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Water

1. The Applicant is confident they can get water for irrigation — but we have been here
before. See Ms Alkamil’s further information response of 24 January 2025, quoted at Mr
Young’s witness statement at [7] (bundle 1 p.328):

“The landowner [Mr. Kidner] has been working on water for irrigation for some
vears and has various water rights for different titles within, and adjacent to, the
solar farm site. There is also a water scheme on the site. The Applicant expects to
use a mix of the available water, changes to the local scheme rights, and the use
of water tankers to support the planting program... The Applicant is underway
with working with the landowner on obtaining irrigation for the site from his

’

other water rights.’

2. In his witness statement Mr Young explains the Weka Irrigators water scheme, and why
he believes that in the above response Ms Alkamil was referring to the Weka Irrigators
scheme (including Mr Kidner’s purchase of property on the scheme and a request to
amend the scheme water consent to allow water to be used on 380 Waipara Flat Road;
which attempt was ultimately unsuccessful).

3. Note this accords with evidence heard yesterday from Mr Bubb, that the Applicant’s
current plan to obtain irrigation water is the 3™ or 4™ plan they’ve tried.

4. Mr Bubb explained yesterday the process for applying for consent to transfer the water
take: the first thing you need to do is actually drill the bore. Until you do, you don’t know
what you may find. Mr Bubb anticipated no problems, but presumably in January 2025
Ms Alkamil anticipated no problems amending the water scheme rules. The reality is, we
don’t know what will happen. As the Panel heard from Dr Tau, precision is needed on the
issue of where the water is coming from.

5. Recall yesterday discussion of consequences of poor site selection in relation to the
matagouri clearance — this is another example. Mr Andrews told the Panel this is a well-
thought-out proposal, but the evidence tends to suggest otherwise. How many times have
we heard yesterday and this morning, “this needs to be explored more... This could be
fleshed out more... This condition needs work”? Recall we are over 2 yrs in.

6. The caselaw recognises the danger in an Applicant “picking off” consents one at a time,
so there is never an overall assessment of all the impacts of a proposal, and this is a case
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in point. The Applicant now says water is coming from a bore — but what if that doesn’t
work out? How will you then consider Dr Tau’s evidence and the points he makes?

7. While on the subject of water, the question of irrigation featured prominently in the
Applicant’s evidence yesterday. We now hear they do plan to irrigate the regenerative
planting. But what confidence do we have that won’t change again, if their plans for
water access fall through? You will hear tomorrow from Dr Meurk, experienced
ecologist, and may wish to explore with him the need for irrigation for the regenerative
planting.

8. Also heard yesterday that the Applicant's current plan is to irrigate the terrace planting
after 1 year, as water will then be available. Why does it become available after year 1? If
it is because during construction, they plan to use some of the water for dust control etc,
this raises the question of whether such use is likely to be permitted under the consent the
Applicant is planning to rely on. It would be helpful if the conditions of the current
consent were provided.

9. There are 2 more issues related to the water consent. We are not told where it is coming
from, or how it will get to the site — so we don’t know if consent will be required for that
activity, or the environmental consequences of trucking water in, or the number of
vehicle movements.

10.  Another unknown is what water tanks will be needed for storage — these do not seem to

be marked on the site plans. Evidence from Mr Bubb was that we just don't know how
many will be needed.

Mr Bramley’s evidence

11. Recall Mr Bramley’s evidence yesterday that braided river environments such as the
Waipara River and Weka Creek are ecologically valuable and home to threatened bird

species. That accords with information on the Waipara River website, see extract at
bundle 1 p431.

12. This raises the question of bird strike: the Applicant plans to do natively planting on the

terraces, which will actively encourage birds to the site. This is an example of attempting
to mitigate one problem but creating another in the process.

Matagouri



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

The procedural issue around this was discussed yesterday. The Panel will hear from Dr
Meurk later in the week. Please refer to witness statement of Daryl Harris, Preliminary
Bundle p.18. Mr Harris describes his background as a local farmer. See para [8]: he
describes the matagouri clearance that happened as being like a “harpoon through [his]
heart”. You will hear from Mr Harris, he is a farmer, not given to flights of excess
emotion. These words reflect genuine sentiment in the community.

Another document included in the Preliminary Bundle is the Witness Statement of John
McCaskey. He explains how the matagouri bushes provided shelter for new-born lambs.
Mr Kidner at his Witness Statement [25] talks of solar panels providing shelter for sheep
— how ironic that he should clear the shelter that was already there. Perhaps he assumed
you would grant consent automatically.

This brings up a wider point to consider when considering the Applicant’s evidence: it is
not only about what is there, but about what is not there.

You will hear from Dr Meurk and Sue McGaw about the Greening Waipara Project and
the cultural and associative values it embodies. All these values have not been addressed
by the Applicant's experts. They don’t seem to know about them.

To conclude, the Panel asked Ms Alkamil about how the proposal would fit with the
well-being of the community in the context of considering policies of the NPS REG. It is
notable that her evidence only considered that the proposal will generate electricity and
so in that way benefit the community in a general way. She does not seem to have
considered community well-being in other ways, the people who live and work here,
those who drive past SH7 every day and appreciate the view of the valley from the scenic
route.

ELIZABETH KELSEY
13 May 2026



