
Presentation to Hearing Commissioners  
Far North Solar Farm Limited – RC240028 
On behalf of North Canterbury Wine Growers and Hurunui Trails Trust


Good morning Commissioners.  

Introduction  

• My name is Penelope Naish — please call me Pen. Today I am speaking on behalf of 
both the North Canterbury Wine Growers and the Hurunui Trails Trust.


• Because many of the issues raised in our submissions are interconnected, I would like 
to briefly explain my connection to the Waipara Valley and why I feel strongly about this 
proposal.


• I am an owner and director of Black Estate, a family-owned winery in Waipara with three 
biodynamic vineyards and long-standing involvement in regional tourism and hospitality.


• My husband, parents, and I moved here in 2007 when we purchased the original Black 
Estate vineyard. Since then we have expanded our vineyards, built a restaurant, 
established accommodation, and undertaken extensive native planting and landscape 
restoration projects.


• Over nearly two decades, I have worked not only as general manager of our business, 
but also across tourism, hospitality, landscape planting, and regional promotion.


• Waipara’s identity is not simply vineyards. It is a diverse rural food destination — from 
wine, olive oil, and truffles, to Canterbury lamb and locally milled grains — and that 
diversity underpins its international reputation.


• I currently sit on the North Canterbury Wine Growers committee as its representative to 
Hurunui Tourism. I previously chaired its marketing committee for around ten years, and 
I have also worked nationally with New Zealand Winegrowers and co-chaired the New 
Zealand Pinot Noir conference.


• I am also a founding trustee of the Hurunui Trails Trust and represent the nearly 
completed Waipara Valley Vineyard Trail.


• I want to make one point very clear at the outset:


• We are not opposed to renewable energy, and we are not opposed to solar farms in 
principle.


• However, we are strongly opposed to placing a 181-hectare industrial-scale solar power 
development in the centre of one of New Zealand’s most distinctive boutique wine and 
food tourism destinations.


• This is the wrong development in the wrong location.


First Point before we begin  

We are not opposed to renewable energy, and we are not opposed to solar farms in 
principle.




However, we are strongly opposed to placing a 181-hectare industrial-scale solar farm in 
the centre of one of New Zealand’s most distinctive boutique wine and food tourism 
destinations, which is growing in reputation. 


This is the wrong development in the wrong location.


Second Point  - There are key tourism entities in the region who cannot submit on this 
issue due to a conflict with their ownership or relationship with Hurunui Disctricyt Council, 
being:  

Alpine Pacific Touring Route 

Hamner Springs Hot Pools 

Hurunui Toursim Board  

Hamner and the North Canterbury Wine Region are the two significant economic drivers 
for the Hurunui District in North Canterbury.  Only one of us is representing the effect on 
the  rural character of our land and tourism today. 

Rural Amenity, Tourism, and the Character of Waipara 
For more than 40 years, the Waipara Valley community has invested in building an 
internationally recognised wine region and tourism destination.


That success depends fundamentally on landscape, rural amenity, and visitor experience.


Visitors come here because Waipara feels authentic: family-owned vineyards, open 
landscapes, quiet roads, cellar doors, restaurants, cycling, walking, diverse faming and 
produce and great rural hospitality.


The valley now includes more than 12 cellar doors, multiple restaurants, 20 successful 
boutique accommodation providers, and a growing number of tourism experiences, 
including concerts, cycling and walking trails. 


Our wines and tourism businesses continue to receive international recognition through 
publications such as Wine Spectator, Wine Enthusiast, Vinous, and The New York Times.


Every one of these businesses depends on visitors wanting to experience open rural 
landscapes and the character of this valley. Approving a development of this scale risks 
undermining the momentum and future investment occurring in our accommodation and 
tourism sector.


This region has worked incredibly hard to recover from major setbacks, including the 
Canterbury earthquakes and the pandemic. At the same time, vineyard production costs 
continue to rise and climate pressures are increasing.


For small cool-climate wine regions like North Canterbury, direct tourism — cellar doors, 
restaurants, accommodation, and experiences — is essential to economic sustainability 
and future growth.




Areas such as the Waipara township and McKenzies Road have significant long-term 
potential for boutique accommodation, wellness tourism, cycling experiences, and rural 
residential development. Staff  housing. 


This proposal places a large-scale industrial development directly within that growth area.


When visitors travel the Alpine Pacific Touring Route down State Highway 7 into 
Waipara, this should be an extraordinary arrival into a premium wine region.


Instead, they would encounter approximately 180 hectares of solar infrastructure and 
kilometres of industrial deer fencing topped with barbed wire. Views across the Teviotdale 
Hills and surrounding vineyards will also be affected.


The District Plan sees our wine growing area as a an area of regional importance, 
encompassing grape cultivation, wine production and wine tourism.  

An industrial scale solar farm beside our township and vineyards will have a 
negative impact on wine tourism directly undermines the industry;’s financial base 
as cellar door sales and brand value are closely tied to the region’s scenic appeal. 

I also want to address a point raised in the Landscape Joint Witness Statement.


The applicant’s landscape expert Mr Cocker suggested that vineyards and solar arrays 
are comparable because they both contribute “texture and patterning” to the landscape.


As someone who lives on a vineyard and built a restaurant specifically to celebrate those 
vineyard views, I strongly disagree with that comparison.


Importantly, the Council’s landscape expert, Ms Rachael Annan, also rejected that 
comparison in the Joint Witness Statement.


Vineyards are living agricultural systems. They change seasonally, contribute directly to 
the valley’s identity, and are part of the productive rural landscape.


This proposal is fundamentally different. It is industrial infrastructure.


Ms Annan concluded that the proposal would have moderate to high adverse visual 
effects from several surrounding locations, including McKenzies Road.


That distinction is important.


Part 3 — Landscaping and the Reality of the Site 
The applicant relies heavily on proposed boundary planting as mitigation for visual 
effects.


Based on my own practical planting experience in Waipara, I do not believe the proposed 
landscaping strategy is realistic.


Waipara is dry, windy, frost-prone, and challenging for establishment planting without 
substantial irrigation and ongoing management.




Sue McGaw’s evidence also questions the credibility of achieving 4–5 metre screening 
heights within the proposed timeframe, including concerns around species suitability and 
survival rates under Waipara conditions.


Even highly managed local restoration projects have experienced significant 
establishment failures in dry years.


The Section 95 Report and Independent Peer Review by Ms Rachael Annan similarly 
questioned whether the landscaping mitigation can realistically achieve the outcomes 
claimed by the applicant.


There is also a more fundamental issue.


The geography of the valley means many surrounding locations look down into the Weka 
Stream basin from elevated positions.


As Ms Annan acknowledged, the effectiveness of visual screening is significantly limited 
by topography.


Even mature boundary planting will not fully screen infrastructure of this scale from many 
viewpoints across the valley.


I know many neighbours who cannot be here this week, or who were unable to complete 
submissions in time, who will nevertheless be directly affected by this proposal.


This hearing is also important because the decisions made here may set precedents for 
future industrial-scale developments across the valley.


Part 4 — Water Supply Concerns 
The proposed landscaping clearly depends on reliable long-term irrigation, as identified in 
both submissions.


However, there remains substantial uncertainty around the applicant’s proposed water 
supply arrangements.


The rebuttal evidence refers to transferring an existing consent and drilling a new deep 
bore, but the details remain unclear.


The proposed bore has not yet been drilled, the transfer is not finalised, and the full 
environmental implications remain uncertain.


The applicant’s water expert, Mr Bubb, states in rebuttal evidence that approximately 
8,000 cubic metres of water per year would be available for irrigation of the shelter 
planting.


However, based on practical experience in viticulture and planting establishment in 
Waipara conditions, it is difficult to see how this allocation could realistically sustain both 
the extensive boundary shelter planting and the proposed terrace restoration planting.




By comparison, our own vineyard operation uses significantly more water annually for 
establishment and management planting, and even then water availability remains highly 
constrained in this catchment.


This raises a practical concern: if sufficient irrigation is not available, the mitigation 
planting relied upon to reduce visual and ecological effects may fail over time.


I also question how the proposed 8.09 hectares of river terrace restoration planting would 
be irrigated if the proposed 8,000 cubic metre allocation is already intended for the 
shelter planting.


Meanwhile, the applicant’s planner, Ms Alkamil, states in her supplementary evidence 
dated May 2026 under “Ecological Compensation” that because the cleared area is now 
excluded from the application, the proposed restoration planting should be assessed as 
ecological enhancement rather than compensation.


However, if there is insufficient water available to successfully establish and maintain 
those plantings, then the credibility of that ecological enhancement must also be 
questioned.


We also have no certainty that this proposed allocation will ultimately be consented. 
Anyone farming, growing, or living in the Waipara catchment understands how difficult it 
has become to secure additional water takes in an already stressed system.


Water availability is one of the defining constraints on development in this valley. 

Dr Tau’s evidence highlights the sensitivity and over-allocation concerns within the 
catchment. 

Given that reality, it is difficult to understand how such a large-scale industrial 
development can rely on unresolved and undefined future water arrangements as a key 
component of its mitigation strategy.


Part 5 — Credibility and Confidence in Mitigation 
Finally, I want to briefly address the issue of the unconsented vegetation clearance on the 
site in April 2024.


My concern is


We are being asked to rely heavily on future landscaping promises, ecological mitigation, 
and long-term stewardship.


Yet significant indigenous vegetation was removed from the site without consent after 
ecological concerns had already been raised.


The subsequent attempt to alter site boundaries to avoid planning consequences has 
understandably undermined public confidence in the process. 

For many in the community, this raises a serious question: 



If the applicant failed to protect existing indigenous vegetation on the site, why 
should the community have confidence in the applicant’s delivery and long-term 
maintenance of 30,000 future plantings — particularly when there remains 
uncertainty regarding irrigation and establishment?a  

For many in the community, that sequence of events has seriously undermined 
confidence in the applicant’s proposed mitigation and long-term environmental 
stewardship.


Part 2 — Ecological and Viticultural Concerns 
Beyond visual effects, we are concerned about ecological and physical impacts on the 
wider viticultural environment.


Waipara is a highly distinctive inland basin with sensitive ecological characteristics.


Over the last two decades, the community and vineyard owners have invested heavily in 
biodiversity initiatives through Greening Waipara, including extensive native planting to 
support birds, insects, pollinators, and ecological resilience.


Expert ecologist Sue McGaw raised concerns that the scale and footprint of this proposal 
could disrupt ecological movement patterns and habitat connectivity, including for native 
bird species such as the Kārearea, or New Zealand Falcon.


There are also legitimate concerns around localised microclimate effects.


Large-scale solar farms internationally have been associated with measurable local 
temperature variation and altered airflow patterns. Waipara’s premium wine production 
depends on highly sensitive cool-climate conditions, particularly for Pinot Noir, 
Chardonnay, and Riesling.


Even relatively small changes to temperature, airflow, or soil moisture can affect vine 
phenology, harvest timing, and grape quality.


Sue McGaw’s evidence identifies the “solar heat island effect” as a concern, noting that 
large-scale solar arrays can alter local microclimates. She also references the submission 
of Dr Janice Antill, who raised concerns that these effects could adversely affect 
surrounding viticulture, horticulture, and farming activities.


Under the Resource Management Act, low-probability but potentially high-impact effects 
must still be considered.


Conclusion 
Commissioners, this application asks you to approve a very large industrial development 
within the heart of a highly distinctive rural wine, farming  and tourism landscape.


In our view, the adverse landscape, tourism, ecological, and rural amenity effects are 
significant and inconsistent with the character and values of the Waipara Wine Growing 
area and the rural character of the Waipara Valley Trail .




The North Canterbury Wine Growers and the Hurunui Trails Trust support the conclusions 
of the Section 95 Report and the Independent Peer Review.


We respectfully ask that the application be declined in its current form.


If the Commissioners were nevertheless minded to approve either this proposal or a 
substantially reduced version of it, we strongly submit that:


• Secure and fully operational irrigation infrastructure must be established before any 
construction begins; and


• No construction should commence until the proposed landscape screening has 
demonstrably established to an effective height and survival standard appropriate 
to Waipara conditions.


Thank you for your time and consideration


Actual conditions sought by each entity.  (As per the submission - please note each set of 
conditions are slightly different based on what each organization resolved at their 
meetings


North Canterbury Winegrowers: 




.Hurunui Trails Trust: 



