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OPENING

Good morning Commissioners.

My name is Jax May and I am presenting this submission on behalf of myself and my
husband Nick. We live at i Mackenzies Road, directly opposite the proposed Waipara
Solar Farm site.

We have lived in the Waipara area for 13 years and purchased our bare land property in 2015.
Since then, we have developed and now manage a truffiere on the site, along with
undertaking native planting and landscape enhancement works as well as building our family
home centered around the view looking across to open farm terraces and up to the Deans, Mt
Grey and up to the Weka Pass.

We also operate truffle-based tourism experiences and work alongside local wineries on
seasonal truffle events, contributing to the wider Hurunui tourism economy.

While we are not professional planning or landscape experts, we do have extensive lived
experience of the area and practical experience managing land, visitors, and rural-based
tourism activities within this environment.

Our concerns therefore come from both our direct experience and our day-to-day interaction
with the landscape and visitors who come to the area.

Firstly, we would like to make it clear that we are not opposed to renewable energy or solar
generation in principle. We ourselves are off the grid with solar being our main source of
power. We understand the importance of renewable energy generation and the role it will
play in New Zealand’s future.

Our concern is with the scale, siting, and insufficient mitigation of this particular proposal,
and the significant effects it will have on the many neighbouring residents, rural character,

visual amenity, wellbeing, and tourism-related activity within the Waipara area.

We believe the proposal, as currently designed, is inconsistent with the Hurunui District Plan
policies relating to rural character and amenity values, particularly Policy 3.5.

Today I would like to address:



Rural character and landscape effects

The uncertainty and delay associated with mitigation planting
Contradictions within the applicant’s own evidence

Effects on our home, family, and livelihood

Construction and operational impacts

Conditions we request if consent is granted
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1. RURAL CHARACTER & LANDSCAPE
EFFECTS

The proposed development covers approximately 181 hectares and includes extensive solar
arrays, security fencing with barbed wire, inverter infrastructure, internal roads, hardstand
areas, and associated industrial infrastructure.

In our submission, this is not a small-scale rural utility activity. It represents the
industrialisation of a rural landscape currently characterised by vineyards, pasture, trufficres,
olive groves, scattered homes, and tourism activities.

Policy 3.5 of the Hurunui District Plan seeks to:

e maintain the dominance of open space over structures,
o maintain rural outlooks,
e and ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses.

We do not believe this proposal achieves those outcomes.

Our property sits elevated above parts of the proposed site and directly overlooks the terraces
where panels are proposed. This means we will not simply experience occasional glimpses of
the development — we will look directly down onto substantial areas of panels, fencing, and

associated infrastructure across much of our outlook.

Importantly, the applicant’s own landscape evidence acknowledges that neighbouring
properties on Mackenzies Road will experience high construction effects and high to
moderate visual effects during the first five years.

Council’s landscape architect reached an even stronger conclusion, assessing the overall
magnitude of landscape effects as moderate-high.

In our submission, these are not minor effects.

The Waipara Basin is also an important tourism and visitor landscape. Visitors travelling to
and through the area toward Hanmer Springs, using the Waipara Valley Wine Trail, enjoying
one of the many amazing local wineries or walking in the Mt Cass area or experience one of
our truffle hunts currently experience an open rural landscape.



This proposal introduces a highly visible industrial-scale energy development into that
environment.

2. MITIGATION PLANTING IS
UNCERTAIN AND DELAYED

A major concern for us is that the proposal relies heavily on future mitigation planting to
justify the level of visual effects.

However, much of the evidence before the Commissioners raises serious questions about
whether that mitigation can reliably succeed.

The applicant’s own evidence identifies:

e extremely dry and free-draining soils,
e low water holding capacity,

e drought-prone conditions,

e high wind exposure,

e and challenging growing conditions.

The ecological evidence describes this as:

“one of the hardest restoration sites” observed,

with the potential for catastrophic failure of planting if not carefully managed.
There are also acknowledged risks relating to:

e rabbits,

e drought,

e irrigation uncertainty,
o and species suitability.

Despite this, the proposal relies heavily on future planting success as the primary mitigation
for significant immediate visual effects.

We also note that the Commissioners have been invited to view a reference planting site at
290 Glenmark Drive, described by the applicant as an example of successful establishment
without irrigation to their understanding — it is our knowledge, based on the fact that my
sister lived there when they were planted and established, is that this site has in fact benefited
from plentiful irrigation and ongoing water inputs, particularly during establishment, which
raises questions about how directly comparable it also add to that the fact there is established
shelter from the gum trees and a different soil type with better water holding capacity and
suitability for cropping.



Because our property sits above the site, boundary planting will not fully screen the panels
from many rooms in our house or from our outdoor living spaces and wider property.

The terraced nature of the site also means the development remains visible across multiple
elevations.

Importantly, construction is proposed to begin well before meaningful screening is
established or even started.

The applicant’s evidence suggests some planting may not begin until after commissioning,
and effective screening may take between 5 and 10 years from planting — assuming
successful establishment.

From our perspective, that is not a temporary effect.

The applicant frequently describes these impacts as short term. However, if mitigation may
take up to a decade to become effective, neighbouring residents are effectively being asked to

live with moderate to high visual effects for a substantial portion of the consent duration.

For our family specifically, that period represents much of our children’s upbringing.

3. CONTRADICTIONS WITHIN THE
APPLICANT’S OWN EVIDENCE

We also struggle to reconcile several conclusions reached in the applicant’s planning
evidence with the underlying expert evidence.

For example, the planning evidence repeatedly concludes that long-term visual effects will
become “less than minor.”

However, the same evidence acknowledges:

e moderate to high visual effects for neighbouring properties,
e delayed mitigation,

e uncertain planting success,

« and ongoing visibility from elevated properties.

We also note that the applicant’s landscape evidence specifically identifies our property as
experiencing a marked change in landscape character and identifies our visual effects as high
during construction and high to moderate in the short term.

In our submission, the actual effects experienced by directly affected residents are materially
greater than described in the overall planning conclusions.

We are also concerned that the proposal repeatedly relies on “best case scenario” mitigation
assumptions.



For example:
e irrigation availability appears uncertain during early establishment,
e some restoration planting may initially proceed without irrigation,
o and the proposed planting success benchmark appears to be only 70% vegetation
cover at one metre height.

That level of planting would not provide meaningful screening for many neighbouring
properties, particularly elevated ones such as ours.

4. EFFECTS ON OUR HOME, FAMILY &
LIVELIHOOD

One of the main reasons we purchased bare land in this location and invested in developing
our home, truffiére, and business was to raise our children in a quiet rural environment.

We deliberately chose this property so our children could grow up playing outdoors, building
huts, swimming in the river, and enjoying open space and nature.

The proposed development would fundamentally change the character and experience of
those spaces during the exact years our children are growing up.

Our children regularly use the river area and outdoor spaces directly adjacent to the proposed
site boundary.

When we use those areas as a family, we would instead be beside industrial fencing and
extensive solar infrastructure.

A key concern for us is timing.

Even if the mitigation planting is eventually successful, much of our children’s upbringing in
this rural environment will already have passed before effective screening is achieved.

By that stage, they may already have left home.
We also operate truffle tourism experiences from our property.
Guests consistently comment on:
o the peacefulness,
e the rural outlook,
o and the evening landscape views across the terraces toward Mt Grey, the Deans and

the Weka Pass.

We had planned to expand this activity with visitor accommodation, however the uncertainty
created in 2023 by this proposal has placed those plans on hold.



While the applicant refers to substantial economic benefits, many of those benefits appear
concentrated in short-term construction activity, whereas neighbouring residents may
experience long-term adverse effects on residential amenity, tourism activity, and future
investment opportunities.

S. CONSTRUCTION & OPERATIONAL
EFFECTS

Construction effects are also significant.

The proposal involves approximately 68,000 to 69,000 driven piles across the site, with pile
driving occurring over an extended construction period. This does not include the additional
noise created from driving the fence posts. This also does not include the driving of fence
posts, substantial roading and traffic movements occurring.

This is not comparable to normal intermittent rural activity such as tractors or seasonal
farming operations.

For neighbouring residents, including families with children and people working from home,
this would involve prolonged industrial-scale construction noise and disturbance over
multiple years before any visual, noise or dust screening has been established if even planted
yet.

We are also concerned about dust generation during construction given the extremely dry,
stony, and free-draining nature of the soils identified in the applicant’s own evidence,
particularly during north-west wind conditions.

We seek enforceable dust mitigation, monitoring, and response requirements to ensure
neighbouring properties are adequately protected especially those in the Waipara township
who may not be able to see the panels but would be directly in the path of NW winds.

We are also concerned about operational noise from inverters and infrastructure.

While these noises may technically comply with noise limits, they differ from normal rural
sounds because they are continuous and year-round rather than intermittent and seasonal.

Additionally, the applicant’s own glint and glare evidence identifies early morning and late
evening periods as the times when reflection effects are most likely due to backtracking
operations.

These are also the times neighbouring residents are most likely to be home and using outdoor
living spaces.




6. ENGAGEMENT AND INFORMAL ASSURANCES

We also wish to briefly address the applicant’s statements regarding engagement with
neighbouring landowners in their Final Statement of evidence point 101.

We acknowledge there were early discussions with the applicant. With a range of mitigation
concepts discussed, including planting arrangements, potential landscape treatment on our
property and near our boundary, instillation of our own personal solar set up, community
initiatives support and other measures intended to reduce visual and noise effects.

We also have email correspondence from this period which reflects those early discussions
and suggested mitigation approaches.

However, none of these matters were formalised in a way that provides certainty over their
implementation, performance, or long-term maintenance.

From our perspective, this is the key issue.

While engagement did occur, engagement itself does not equate to effective communication
or enforceable mitigation. Only consent conditions can provide certainty over outcomes for a
development of this scale and duration.

Accordingly, reliance on informal discussions or early-stage concepts does not adequately
address the long-term effects on neighbouring properties.

7. REQUESTED CONDITIONS

If consent is granted, we respectfully request robust and enforceable conditions requiring the
applicant to:

o Immediately establish a bund along our property bank, plant it with our landscape
plan using weedmats, tree guards and stakes and then provide irrigation instillation.
We will supply the water and on going care.

e Provide the $35,000 worth of solar equipment initially promised in early
correspondence or equivalent in market value.

o Establish and fund independent monitoring for noise, glare, dust, and visual screening
effectiveness at agreed neighbouring properties before construction and after
commissioning making results publicly available;

e Undertake immediate remedial action, at the applicant’s cost, where adverse effects
exceed those assessed or consent conditions are breached;

o Implement legally enforceable vegetation establishment, irrigation, maintenance, and
replacement obligations to ensure long-term screening effectiveness;

e Include enforceable provisions enabling Council to require additional mitigation,
operational restrictions, or suspension of activities where repeated breaches or
unresolved adverse effects occur.



o Establish a community grants and initiatives fund.

We are also concerned about what practical remedies exist for directly affected landowners if
mitigation measures fail or consent conditions are breached.

In many cases, enforcement mechanisms appear focused on regulatory compliance rather
than restoring the amenity, wellbeing, or enjoyment lost by neighbouring residents while
breaches are occurring.

From our perspective, the risk of failed planting, excessive noise, dust, glare, or other
unforeseen effects should not sit primarily with neighbouring families who did not choose
this development.

We therefore request that any consent conditions include clear accountability mechanisms,
prompt remedial obligations, and meaningful enforcement provisions to ensure neighbouring
landowners are not left carrying the long-term consequences of unsuccessful mitigation or
non-compliance.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we respectfully submit that the current scale and siting of this proposal are
inappropriate for this location and would create significant and lasting adverse effects on
neighbouring properties and rural amenity.

While renewable energy generation is important, we do not believe that should come at the
expense of directly affected families, established rural character, and the quiet enjoyment of
neighbouring properties where the proposed mitigation remains uncertain and delayed.

We ask the Commissioners to carefully consider:
o the scale of the proposal,
o the uncertainty surrounding mitigation success,
o the acknowledged visual and quality of life impacts on neighbouring properties,

o and whether the adverse effects have genuinely been reduced to an acceptable level.

Thank you for hearing our submission and for considering the impacts this proposal will have
on our family and the wider Waipara rural environment.

We would also like to invite the Commissioners to our property as part of our submission.





