Waipara Solar Farm Oral Submission

My name is Lisa POMANA myself and my partner Jon PRESTON own property
directly affected by the proposed Waipara Solar Farm development. Atjjj
Mackenzies Road.

Thank you for the opportunity to speak today.
[ would like to begin by making one thing very clear.

[ support renewable energy development and the transition toward lower-emission
electricity generation. [ do not oppose solar power in principle, and I accept that
New Zealand will need additional renewable generation in the future.

However, support for renewable energy does not mean every proposal is
automatically appropriate regardless of its scale, siting, or environmental effects.

My opposition is to this proposal in this location.

In my view, the proposed Far North Solar development is fundamentally
incompatible with the existing rural character, environmental sensitivity, visual
landscape, and long-term identity of the Waipara Valley.

This proposal is repeatedly described by the applicant as compatible with rural
character, low impact, temporary, and environmentally beneficial.

This is not a modest rural activity.

This is not a small collection of panels quietly integrated into the landscape like the
solar farms at Swannanoa and oxford these are materially smaller and far more
consistent with the concept of integrating renewable energy generation within rural
landscapes.

They are more palatable and more acceptable to communities.

They blend into the local landscapes they don’t dominate them like this one will.



The Waipara Basin represents a singular convergence of geological heritage, rare
dryland biodiversity, and deep cultural narrative that cannot be replicated
elsewhere in Aotearoa.

The introduction of a large-scale solar utility into this landscape threatens to disrupt
a delicate ecological complex and dominant the area.

The Waipara Basin is not a barren landscape awaiting development; it is a living,
high-functioning ecosystem.

The proposed solar farm must be viewed not in isolation, Our community has
already witnessed the loss of one of the largest stands of Matagouri in Canterbury—
a stand over 100 years old that was mulched over by the land owner without the
required resource consent. This act was more than a procedural failure; it was the
erasure of a slow-growing, nitrogen-fixing pillar of our dryland ecosystem that took
a century to establish.

We work every day outside in this ecosystem with our viticulture business directly
next to the Weka Stream.

Our regular sightings of the black-fronted tern (Nationally Endangered), the black-
the banded dotterel (At Risk - Declining) and the NZ Falcon (threatened) and the
pied oyster catcher confirm that the proposed solar farm site sits directly within a
vital ecological corridor. These are not occasional visitors but resident specialists of
the braided river system of the the Weka Stream and Waipara river

To industrialize this specific geographical zone is to knowingly disrupt the habitat of
species that the Department of Conservation and mana whenua are fighting to save.

The applicant suggests that continued sheep grazing beneath the panels somehow
preserves the rural character of the site.

[ disagree entirely.

The presence of sheep beneath industrial infrastructure does not preserve
openness.

It does not preserve rural character.

And it does not preserve the visual identity or feeling of the valley.



The proposal appears heavily dependent on approximately 30,000 screening trees
intended to soften or conceal the development.

However, I seriously question whether this mitigation strategy is genuinely realistic,
sustainable, or reliable in North Canterbury conditions.

As local residents, we understand this environment, the dryness of summer, the nor
‘west winds and how exposed this valley can be

We understand how difficult it is to establish and maintain planting in these
conditions over the long term with our business.

The applicant states that the effect of the solar far will be mitigated by the 10-year
mark and the effects to most will be low.

When putting it into context of the lifespan of the solar farm being 35 years it will
take 28% of its lifespan before the plantings take full effect, if you account for
minimal irrigation after year 1 this will drastically increase the time period that it
will take to achieve screening.

Our property is rated as being effected at a moderate to high level like many others
in the area until screening is at the 10-year mark, we will look down on it we will be
next to the web of new power lines heading towards the substation.

Waipara is not a high-rainfall environment.

This area experiences prolonged dry periods, low summer soil moisture, high
evapotranspiration, and increasing pressure on freshwater resources.

Those are not theoretical conditions discussed in reports.
They are the practical reality of living and working in this environment.

Importantly, the applicant now confirms that irrigation water for the proposed
screening planting must be sourced through a transferred water allocation
arrangement, and that a new bore will still need to be drilled before that transfer
can occur. All needing further consents through ECan.

In other words, a critical component of the mitigation strategy depends on future
approvals,

The applicant has indicated that approximately 8,000 cubic meters of water per year
will support the establishment and maintenance of around 30,000 screening trees.



This irrigation plan is a 'half-measure' that creates an unacceptable risk.

While the screening trees may just survive on their 8,000m? allocation, the
thousands of internal plants left without water will inevitably become a standing
fuel load.

Keeping all vegetation hydrated ensures it acts as a fire retardant rather than a fire
wick

North Canterbury is in a "rain shadow." You cannot rely on rainfall for new plantings
because from October to March, evapotranspiration (water leaving the ground)
almost always exceeds rainfall.

The North Canterbury Nor’'wester is a "hairdryer" wind that can strip moisture from
a plant in hours.

We have some of the highest evapotranspiration (ET) rates in New Zealand and can
exceed 5Smm-7mm per day in summer.

8,000m? per year for 30,000 trees equates to only ~266 litres per tree per year.

In a standard 180-day North Canterbury growing season (October-March), this
allows for only 1.4 litres per tree per day.

Mathematically the water allocation is incapable of supporting healthy, fast-growing
plants

Stopping irrigation when plants are established which they are measuring as 70%
of plants reach 1 meter is biologically unsound for North Canterbury.

At 1 meter, a tree’s root system is not yet deep enough to tap into reliable
groundwater in stony Canterbury soils. The same soils that the applicant describes
as being on the proposed site. Stony local soil has "low water-holding capacity." It
doesn't store rain; it drains away, making constant irrigation essential for young
natives.

In North Canterbury an unirrigated plant is a dying plant.
[ propose as a condition of consent the following:

1. Water is increased to 20, 000m3 to meet irrigation needs off all plants on the
site not just the external screening via a permanent irrigation system

2. Irrigation must be maintained for a minimum period of five (5) years from
the date of planting.



3. "Vegetation First"
No construction of the solar array or electrical infrastructure shall commence
until all 30,000 screening plants have reached a minimum height of 1.0 meter
and are certified as 'healthy and established' by an independent arborist.

4. Mandatory Replacement & Maintenance Bond"
The developer must enter into a long-term Landscape Management
Agreement Any plant that dies, becomes diseased, or is damaged within the
first 10 years of the project must be replaced within the next available
planting season

Even under ideal conditions, meaningful screening takes many years to establish.
The industrial effects occur immediately.
The mitigation does not.

That means the community experiences the full visual impact from day one while
the proposed mitigation remains largely theoretical for many years.

The development is repeatedly framed as environmentally beneficial and
restorative.

But ecological enhancement does not neutralize the industrialization of the
landscape itself.

The applicant’s claim that solar farms 'mimic' the areas vineyards is a superficial
observation that ignores the fundamental nature of the rural landscape

One is a living, breathing biological system; the other is a glass-and-steel industrial
power plant.

A vineyard is a living monoculture that changes with the seasons—from bare wood
in winter to lush green canopies in summer and vibrant gold in autumn. It is a soft,
organic texture that breathes, requires biological care, and supports local
biodiversity.

In contrast, a solar farm is a static, industrial installation of rigid glass, galvanized
steel, and electrical inverters.

With a solar farm the “Lake Effect hypothesis" is real:



Panels reflect polarized light, which specifically confuses waterbirds and aquatic
insects into thinking there is a lake where there is only glass. Resulting in bird
strike.

The applicant’s proposal states in the 1st year of operation the site will be inspected
on foot periodically and searched for bird and bat carcasses.

Except for Oct, Nov, Jan, feb the site shall be inspected weekly.

In North Canterbury, hawks, cats, and ferrets will have cleared a bird carcass long
before the developer's monthly check.

Multiple submissions by the applicant refer to monitoring and if bird carcasses are
found effective management will be adopted,

But nothing is stated about what that management will be.

[ propose a condition of consent that a more robust bird strike management plan is
devised with an independent ecological specialist.

Fire Risk

[ am also concerned about fire risk.

North Canterbury is a dry environment with strong winds and increasingly extreme
summer conditions.

The applicant refers to vegetation management, grazing, monitoring systems, access
roads, and water tanks as mitigation measures.

In relation to the viticulture industry. Grapes are uniquely sensitive to smoke,
particularly after veraison (when they change colour and soften) smoke is absorbed
through the grape skin and bind with sugars.

This creates an irreversible "burnt,” "ashy," or "cigarette smoke" flavour in the wine
fire affects the grapevine's "plumbing" and its ability to recover for future seasons.

Solar panels contain various materials, polycrystiline monocrystline silicon and
metals when burned, release toxic smoke and particles into the air and soil.

Ash and particles settling on the vines, potentially blocking pores (stomata) and
hindering photosynthesis.



Toxic particles in the air from the chemicals in damaged solar panels not only will
create a health risk to local residents, humans and animals alike but toxic residues
post fire is of a concern.

What would these toxic chemicals do to the hectares of vineyards on Mackenzies
Road, what would it do to fruit on the vines or the long-term health of the vines?

As a business owner this is of a huge concern, humans and animals can be moved
plants can'’t, toxic fumes resulting for a solar farm fire could have a devastating
effect on the viticulture industry in Waipara. There are 13 Vineyards just on
Mackenzies Road alone. This could destroy businesses and people’s livelihoods.

Australia has had a 6-fold increase in solar farm fires between 2018-2020.

The UK has reported a 60% increase in solar related service calls between 2022-
2024.

As a condition of consent, I propose: that as well as public liability insurance the
applicant must as a condition of consent have Third-Party Damage for "accidental
damage" to a third party's property resulting from their operations, such as a fire
escaping their boundary.

1. Environmental Liability to cover clean-up and damage costs if toxic materials
(like heavy metals or fire suppressants) leach into your soil or damage or
contaminate surrounding vineyard operations

2. Financial Bond: "Given the potential for chemical contamination and the high
cost of industrial remediation, I request that the Commission impose a
condition requiring a Decommissioning and Remediation Bond.

So that if they go bankrupt after a fire, the site isn't left to leach toxins into
the groundwater

If the developer suffers a catastrophic fire and subsequent business failure, the
burden of cleaning up a toxic legacy site must not fall on the Council or neighboring
landowners.

[ propose that the consent be contingent on a bond that is Held in trust by the
Council to ensure funds are available regardless of the developer’s financial status.

Scientifically Calculated: Based on the actual cost of hazardous waste disposal and
soil de-contamination for the entire site.

Regularly Reviewed: Adjusted every three years to account for inflation and changes
in hazardous waste regulations.



Without such a bond, the long-term risk to the groundwater and the safety of our
land remains an unacceptable and unmitigated risk

In closing
At its core, this remains a very large industrial energy development not a utility
facility as described by the applicants.

That is how it will function.

That is how it will appear.

And that is how it will be experienced by the surrounding community.
The Waipara Valley has a distinct and recognizable identity.

It is known for its vineyards, productive land, open landscapes, rolling hills, long
sightlines, dark skies, rural quietness, natural beauty, and sense of space.

People live here because of those qualities.
People travel through this area because of those qualities.

A development operating for 35 years or more is effectively permanent for the
people who live here and experience this environment every day.

Children born today will likely be adults before this infrastructure is removed.
That is not temporary in any meaningful lived sense.

And I think the language used throughout the application matters.

» « » «

Because terms such as “temporary,” “reversible,” “compatible,” and “low impact”
risk minimizing the true scale and permanence of what is being proposed.

Local people understand this environment in a way that occasional site visits simply
cannot replicate.

That lived experience should not be discounted.
There is a significant difference between a proposal that appears manageable within

consultant reports and one that is genuinely compatible with the long-term realities
of this environment.



There comes a point where the scale of development becomes incompatible with the
landscape receiving it.

In my view, this proposal crosses that line.

For those reasons, I respectfully ask that consent be declined.





