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Oral Submission from Julian Young Friday 16th May 2026 - Solar Farm Proposal 
 
Introduction 

○​ My name is Julian Young. I live on and own Antills Farm along with my 
partner Janice Antill​
 

○​ My background is in Information Systems Management.​
 

○​ I am secretary and director of the Weka Irrigation Scheme, although I must 
be clear that I do not speak for this entity today, and I represent only 
myself.​
 

○​ Thank-you for the opportunity to speak to you today​
 

○​ I know you have read my written submission so I am not going repeat it 
now but I do want to give voice to some very real concerns I have​
​
 

I Acknowledge the need for clean energy  

○​ I agree wholeheartedly that NZ needs to diversify away from fossil fuels 
for its energy needs and absolutely wind and solar will be essential for this 
transition. ​
 

○​ I absolutely agree that NZ needs foreign investment to facilitate this 
transition to renewables​
 

○​ My preference is that renewable hardware like large scale solar farms be 
located nearer to where the power is consumed. The South Island is a net 
exporter of power to the North Island because the South cannot consume 
all of the power it produces.  The best place for them is north of Taupo. 
But please please don’t put them in the Tongariro National Park. Seems 
bizarre to generate gigawatts of power in the South only to find that 50% 
of it will get wasted as  transmission loss as it travels to the North Island..​
 

○​ I also believe the best place for them is on individual house roofs, 
commercial building roofs, factory roofs and wherever  the demand is. 
Bottom up is best. 

 

Investor Obligations 

○​ In my opinion foreign investors should not be allowed to be tone deaf to 
the cultural and existing economic interests of current land users ​
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○​ In my view we should not allow rampant development pressure to destroy 
pristine and outstanding landscapes.​
 

○​ Solar factories on the land have a place but in my view they should only 
be permitted away from outstanding landscape areas like Waipara and the 
MacKenzie Basin ​
 

○​ The onus to protect such landscapes is falling on consent hearings such 
as this.​
 

○​ Over time, as consents to impose these factories on unique landscapes 
such as the Mackenzie and Waipara Basin get declined, foreign and 
domestic investors will learn to put them in places where their 
environmental impact is minimal.​
 

 
General reasons why the location is not suitable… 
 
Waipara valley atmosphere/culture/vibe​
 

○​ Waipara has for over 40 years been building a unique brand anchored in 
the production of boutique food, fine wine and the best lamb and beef the 
sweet soil of Waipara can produce.​
 

○​ The location of 1000 acres of black sterile panels in the heart of the 
Waipara Basin undermines and vandalises the very brand that hundreds 
of food producers have been nurturing for over 40 years. ​
 

○​ In my opinion the brand misalignment with the existing Waipara identity, is 
profound​
 

○​ There may be a risk of toxic pollutants entering the deeper aquifers under 
the Waipara Valley, which eventually may enter the food chain. This risk 
must be independently audited in some way (sub soil testing) maybe 
every 2 years? 
 

○​ SH7 on the Waipara Flat Road is beautiful in terms of its scenery and big 
sky effects and the perception of open green space that motorists enjoy as 
they journey to or from Hanmer Springs, a major tourist destination from 
Christchurch. . Because the nor west wind blows perpendicular to SH7, 
90% of existing  shelter belts run South North on the landscape, meaning 
they occur intermittently and run perpendicular to the highway.  In contrast 
to this the visual screening and shade cloth of the solar proposal will run 
for 4 km of SH7 and blot out 50% of the landscape for the entire length of 
the solar farm.   
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○​ This means every visitor over the next 35 years is going to miss out on 
50% of the landscape currently enjoyed. This is almost an intangible cost 
that is difficult to quantify.  Nonetheless,  it is a cost that will be paid by 
Waipara’s residents. The existing reputation is one of a tranquil village 
surrounded by untouched natural beauty. It is important to remember that 
a huge proportion of  businesses in the area exist downstream of this 
reputation, and leverage it as part of their branding. The direct impact 
upon the Weka Pass Railway has already been discussed, and perhaps 
that it is because it is the most easy to visualise. I believe that this is the 
tip of the iceberg, and that most businesses in the area will be impacted 
by the damage to the Waipara identity.  

 
Unique natural environment/area/qe2, matagouri  

○​ Our farm has several Special Natural Area designations, two of which are 
geological landscape protections and several are botanical where the 
biodiversity is under threat and important to preserve. To secure these for 
the future we have placed chunks of land with the QEII Trust to preserve 
and protect. We believe the unique landscape of the low and high terraces 
that straddle the Weka on both our property and the applicant’s property 
are outstanding visual assets that must be preserved for the future and 
must NOT be covered in black panels that have the visual appeal of car 
park tarmac.​
 

○​ We have significant areas of our farm that are covered in Matagouri, which 
is considered a blessing because it offers shelter for stock during 
inclement weather, especially during lambing and if it snows. I can still 
remember Janice’s father telling me in the early 2000’s, “Julian don’t touch 
the Matagouri, it is protected and the ewes love it during lambing”​
 

○​ Every farmer I know is aware of the ecological and animal  shelter value of 
Matagiouri.​
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 Lack of water  

○​ I want to pay homage and acknowledge the quality of the submission 
made by Dr Te Marie Tau. I consider this to be a Taonga gifted to this 
hearing, but also gifted to anybody who has an interest in water and 
walking the talk when it comes to being proper guardians of the land. Dr 
Tau's submission will be invaluable if this consent ends up in the 
Environment Court and the Supreme Court.​
 

○​ Water is liquid gold in Waipara and as Dr Tau has spelt out, with great 
clarity and respect, it has been over allocated in Canterbury and is under 
enormous pressure in the Waipara Basin.  

 

○​ When I refer to the scarcity of water in the area, I am drawing upon my 
personal history within the Weka Irrigation Scheme (previously also known 
as the Glenmark Irrigation Scheme), within which I have occupied various 
administrative roles, and within which I am also a director.  

 

○​ It goes without saying that I do not speak to you today as a representative 
of the scheme in any way, my opinions are my own, but I refer to this 
experience so as to highlight the fact that I am acutely aware of the area’s 
water stresses.​
 

○​ It is ludicrous to realise that the applicant is going to ship millions of litres 
of water from beyond the property so that the water can be used to grow 
visual screens, so that the community and visitors do not see the ugliness 
of the infrastructure they intend to build. This purloined water will never be 
used to grow crops or food. This is such a dubious use of such a precious 
resource, it should be grounds to decline granting the consent on this 
single issue alone. 

 

○​ As I understand the proposal, the Applicant is going to sink a bore 
somewhere nearby , beyond 50 metres deep , maybe as deep as 150  
metres and extract 8 million liters of water annually.  I am not clear how 
this water will be delivered to the site:  

■​ Is it by tanker truck? 
■​ How many truck movements will this mean and which roads will it 

travel over? 
■​ What is the age of the aquifer being depleted? 
■​ How frequently does the aquifer replenish?  
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■​ If the screening tree nurturing programs need 24 million litres 
annually, can the aquifer sustain this ?​
 

Trees and Screening 

○​ The Waipara flat soils are free draining and the moisture holding capacity 
of the soil is very low.​
 

○​ Regardless of which tree is planted, irrigation can have the effect of 
causing the trees to only root in the top 300mm of the soil. If this occurs 
and the trees are say 1 metre high in 2 years time there will be a high 
likelihood that many will blow over in a 100km nor west roar which are not 
that uncommon.   

 
Why we as an individual neighbour oppose it…​
 

○​ We are directly impacted by this proposal in that the industrial hardware, 
given its proximity to our boundary, will inflict audible and visual harm to us 
for the 600 metre span it runs adjacent to our boundary, for at least 35 
years. I believe we are the only neighbor impacted to this extent. ​
 

○​ The visual look of the infrastructure is aesthetically harsh and industrial, 
not rural green, organic  or open​
 

○​ The size and scale of the proposal is so huge it is  difficult for me to 
understand as a small land owner in the Valley. It is so big it borders on 
the  obscene when one considers the applicant has tried to cover every 
square inch of 183 hectares in industrial or electronic hardware. It would 
have been far more considerate and respectful of the community if the 
proposal was to only industrialise the top terrace and only for 50% of the 
top terrace. 
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○​ On our boundary the panels appear to run for 575 metres and traverse 

both the top and lower terraces all the way from SH7 to the Weka Creek.  I 
notice in part 8 of REBUTTAL EVIDENCE OF JOHN RUSSELL 
ANDREWS 11 May 2026 he states the following  

​8 The proposed solar farm will be located on the upper and 
northern terraces of the Site and does not encroach on 
Weka Creek or the lower terraces. These more sensitive 
areas are avoided entirely. 

I look forward to the Applicant removing the panels from the lower terraces 
at my boundary. This will result in the panels only running on the top 
terrace for 375 metres  
   

○​ An additional risk is the potential for leaching of toxic substances from the 
panels into the sub soil and the potential for this to drain northwards and 
contaminate the sub soil on our side of the boundary. ​
 

○​ An additional impact is the liability we will face in the event of fire 
spreading onto the applicants property from ours. Should this consent 
proceed without any mitigating measures to address our concerns we will 
pay a unique price both in terms of quality of life and significant loss of 
value in the land. I do not believe the Resource Management Act is 
intended to allow proposals such as this to inflict such harm upon 
properties like ours. I believe this will constitute a profound breach of 
natural justice. 

 
Landscape Effects  
 

○​ I may be wrong but I don’t believe the applicant’s expert witness made any 
detailed comment on the adverse landscape effects from our property’s 
perspective.​
 
   

Fire Liability Concern 
 

○​ I want to acknowledge Nicola Kirby’s view from her written statement; that 
fire liability matters may reside outside of this consenting process. I 
fundamentally disagree with this view.  
 

○​ It leads me to the question, if the matter of fire insurance liability costs 
skyrocketing as a result of the consent are not considered here, then 
where else might they be considered?  
 

○​ In the event that this consent gets heard in a higher court I  hope that this 
issue is given consideration 
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○​ On the 10th and 11th May (just a couple of days ago) I had two phone 
conversations with the land owner Tom Kidner.  
 

○​ These conversations concerned my initial request for a 50m buffer zone 
between our boundary fence and the first solar panel, and my concern 
regarding potential fire insurance liability costs.  
 

○​ Tom informed me that the applicant believes that the existing 15-20m 
buffer is adequate, and that they are not open to adjusting it at this stage.  
 

○​ On the matter of fire insurance liability, Tom assured me that the 
applicant’s team are working to find a solution which puts a cap on our 
insurance liability as an upwind neighbour. He indicated that I will not need 
to increase my public liability beyond what I currently carry ($2 million 
NZD). I want to applaud the applicant for taking this reasonable step, and I 
look forward to seeing this added as a condition of the consent if it is 
granted.  

 
Subdivision - Building a house 
 

○​ In November 2022 we decided to seek a consent to subdivide 2  four 
hectare blocks on our eastern boundary. The decision to subdivide was 
part of our succession plan and had been in our minds since 2020. We 
first approached the council about this in late 2022. In late 2025 the HDC 
finally issued us with a consent to sub-divide as shown on the map 
attached. ​
 

○​ Our expectation is that the blocks will be lifestyle and each will have a 
house built on them. This will enable the next generation of the family to 
have a stake in the future on the ancestral family land.​
 

○​ It was deeply troubling for us to discover in June 2024 that the Solar farm 
proposal was looming and would significantly harm the visual landscape 
appeal of the section immediately adjacent to the boundary (Lot 1). By 
June 2024 of course we were too financially committed to the sub division 
and couldn’t undo it. ​
 

○​ Given that a house is going to be built on Lot 1 does this mean that the 80 
metre setback rule now needs to apply? As I understand this rule the 
applicant cannot locate any solar panels or inverters within 80 metres of 
our boundary so as to mitigate noise level effects. 
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Concerns regarding the applicant’s suitability and the long term consequences 

 

○​ We were not invited to the first Woolshed opening day, though this may 
have been a communication mix-up, I did find this unusual as a neighbour 
with a significant shared boundary.  

 

○​ The applicant did not proactively seek any input from us to mitigate any 
harmful effects from our perspective, with two exceptions: 

■​ they did invite us to suggest a species of tree that might be used as 
the visual barrier 

■​ they indicated they wanted to replace our existing stock boundary 
fence with a modern fit for purpose sheep fence   .​
 

○​ Although I have found the land owner likeable and open to discussion 
when I prompt it, I have detected the undercurrent of an attitude from the 
applicant which suggests that we have very limited rights to challenge any 
part of the application. The sub-text being that the Resource Management 
Act offers little protection for neighbours like us. ​
 

○​ The applicant’s recent illegal clearance of a significant area of protected 
native plants raises a big  red flag to me, as it suggests that they may not 
necessarily be bound by any rules pertaining to the protection of the land, 
or the rights of neighbors in future. 

 
Conclusion & requested conditions if granted​
 

○​ I hope it is clear that I am strongly opposed to this consent being granted. 
In the event that it does get granted, I am hopeful that you as 
commissioners will take concrete steps to ensure that the applicant’s 
actions are mitigated as much as is reasonably possible. 

 

○​ In my view, the best way to mitigate the harmful effects upon us as 
neighbours is as follows: 

 

○​ Firstly, the consent, if granted, should prohibit the placement of any solar 
panels or inverters (noise generating equipment) from within 80 metres of 
our boundary.  
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○​ Currently the buffer appears to be 15 metres which includes the tree line 
and the vehicle road.   

 

○​ The advantage of enforcing an 80 metre setback rule is that the applicant 
can then establish a decent firebreak on their property to minimise fire 
exposure from the upwind side of the development. 

 

○​ Secondly, the consent, if granted, should require that the applicant make 
good on the aforementioned conversation, and the commitment made by 
the land owner on the 11th of May: That is to say, they should place a 
reasonable cap on our liability as neighbours, relating to non-malicious fire 
events.  

 

○​ Otherwise their decision to place a two hundred million dollar industrial 
investment downwind of us will unreasonably financially burden us as a 
neighbour.  

 
Finally I have three questions for the hearing to consider:  
 

●​ What guarantees can be given that the conditions of the consent will be 
complied with in the future? 

●​ Who carries the guarantee? 
●​ Who will enforce these guarantees well into the future? 

 
Possible Condition Breaches - (just a few possible examples): 
 

●​ The deeper soils and ground water under the solar farm is provably 
polluted 

●​ Visual screenings die off or don’t grow as promised 
●​ Hardware or plant encroachment on exempted land 
●​ SH7 shadowing and ice effects more dangerous than predicted 
●​ Vehicle movements exceed agreed volumes 
●​ Noise levels exceed levels promised 
●​ Breeches of the 9 to 5 (Mon to Fri) working week promise 
●​ etc 
●​ etc 

 
 
 
Bond and Nightmares 
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○​ Both the sums of money involved in this venture, and the hundreds and 
millions of dollars the residents of Waipara have invested in their own 
business and properties over the past 40 years are eye watering.​
 

○​ It will be a grave beach of natural justice and fairness if any of the 
conditions/guarantees mandated in any consent granted are quietly 
ignored or deliberately breached over the term of the consent​
 

○​ I would suggest that if the consent is granted, the applicant must be 
compelled to offer a sizable bond held by the HDC and spent to ensure 
compliance with the consent.​
 

○​ No costs associated with the solar farm should be borne by the rate 
payers of Hurunui, including the cost of this tribunal and any legal disputes 
or hearings that may arise in future.​
 

○​ The nightmare scenario that worries me is that as soon as high revenue 
streams kick in, the owner and applicant may sell the property, make a 
killing, and disappear into the sunset. The Waipara community will then be 
stuck with a perpetual eyesore and a new owner who has no history of this 
consenting process, and who may not abide by the consent conditions. I 
note that neither the owner nor the applicant live in Waipara. I believe it is 
telling that the owner has chosen not to live in the lovely farmhouse on the 
property. The owner and his family won’t have to look at the solar farm 
when they eat breakfast.​
 

○​ As an aside, while it is not the main concern that I come here with today, I 
think it bears mentioning that it seems likely that applicant’s consent, if 
granted, will negatively impact the value of our property, and indeed, the 
value of all properties that neighbour, or overlook this project. ​
 

○​ I am no expert on the RMA, or legal matters, however, it does seem 
manifestly unjust for us to be expected to take what may amount to a 
significant financial hit, so that the applicant can make money. Whether 
this hearing can take that into consideration or not, I do not know, but the 
fact remains that its impact will be material and unfair. ​
 

○​ Thank you for giving me my chance to speak today. 
 
As Commissioners you have the very good fortune to be decision makers in this 
proposal and you and only you can SAVE WAIPARA VALLEY 
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