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1.

1.1.

1.2

PURPOSE

This addendum is provided in response to a memorandum from Simon Cocker
Landscape Architecture (the memo) supplied by the applicant via email dated 2
April 2026. The memo responds to matters raised in the Sixth Minute of
Commissioners. This addendum should be read alongside my evidence dated 8
December 2025, which responds to the applicant's landscape and visual effects

assessment (February 2025).

As the applicant's evidence is yet to be filed, my subsequent landscape peer
review rebuttal evidence will respond to that evidence. This addendum addresses

matters raised in the memo.

TERRACE SLOPE REVEGETATION PLANTING

21.

2.2.

The memo draws on advice from an ecologist (John Preece) and a local
horticulturalist (Andrew Dartnall), and clarifies the intended function of the two
planting types (for screening mitigation, and for slope revegetation). While |
acknowledge that relevant expertise has been sought, the memo does provide

related landscape assessment findings.

Reframing of terrace planting function

The memo clarifies that the native revegetation planting on the terrace slopes is
primarily intended to provide ecological and natural character benefit, rather than
visual mitigation. The internal and boundary screen planting is identified as the
primary visual mitigation measure. This differs from Mr Cocker’s assessment as
Table 2 states, for example, with respect to the outlooks from 247 and 253

Mackenzies Road (emphasis added), that:

‘The closest edge of the panels will be obscured by the proposed mitigation
planting, whilst the revegetated inter-terrace slopes will serve to soften

the prominence and 'hard edges'’ of the panels.’ (p. 24)

Mr Cocker’s evidence effects rationales and ratings are anticipated to reflect that
proposed terrace slope planting is no longer relied on for visual mitigation

purposes.



2.3.

24.

2.5.

2.6.

Natural character and ecological benefit

The memo describes the terrace revegetation planting as providing an ‘ecological
(and natural character) benefit’ My finding, as set out in my evidence, is that
natural character effects are agreed to be very low in this setting, and that the
more relevant landscape concern is the effect on rural landscape character,
including terrace legibility. While ecological restoration of the terrace slopes is a
positive project outcome it does not address the landscape values most at risk

from this proposal.

Planting success metrics

The memo states that terrace slope planting success will be measured by 70%
cover achieved at 1m height, with like-for-like replacement required where plant
deaths occur, and ongoing re-evaluation of species mix permitted where particular

species repeatedly fail.

From my observations of native terrace planting on neighbouring properties,
plants reaching 1m height can still present as spindly and poorly established rather
than thriving and having filled out. The metric captures survival, but may not
confirm the quality of establishment, or provide confidence of future development
as a landscape framework, and may be an insufficient measure for the outcome
inferred. Further to this, the memo does not clarify whether like-for-like
replacement would involve a larger plant grade, or whether repeated failure of a
species would simply recur under the same conditions that caused the initial
failure. These are material questions for a site with acknowledged challenges of
dry alluvial soils, harsh climate, and irrigation available only from year two at the

earliest, with terrace slope planting not commencing until year two.

Planting grades

The memo’s discussion of plant grades, drawing on the Swannanoa decision
(RC245025), sets out competing considerations without reaching a clear
conclusion. The suggestion that smaller grade planting performs better in the
longer term, requires qualification, in consideration of planting conditions

(environment, and cultivation).



27.

2.8.

Timing of planting relative to construction

With regards to visual mitigation screening, which now include native plant species
options, the proportions and spatial allocation of native versus exotic screen
planting are not confirmed in the information provided. Native species typically
establish more slowly than exotic alternatives, and this distinction is material to
the effectiveness and timing of visual mitigation. The basis on which the allocation

will be determined is also unclear.

No information is provided on when the irrigated boundary and internal screen
planting will be installed relative to construction commencing. The memo confirms
that terrace slope revegetation will not commence until year two. Given that the
irrigated boundary and internal screen planting is now identified as the primary
visual mitigation measure, clarity on its implementation timing is essential to
understanding short-term adverse visual effects; which, in my evidence, | have

already identified as a gap.

3. VISUAL EFFECTS FROM WEKA PASS RAILWAY

3.1.

3.2.

At the time of writing, | have not yet travelled on the Weka Pass Railway as Mr
Cocker has. | note his preliminary observations that northward-travelling viewers
are oriented away from the site for much of the journey, and that southward-
travelling viewers experience the site as part of an expanding plains view as the
line exits the Weka Pass constriction. This provides relevant context for assessing

the significance of the view towards the site.

No related assessment findings are provided in the memo. Mr Cocker has
indicated that his full assessment will be provided in evidence, informed by the
requested visual simulation. | can then provide review comments on visual effects

from the Weka Pass Railway in my rebuttal evidence.

4. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

41.

In assessing the risk of cumulative landscape effects from local renewable energy
projects, | have considered the consented Mt Cass Wind Farm (RC250117)" as

part of the existing environment. This relates to the receiving environment of the

" The original resource consent for Mt Cass Wind Farm is RC070250 [2012] NZEnvC021, granted
7 February 2012. RC250117 was an application to change conditions of consent including the height
of the wind turbines and amendments to the site layout. This was granted under delegated authority
on 16 October 2025.
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4.2.

4.3.

proposed solar farm site, in the vicinity of the Waipara settlement area. The
relevant outlook to the wind farm is depicted by Viewpoint 1 (Glasson Huxtable

Appendix 2, June 2025), taken from near the intersection of SH1 and SH7.

The distance between the two sites is approximately seven kilometres, with
slightly closer views to the wind farm site from the Waipara settlement area. |
broadly agree with the Chris Glasson Landscape Architects 2008 assessment
tabled statement that the turbines would not be the ‘the primary visual attraction
at this range’, although the ridgeline location affords the turbines inherent legibility.
The Viewpoint 1 visual simulations, illustrate a contained group of distant turbines,
at a maximum of 150 metres in height, as fine vertical structures atop the range

from this aspect.

Cumulative landscape effects arising from the combination of this solar farm and
the consented Mt Cass Wind Farm are not considered to approach or reach a
tipping point. Rather, | consider the more pressing matter to be landscape capacity
issues arising from the proposed solar farm itself. This is due to the combination
of the proposed solar farm’s scale within the Waipara Valley, comparative
proximity to the settlement area, and location between the SH7 scenic route and

Mackenzies Road properties.

5. SUMMARY

5.1.

5.2.

The memo clarifies the intended function of the two planting types, and |
acknowledge the expertise that has been brought to bear on species selection.
However, the memo does not provide assessment findings on planting
effectiveness or visual effects from the railway, and it raises further questions on
planting success metrics, timing, and grade at implementation. My review

comments can therefore follow the applicant's landscape evidence.

My overall landscape finding, as set out in my evidence, remains that the proposal
does not adequately fit within the receiving landscape, and that the ecological
benefits of the terrace revegetation planting, although positive, do not address the

landscape values most at risk from this proposal.

Rachael Annan

15 April 2026



