects are anticipated to remain moderate-high. 

9.4. My concern with the proposal is not the proportion of site coverage, as set out by 
Mr Cocker (p.29), but the overall scale, character and location of the development 

within the receiving environment. In my opinion, the site’s relationship to its 
surrounds does not provide effective visual containment. Its elongated frontages 

and terrace relationships create an amphitheatre effect, increasing exposure to 

surrounding dwellings. 

9.5. Mr Cocker acknowledges that the pastoral character of the site will be affected. I 
agree, and consider the magnitude of change to be substantial due to the 
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proposed built development pattern, extent, and contrast with existing rural land 

uses (p.19). 

9.6. It is also important that an assessment of landscape effects responds to the 

existing landscape values identified for the setting. In my opinion, some of Mr 
Cocker’s conclusions are based on an interpretation of these values that does not 

fully align with the characteristics of the receiving environment. I consider this 

issue is illustrated by the statement below (emphasis added):  

‘Whilst the proposal will result in a marked shift in the character of the Site, 

the degree of change is commensurate to the change resulting from the 

construction of horticultural shelter structures or the construction of 

horticultural glass houses, or other buildings associated with rural 

production.’ (p.25) 

9.7. In my opinion, this comparison to horticultural structures does not accurately 
reflect either the nature of the proposal or the receiving environment. Solar farms 
(of this scale) are industrial-scale energy infrastructure and differ materially from 

agricultural structures in form, use, association, and experiential effect. Further to 
this, widescale built agricultural structures are not a defining feature of this valley 

landscape. The largest recurring ‘structures’ in the local environment are vine rows 
with seasonal variation in vine coverage along visually permeable wire and post 

fencing.  

9.8. Furthermore, while both the magnitude and nature of change are relevant 
weighted considerations, they are not the endpoint consideration.  Their applied 

effects on local landscape values are the actual measure of effects under the TTtM 

landscape assessment framework. 

9.9. I also consider that the application assessment’s concluding effects discussion 
places disproportionate emphasis on visual amenity effects, lacking effective 

consideration of the broader effects on landscape character and values: 

 ‘The aim is to provide a high amenity environment through appropriate 

design outcomes, including planting that can provide an adequate 

substitution for the currently experienced amenity.’ (p.18) 

9.10. In my opinion, acceptability, in landscape terms, involves weighing the 

consideration of effects on landscape values in the context of relevant statutory 
provisions (policy context), and assessing the sensitivity and capacity of the 

distinct receiving landscape (physical context). ‘Acceptability’ draws on the 
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relationship between the proposal and the landscape, rather than the level of 

visual mitigation alone.  

9.11. In my opinion, the proposal will contribute to a long-term change to the rural 

landscape character and values of the Waipara Valley, with the proposed 
mitigation planting anticipated to reduce some visual effects over time. However, 

due to the distinctiveness of values, the scale and elongation of the development, 
and limited landform containment, residual adverse effects on landscape 

character, embodied values, and derived visual amenity will remain.  

10. RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS – LANDSCAPE RELEVANT MATTERS 

10.1. I acknowledge that the submissions received on the notified application 
material precede the recent updated material that has been provided by the 

applicant to include further proposed mitigation (with reference to 2.4 (f) of this 
evidence). As earlier stated, it is anticipated these updates can be reviewed for 

consideration in subsequent rebuttal evidence. 

Landscape distinctiveness and sensitivity 

10.2. Submitters frequently express concern about the loss of rural openness 

and the distinct character of the Waipara Valley.   

‘…I see no beauty in solar farms for the increasing number of international 

guests and suggest solar are not suitable in this undulating landscape.’ (G 

Waddy, Submitter #17) 

‘The size of the project is vast, ( nearly 4 kms long), it is close to a major 

artery/State Highway I would like to see a rejection of this site as a solar 

farm and a suggestion to find another site on less valuable land, nowhere 

near a major highway…’ (G Waddy, Submitter #17) 

‘…it deeply saddens me that such a big development on a main highway 

with wire fences and barbed wire would be placed in such a scenic part of 

the country and undo all the work of current and previous residents to make 

Waipara what it is today beautiful!’ (P Hardaker, Submitter #18) 

‘This would affect the area & country views the railway is famous for, 

tourists would be put off by a construction project such as this, stop people 

coming to visit Weka Pass Railway and consequently Waipara as a town.’ 

(B Boulton, Submitter #29) 
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‘The project would fundamentally alter the landscape character of the 

Waipara Valley and the Alpine-Pacific Touring Route, a significant drawcard 

for regional tourism.’ (K Moffat, Submitter #35) 

‘It would change it from an open rural landscape to that of large scale 

energy industrial: 236,768 solar panels on a 180 hectare solar farm will 

significantly adversely impact the character and appearance of the 

landscape.’ (S Antill, Submitter #52) 

These concerns relate directly to the valley’s enclosed form, viticulture patterns 
and highly legible terrace landforms, all of which contribute to its coherent and 

sensitive rural landscape. Their concerns align with the values and sensitivities I 
have identified through my peer review and this evidence, and with the 

landscape’s susceptibility to large-scale industrial development in this location. 

Short-term effects, visibility and scale 

10.3. Submitters also raise concerns about the industrial appearance of the solar 

arrays and barbed-wire-topped fencing, particularly during the two-year 
construction period and early operational stages when mitigation has not yet 

established. When considered together with the proposal’s 3.5km frontage along 
the recognised scenic SH7 route, these elements will result in an immediate and 

noticeable change in how the valley is experienced by road users. 

‘The position will make our area feel industrialised and ruin our rural view 

whilst driving to the Waipara hills beyond’ (G Waddy, Submitter #17) 

‘The industrialization of an area valued for its rural charm and open views 

threatens its tourism appeal and the amenity of both residents and visitors.’ 

(K Moffat, Submitter #35) 

‘…the panels will give the look of an industrial operation on an otherwise 

clean and open areas of managed, non disturbed farmland. Views to the 

foothills to the east and west would be impaired with an operation of this 

magnitude’ (A Henshaw, Submitter #45) 

Mitigation limitations 

10.4. Submitters also question the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation 

planting. Their points correspond with practical limitations of establishing planting 
on dry, unirrigated terrace slopes, and the fact that the continuous roadside 

shelterbelt would itself replace valued open views to surrounding hills, and would 



 

 
 
 

  
 

22 

not maintaining existing landscape qualities. These concerns highlight that 
mitigation may only partially address effects on the place-specific landscape 

values identified with reference to Te Tangi a te Manu. 

‘The planting shown on the photos is unrealistic growth in such a harsh and 

dry environment, there isn’t the water to provide such growth and greenery 

(especially if water bans and while they establish) made evident but [sic] the 

stunted trees already growing in the picture...’ (S Lee-Sawyer, Submitter #93) 

‘We have concerns regarding the assumptions made in the FNS landscape 

assessment about the effectiveness and timeframes of the proposed 

vegetation screening. The report states that “views will be substantially 

curtailed within three years… and fully screened within five years” (Section 

5.3.1, Visual Amenity Effects), we consider this timeframe to be overly 

optimistic, particularly given the challenging growing conditions in this region. 

The hot dry northwest summers typically require reliable irrigation for 

successful vegetation establishment and growth’ (B Knight and J Richards, 

Submitter #102) 

Residential outlooks 

10.5. Residents along Mackenzies Road and Glenbrook Drive have highlighted 

potential adverse effects on residential outlooks. Given the extent of the 
development across the highly legible terrace system, the solar arrays will occupy 

a significant breadth of views from affected properties along Mackenzies Road in 
particular. This aligns with my assessment that such effects will be both noticeable 

and persistent from some properties. 

‘Our property is a two-storey dwelling and has no existing vegetative 

screening overlooking the Weka Creek and proposed Solar farm site. The 

solar farm will dominate the entire view from the rear of our house which is 

our main outdoor area and indoor communal space. This will result in a 

complete loss of our rural outlook.’ (J and L Pomana, Submitter #57) 

‘The solar array will be highly visible from the majority of rooms in our 

dwelling and will significantly alter the current rural outlook to the south.’ (B 

Knight and J Richards, Submitter #102) 

‘The proposed site is clearly visible from many properties on both Glenmark 

Drive and Mackenzies Road from varying to shorter distances.’ (P and P 

Williams, Submitter #126) 
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Summary – Landscape relevant matters from submissions 

10.6. Overall, the landscape and visual effects related matters that have been 
raised in submissions closely relate to the characteristics and values of the 

receiving environment and the scale and form of the proposal. In my opinion, these 
concerns are well founded. Although the application site’s proposed development 

area is not within an identified Outstanding Natural Landscape, the Waipara Valley 
has distinctive landscape values and sense of place. The proposal will alter these 

qualities in a lasting way for occupants of specific neighbouring properties and for 

SH7 road users.  

 

Rachael Annan 

8 December 2025 


