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1. LIMITS OF VISUAL MITIGATION

A lot is being asked of visual mitigation in this application. It is presented as a solution to integrate the
proposal into this location, and to resolve concerns about landscape character and values.

While screening can reduce what is seen, visual amenity derives from distinct local character and values. The
relevant question is the effect of a development of this type and scale on those values - physical, associative
and perceptual.

This reliance on visual mitigation for this application has further pitfalls in that:
e The photomontages overstate planting establishment in this climate; and
¢ Landscape management concerns exist around water access and irrigation.

The issue of NIMBYism was raised by a couple of submitters. This concept assumes an objection is in self-
interest. However, there are concerns grounded in specific attributes of this place.

It is fitting that the site has also been described as Waipara’s ‘front yard’: a locally prominent location, situated
between the scenic highway and neighbours’ outlooks; and with high landscape legibility and embodied
landscape values.

To address some specifics of the application directly -

A. Shelterbelts

Shelterbelts are a permitted activity and are generically characteristic of the rural environment. But landscape
assessment concerns itself with the specific, and an outcome considered in context, not an element in
isolation. A permitted activity can still result in an unfortunate outcome on the ground.

Once established, the proposed shelterbelts will screen, or partially screen, the application from certain
directions. However, this will involve a mechanically trimmed, utilitarian ‘green wall’ extending 3.5 km along
the road frontage. At this scale it will be a singular landscape feature within the application’s viewshed.

It will line a scenic and predominantly open stretch of road, detracting from and partly obscuring the well-
discussed vistas of surrounding hills, and the interplay of light and landform that gives this corridor its
perceptual distinctiveness. The existing shelterbelt sections fronting the road total only approximately 600 m in
length, as measured off the plans. A submitter has already captured this type of issue for the application:
‘There is a risk of creating a problem by solving a problem’.

B. Effects ratings and updated findings

Following visits to some neighbouring properties, Mr Cocker has revised three visual receptor ratings upward,
i.e., acknowledging a higher level of adverse effects than his original assessment recognised, while at the
same time, introducing additional mitigation with screening to the leading edge of terraces.

C. Landscape management concerns

Landscape management concerns have been raised by neighbours with local horticultural expertise, relevant
to climatic conditions and soil type. The speed, and likelihood, of successful planting establishment has been
described as variable from year to year. One practical risk raised is that fast-growing plants can fail in high
winds because irrigation can produce shallow root systems.

The implications for landscape outcomes are direct: screen planting failure, or failure to thrive, negates visual
mitigation assurance. Its effectiveness is already demonstrated as variable for neighbouring properties.



D. Effects time frames

| have considered what a 35-year timeframe means in human terms: such as cycles of adjacent property
ownerships, a local childhood, or the best part of a career on a vineyard. A submitter made a similar
observation. The application is not a permanent outcome as proposed, but it is a long-term one.

The short-term effects of the application have been notably under-addressed. The short-term potential effects
of Solar farms are understood as acutely relevant in landscape assessment practice: panels are low in height,
limiting how long it takes for screening planting to exceed them (compared to buildings for instance), but the
breadth of panel array areas can be extensive. For elevated neighbours, concerns are more ongoing as they
see over and across array areas rather than merely to the first row.

Taking in an outlook each day involves noticing transient qualities that form part of landscape value - light,
season, weather. Short-term effects carry real weight when considered over the time it takes for screening
and planting to become effective. That has not been demonstrated here as taking less than five years, and
local conditions suggest potentially longer timeframes.

2. LANDSCAPE-RELATED CONDITIONS OF CONSENT

The following conditions capture the key landscape issues. While | have not captured resolved condition
wording - these are the further matters addressed:

+ Irrigation / water supply to be secured first: No consent works (any physical works) are to commence
before irrigation or water supply is confirmed and secured.

» Timing of planting: Priority area planting, to the leading edge of terraces, is to be implemented in the
first growing season after consent is granted. All remaining screening planting is to be implemented in
the first growing season after fencing is installed, and before panel array installation.

3. PRACTICABLE MEASURES

The following measures have been raised during the hearing or discussed with Mr Cocker in the course of
reviewing landscape conditions or planting priority areas. My recommendations are:

* Remove the three barbed-wire rows, particularly fronting SH7. Barbed-wire-topped security fencing is
not a consistent treatment across solar projects. It will be visible above shade cloth along a highly
prominent road frontage, reinforcing associations and perceptions inconsistent with the character of
this landscape.

* Reduce the road frontage shelterbelt height from 5m to 3.5m. The 5m height was proposed for double-
height panels. A reduction to 3.5m would proportionately improve views to the hills beyond the site for
road users, while still providing effective screening at approximately three-quarters of a metre above
panel height (if necessary, recheck for glint and glare).

* Provide true mixed-species shelterbelts to short internal boundaries, perpendicular to the road, and on
approach to the site. This would improve ‘on-approach views’ for road users and provide a better
boundary treatment for adjacent new subdivision allotments.

» Reinstate and confirm use of taller 1.8m grade planting stock in key locations, as per the planting
schedule.

+ Make mitigation planting, and possible bunding where sought, available on neighbouring properties
where it can make a material difference to mitigation outcomes, such as at 247 Mackenzies Road.



