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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 As all parties are aware, we have adjourned the hearing and are in the process of reviewing 
the submissions and evidence presented to date, in addition to commissioning a fire 
assessment review. 

1.2 As part of that process, we have identified a number of discrete matters on which we consider 
further clarification or input would assist us in our deliberations. These matters arise from 
evidence and submissions heard during the hearing, and from information received 
subsequently.  

1.3 We note and emphasise that we have not at this time reached any conclusions on the 
application. The matters below are identified to assist our consideration and should not be 
taken as indicating any preliminary view. We consider that we have sufficient information on 
other matters that are not specifically addressed in this Minute. 

1.4 The matters on which we seek further information are set out below. 

2.0 Fire Report 

2.1 Further to Minute 11, we have now received and attach the fire report that has been prepared 
by Stantec (Waipara Solar Farm Fire Risk Review, dated July 2026).  

2.2 We invite comment from all parties on the contents of that report and any matters arising 
from it (the dates for comments are set out below).  



 

 
 

2.3 In particular, we invite specific comments from the Applicant, as part of the right of reply, in 
terms of how it seeks to respond to the recommendations listed in the report, including but 
not limited to:  

• whether it agrees or disagrees with the conclusions and recommendations of the report;  

• the adequacy of the proposed panel layout, firefighting access, water supply, fire detection 
and monitoring systems, vegetation management regime, and proposed planting species;  

• whether the Applicant considers any amendments to the proposed conditions of consent, 
management plan requirements, certification processes, monitoring requirements or 
auditing obligations are necessary in response to the matters identified in the report and, 
if so, the nature of those amendments; 

• the proposed approach to the preparation, implementation and monitoring of any 
Construction Fire Risk Management Plan, Emergency Response Plan and Operational 
Management Plan; and 

• any amendments to the proposal in response to the report, and, if so, the nature of those 
amendments, whether they involve physical changes to the proposal. and any associated 
plans, assessments or supporting material. 

3.0 Starlink Facility 

3.1 We have become aware of a consented Starlink Facility located on the subject site, directly 
adjacent to the proposal. No evidence was presented on this facility during the hearing, nor 
were its effects assessed.  

3.2 A copy of the Starlink consent is attached to this minute. We invite comment from all parties 
on whether the presence of this facility alters the consideration of effects associated with the 
proposal, and if so, how. 

4.0 Conditions 

4.2 The hearing was adjourned without a completed set of proposed conditions before us. 

4.2 We request that the Applicant provide Council, as the authority responsible for monitoring 
and enforcing any conditions of consent, with a full set of proposed conditions within 5 
working days of receiving the submitter and Council responses to this Minute. 

4.3       Council is then invited to provide any final comments on the proposed conditions within a 
further 5 working days, providing the applicant an opportunity to then submit a refined set of 
proposed conditions, addressing any comments from Council, as part of its right of reply (a 
table showing timing is included later in this minute). 

5.0 Additional Matters for the Applicant Only 

5.1 We heard from a range of submitters expressing concern about the effects of the proposal on 
their individual properties and on the wider community. These included comments regarding: 



 

 
 

• the overall scale of the proposal; 

• that a reduction in the proposal may reduce adverse landscape, visual and tourism effects; 
and  

• the proposed connection of the proposal to the National Grid may result in limited benefits 
to the local community.  

5.2 We also heard from submitters regarding the relative merits of connecting to the local 
electricity network compared to the national grid, although no detailed economic assessment 
was provided by any party. 

5.3 We note there were some submitters who supported the proposal.  

5.4 We heard from two landscape architects who provided a Joint Witness Statement setting out 
their expert conclusions. The statement records agreement that at least 2 properties would 
experience significant adverse effects in the short term. It also records differing assessments 
of the number of additional properties that would experience more than minor adverse effects 
in the short term (based on the ratings conversion table contained in the NZILA Te Tangi a Te 
Manu Guidelines), and both landscape architects gave us varying accounts of how long short 
term might be. 

5.5 We also heard submissions and evidence during the hearing on whether, as a matter of law 
and process, a proposal may be reduced through a hearing process. That issue arose 
particularly in relation to the matters concerning matagouri clearance. We do not seek any 
further comment on that legal and procedural issue, nor do we seek any further comment on 
the extent or location of the area the Applicant indicated it would remove from the proposal 
prior to the hearing. 

5.6 Near to the end of the hearing, we discussed with Mr Andrew’s whether, based on the 
evidence heard in the hearing, it might be possible for the Applicant to reduce the scale of the 
proposal. Mr Andrew’s indicated that it might be, but that this would need to be balanced 
against the project economics. 

5.7 In addition, we heard submissions and evidence on the application of the NPS-REG to the 
proposal, including how its relevant provisions should be interpreted and applied in this case. 

5.8 We invite the Applicant to advise whether, in response to the matters raised during the 
hearing, it proposes any further amendments to the proposal. If so, we seek a written 
description of those amendments, supported by sufficient plans to clearly demonstrate the 
proposed amendments. 

5.9 In addition, we seek the following specific information from the Applicant: 

• an assessment of the relative costs and benefits of connecting to the National Grid 
compared with the local grid, and, if applicable, whether and how any additional 
amendment identified in 5.8 would affect that assessment;  

• further assessment on how clause F(3), including the phrase “where practicable”, may be 
interpreted in the context of this proposal, how this clause may be balanced with the 
matters addressed in clause F(5), including the extent to which any benefits of the 



 

 
 

proposal to the local community are to be taken into account, and how all policies within 
the NPS-REG should be appropriately balanced cross the NPS and against other legislation 
and policy requirements; 

• clarification as to whether the Applicant proposes to reduce the height of the boundary 
screening along SH7, as discussed with the landscape architects during the hearing; 

• details of the measures proposed to address effects of the proposal on the two 
Antill/Young subdivided lots to the north of the proposal; and 

5.10  We invite the Applicant to address these matters alongside any other matters that arose 
during the hearing, and it considers necessary as part of its right of reply. For clarity, we do not 
seek any response on these other matters from submitters or Council. 

5.11 We recognise that the assessment of costs and benefits referred to in 5.9 above may contain 
commercially sensitive material. If required, the Applicant may seek leave pursuant to s42 of 
the RMA for the avoidance of publication of such material.. 

6.0 Summary of Information Sought from Council and Submitters 

6.1 As outlined above, we invite both submitters and Council to provide written responses 
addressing the two matters set out above, these being: 

• any comments on the Stantec fire report; and 

• whether the presence of the consented Starlink facility alters their consideration of effects 
associated with the proposal, and if so, how. 

6.2 Responses must be limited to these matters only. A concise and considered response is 
requested. 

6.3 Responses from Council and submitters are to be provided within 10 working days of the date 
of this Minute, this being no later than 4pm on Wednesday 29th July 2026.  

6.4 In addition, Council is requested to provide comment on the proposed set of conditions within 
5 working days following the date these are received from the applicant, this being no later 
than 4pm on Wednesday 12th August 2026. 

7.0  Summary of Information Sought from the Applicant 

7.1 We request that the Applicant provide a full set of the proposed conditions within 5 working 
days of the comments detailed in s6 above being received from Submitters and Council, this 
being no later than 4pm Wednesday 5th August 2026. 

7.2 We then invite the Applicant, as part of its right of reply, to respond to the matters set out 
above, including: 

• the Stantec fire report, including the matters identified in paragraph 2.3 and any resulting 
changes to the proposal, conditions or management plans; 

• whether the consented Starlink facility alters its assessment of effects, and if so, how; 



 

 
 

• any additional amendments to the proposal, beyond the amendments already advanced 
and discussed during the hearing, including its nature, location and effect on the 
Applicant’s assessment of landscape, visual amenity and tourism effects; 

• the specific matters identified in paragraph 4.9;  

• any further matters it wishes to address stemming from the hearing as part of its right of 
reply; and 

• the full and final set of proposed conditions, incorporating any comments from Council.  

7.3 Where any amendments to the proposal are identified, we seek a written description of those 
amendments, together with plans detailing the amendments.  

7.4 Responses from the Applicant, including the full right of reply, are to be provided within 25 
working days of the date of this Minute, this being no later than 4pm on Wednesday 19th 
August 2026. 

 

Date Action 

Wednesday 15th July 2026 This Minute is released. 

Wednesday 29th July 2026 (Day 10) Submitters and Council provide comments. 

Wednesday 5th August 2026 (Day 15) Applicant provides Council with conditions. 

Wednesday 12th August 2026 (Day 20) Council provides Applicant comment on 
conditions. 

Wednesday 19th August 2026 (Day 25) Applicant provides closing comments and right of 
reply.  

 

 



 

 
 

8.0 Next Steps 

8.1  Following receipt of the Applicant's response, we will consider whether we have sufficient 
information to conclude the hearing and proceed to determination of the application. 

8.2  If, having reviewed the information received, we consider that further detail is required in 
relation to any matters identified, we may issue further directions. 

8.3  Any such direction should not be interpreted as indicating any preliminary view regarding the 
merits of the application, the adequacy of the current proposal, the appropriateness or 
effectiveness of any proposed amendment, or the ultimate outcome of these proceedings. 

8.4 If we conclude that no further information is required, we will close the hearing and proceed 
to our determination and preparation of a decision. 

 
  

 

Dean Chrystal 

Hearing Chair 
 
15th July 2026 
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1 Introduction 
The Application involves the construction and operation of a 145MW solar farm in Waipara that will connect 

directly to the nearby Transpower grid substation. 
 

 
The proposed solar farm will occupy approximately 206 hectares (85% of the total site), with 232,820 solar 

panels covering approximately 26% of the total site area and around 30% of the solar farm area. The land 

beneath and between the panels will remain grassed and available for grazing, except for the planted slopes 

between the terraced spaces, which total approximately 13 hectares1. 

The statement of evidence from John Andrews1 also describes the proposed panels as “1P” single axis trackers 

that are 2.8m high at full vertical tilt with added ground clearance. The rows are spaced at 5m centers (pole-to- 

pole) providing a 2.6m gap between rows of panels when flat and 3.6m at maximum lift. 
 

 
1  

 
1 “GM FNSF Statement of Evidence” = Statement of Evidence of John Russell Andrews, 24th April 2026 

Fig 1. – South Island Transpower Grid; Waipara highlighted 

Fig 2. – Example of 1P Solar Farm 
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The site is to have a perimeter screening fence and boundary plantings with perimeter access gravel roads 

measuring 4m wide as well as grass berms measuring at least 1m wide between the screen plantings and closest 

panel rows when laid horizontally. The access roads are intended to provide vehicular access to all parts of the 

farm for construction, maintenance, moving of heavy plant (i.e. inverters, tanks) and emergency response for all 

weathers. Internal screen planting will also be provided to mitigate visual effects of the solar farm along the tops 

of terraced slopes alongside revegetation down the scarped slopes. This internal planting will cover 8 hectares 

and be contained within fencing1. 

A report has been prepared by the Renewable Engineering Group (REG)2 titled “FENZ Supporting Report” (6th Nov 

2025 – “REG Report”2). It sets out to adopt FENZ framework requirements and states that “close collaboration with 

FENZ has ensured REG has been able to embed best practices and key learnings into the Waipara Flat Solar Farm 

site layout and engineering design documentation” (pgs. 1-2). The REG Report has looked to also adopt the 

Greytown Fire Risk Assessment Report as prepared by Beca3 (“Greytown Report”) and adapt it to the Waipara site, 

as “the conclusions on Greytown are highly transferrable to Waipara” (pg. 2). The Greytown Report in turn has 

benchmarked requirements from the Australian Design Guidelines for Renewable Energy Facilities4 (“CFA 

Guidelines”). The connecting inference is that in the pursuit of best practice for the Waipara Solar Farm the 

applicant would also adopt the associated requirements from the CFA Guidelines. 

This Fire Risk Review references these reports plus other submissions, and highlights aspects of the proposed 

solar farm layout, screen plantings, revegetation areas, vehicular access, fire-fighting response provisions and 

general operational plans in the purpose of providing a view on what measures to eliminate, control or mitigate 

the assessed fire risks are considered sufficient. The review does not consider whether a fire may or may not 

occur, or the potential impacts to neighbouring areas, or the effect of fires originating outside of the solar farm 

area. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
2 REG – “Waipara Solar Farm – Fire Emergency New Zealand (FENZ) Supporting Report”, 6th Nov 2025 
3 Proposed Greytown Solar Farm – Fire Risk Assessment, Beca Ltd, 13 Sept 2024 
4 Design Guidelines and Model Requirements for Renewable Energy Facilities v4, CFA, (August 2023) 
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2 Risk of Fire 
The likelihood of fire within the proposed solar farm has been the topic of subjective opinion through the 

Resource Consent hearing process to date. As noted in the Greytown Report “the significant consequences of a 

solar farm fire are the same as fires in the site’s context” while in the GM FNSF Statement it is argued that “by 

removing the growing of hay and silage, as well as removing the mechanical work of drilling, cutting and bailing, 

it is expected the actual fire risk to be reduced”. 

This review does not consider whether a fire may or may not occur, or relative likelihood when compared to 

other adjacent farming activities but rather whether there are reasonable measures in place to manage the fire 

risk from within the proposed Solar Farm. This includes control of potential ignition sources, appropriate 

management of combustible fuels, controlling the risk of fire spread, plus adequate provision for firefighting 

response. Aligned to these actions are expected to be appropriate fire response plans (i.e. CFRMP5 and ERP6), 

and an on-going Operational Management Plan incorporating regular independent audits to ensure that fire risk 

measures are maintained. 

2.1 Sources of Fire 

Section 7 of the REG Report lists the potential sources of fire for the solar farm as discussed below: 

2.1.1 Vehicle or Mobile Equipment Fire Risk 

The argument is that the type of vehicles and machinery in use within the Solar Farm will be expected to 

be relatively new and well maintained. It is also argued that the roads will be well formed, have 

sufficient width for passing emergency response vehicles and provide for good visibility across the site. 

This view is probably reasonable given these targeted outcomes are achieved and maintained. Of 

particular note are the further comments in Sections 3.3 + 4.2 below regards FENZ access and 

management of the grass berm plus adjacent screened areas, 
 

Fig 3. – Typical view of a solar farm facility with access road 

 

2.1.2 Electrical Equipment Fire Risk 

The objective of FNSF is to design, install and commission the solar farm electrical equipment and 

connected systems to achieve a high-quality outcome regards the configuration, installation and 

 
5 CFRMP = Construction Fire Risk Management Plan 
6 ERP = Emergency Response Plan  
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operation of the solar farm. In this regard it is recommended that the contract for the Engineering, 

Electrical Procurement and Construction (EPC) contract referred to in the REG Report includes a formal 

QA process to verify that the design, procurement, installation, testing and commissioning processes 

meet the performance requirements of FNSF as determined by an independent specialist party. 

The REG Report highlights that the likelihood of an electrical fault starting a fire in this environment is 

statistically very low, and by reference to a BRE study that the effects of any fire that may occur is 

expected to be “frequently localised”. 

The REG Report notes that the solar electrical network is to incorporate automatic fault monitoring with 

alerts built into the electrical system to “detect faults before any fire risk can occur”. The question here 

is where automatic alerts get transmitted to (also refer Section 2.1.6 below). 

2.1.3 PV Module Fire Risk 

The argument applied within the REG Report is that the panels planned to be used have mechanisms to 

prevent hotspots within the PV cells, the panels present a low combustible load, and they are mounted 

on non-combustible steel structures. The conclusion was that “neither a severe solar array fire, nor fire 

spread over the solar arrays as a whole was expected”. 

A similar statement in the Greytown Report3 is that solar array fires in solar farms are typically localised, 

occurring in PV equipment rather than modules (s.8.3.2). The conclusion was that fire spread risk was 

greater if the grass below the panels became involved. 

There is a different configuration of the panel array layout in terms of spacings between rows in 

comparison to the intended configuration described in the Greytown Report and the recommendations 

within the CFA Report. This is discussed further in Section 2.2 below - “Solar Panel Design”. 

2.1.4 Screen Planting & General Landscape Fire Risk 

The screen planting and general landscape fire risk is discussed in more detail in Sections 3.1 and 3.2 

including screen plantings, fire break widths, grass height control, plantings within terraced slopes, and 

general maintenance of organic matter on the site. Also refer to commentary in Section 2.3 below on 

fire risk associated with vegetation in general. 

2.1.5 Fire Risk During Construction 

The construction period is estimated to be 2 years – it is not clear if there are a progressive handover 

and staged operation of the Solar Farm during that 2-year period or a single completion and “go live” 

point once all construction is complete. It is recommended that this is clarified with any progressive 

completion process to include necessary system and commissioning checks at the completion at each 

tranche of work. 

It is noted that the “Proposed Conditions”7 (s90) requires detailed design drawings to be submitted for 

certification that show the final location of all internal roads, fire water tank layout, and provision for 

FENZ emergency vehicle access as agreed (excluding aerial appliances). This is required for at least 30 

days before starting works on site. It is recommended that this tranche of information is also reviewed 

by FENZ before submission. 

 
7 “Proposed Conditions”, Laila Alkamil and Nicola Kirby, 8th May 2026 
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The REG Report2 provides a list of fire risk mitigation measures during the construction period such as 

establishing the internal access roads before any other works take place, active management of grass 

and other vegetation (“200mm or less during summer”), firefighting water tanks in place ready for use, 

and a CFRMP plus ERP established through consultation with FENZ prior to any construction taking 

place. 

A key aspect that needs to be added to the expectations during the construction period is an 

independent audit of the progressive and completed works including establishing hold-points on site 

activity until the audit(s) provide written approval to proceed. While the intent appears reasonable 

there is significant detail that needs to be developed and approved, including an independent audit 

procedure. This could be incorporated into the conditions. 

The following list is taken from the CFA Guidelines4 and should be integrated into the CFRMP, the ERP 

and OMP during construction and normal operations: 

 

 
Table 1. – Basis for Risk Management Process during Construction Period + Normal Operations 
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2.1.6 Fire Risk During Operation 

The concluding view from the REG Report is that “overall, the operational fire risk of the solar farm is 

assessed as being no greater than that of the surrounding rural environment”. The proposed actions 

listed to mitigate fire risk during operation are: 

 

 
Questions around some of these items are: 

i) Where are the outputs from automatic fault detection monitoring systems and CCTV 

monitoring systems (including possible thermal imaging) to be transmitted to, and what are the 

related operating procedures for whoever received this information? The “Proposed 

Conditions”5 required that this equipment must be monitored at all times by a remote central 

control room “for the purposes of monitoring equipment faults and potential fires”. Where is 

this central control room planned to be and how is it to effectively undertake this monitoring 

function? 

Where are CCTV cameras to be placed and what sight coverage will they have over the site, 

plus confirmation that they will have thermal imaging capabilities? It is recommended that a 

site map is produced that shows the expected sight coverage noting the limitations in s86 of 

the “Proposed Conditions” document, 

ii) The planned coverage of the access roads has been questioned based on presented site 

mapping, as there does not appear to be perimeter coverage as stated, 

iii) The planned use of these access roads to also be used as firebreaks requires corroboration 

around minimum clear widths, grass heights at berms, ability for emergency vehicles to pass 

each other on these access roads, and vegetation maintenance to maintain widths and removal 

of organic waste, 
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iv) Final forms of the CFRMP and ERP recommended to be subject to an independent external 

audit approval process including regular independent site audits to ensure what is intended to 

happen does in fact happen. Include hold-points on site activity until the audit(s) provide 

written approval to proceed. Maintain a centralised record system for interested parties to 

view, 

v) Early involvement with FENZ in preparation of the CFRMP and ERP – before any activity occurs 

on site, 

vi) The actual placement of some fire tanks has been questioned elsewhere in this review (Section 

4.1) as has the detail around the interconnection of the tanks given the terraced nature of the 

site, 

vii) The management of grass heights beneath the solar panels should become part of an 

Operational Management Plan (OMP), including recording the grazing pattern and grass 

heights per zones on a weekly basis for external audit, alongside a more deliberate plan for 

grass height control around access roads to mitigate the risk of fire spread across fire breaks. 

This should form part of a regular audit approval process, 

viii) With regards to existing vegetation, it is recommended that where possible medium to high 

flammability plants such as Boxthorn should be removed off the site and dead organic matter 

removed. Any new plantings need to be low or low-medium flammability plant species – the 

current two species referred to in the REG Report do not fit into this classification (refer 

Section 3.2), 

ix) Agree with the use of mechanical vegetation management (i.e. mower, trimming) as required 

with appropriate fire mitigation protocols around the use of this plant. 

The Greytown Report3 noted that for a fire originating outside the Solar Farm the fire risk reduction measures 

are of a limited benefit to prevent fire spread into the Solar Farm, plus the report was of the view that “the risk 

of an external fire such as a grassfire or wildfire penetrating into and passing through the proposed Solar Farm is 

likely to be less than the risk of fire spreading through the surrounding rural context” (pg. 1). This is considered a 

reasonable view if the various mitigations measures including grass height restrictions, controlled flammability 

for screen and scarp plantings, fire break provisions and an effective Operation Management Plan are in place. 

The GM FNSF Report argues that the intended use of the land presents a lower fire risk than the current growing 

of hay and silage including involvement of mechanical equipment involved in drilling, cutting and bailing (s83). 

Also this evidence argues that the level of activity on a site of a solar farm is seen as less than normal farm 

activity, with reduced fuel loadings (s86). This view is accepted. 

2.2 Solar Panel Design 

The proposed solar farm will occupy approximately 206 hectares, including solar arrays, internal roads, screen 

planting, inverters, grid connection infrastructure, water tanks and all associated spaces. 

The site will contain 30 central inverters that convert direct current power from the solar panel arrays to HV 

alternating current. Locations are intended to be away from neighbouring property boundaries to minimise noise 

effects to neighbours. Housed at the inverter site locations are all electronics and HV switchgear within secure 

cabinets. There is no battery energy storage system (BESS) on site which has shown to present a greater fire risk 

in terms of fire scale, duration and toxic contaminants. There is also no switchyard on site. 
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As described in the GM FNSF evidence1 the 232,820 solar panels are mounted on single-axle east-west trackers. 

At their mid-point they stand 1.9m high, rising to a maximum of 2.8m at full tilt. The rows are spaced at 5m 

centers (pole-to-pole), providing a 2.6m gap between panels when flat and 3.6m at maximum tilt. 
 

 
A key difference with the Greytown Report is the dimensional set-out where the 2-panel system is used. This 

results in a 4.5m high module at full tilt versus 2.8m with the Waipara Solar Farm scheme, and a 6m separation 

between panel rows when flat versus 2.6m with the Waipara Scheme. This is represented in the scheme 

sketches shown below (Greytown Report s.4.2.7) – this shows a layout that meets the recommendations of the 

CFA Guidelines “Solar energy facilities are to have a minimum six (6) metre separations between solar panel 

banks”. The Guidelines define a ‘bank’ as a group of solar panels connected to a single power conversion 

unit/inverter – it is not clear how this matches what is proposed for the Waipara scheme but should be a 

benchmark for set-out. 
 

Fig 5. – Typical Boundary Access Road + Setbacks 

The REG Report also suggests that there are “enough gaps between rows of panels” to limit any fire spread from 

one row or string directly to another without any direct evidence to support this given the narrower spacing 

(s.7.3). It is recommended that further evidence is required from the Applicant to support this statement. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Fig 4. – Solar Array Using the “1P” Single Axis Trackers 
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With regards to emissions the Greytown Report (s.8.3.1) provides the following observation regards emission 

effects for solar panel fires for the types of panels it is understood FNSF intend to use: 

 

 
This indicates that the emission effects from a solar panel fire is limited when also taking into account the expected 

localised nature of solar panel fires, with the grass beneath presenting the main fire spread risk as discussed in 

Section 2.1.3 above. The 6m wide fire breaks follow the CFA Guidelines recommendations that together with grass 

height management is considered a reasonable precaution to mitigate the spread of fire between ‘blocks’ of solar 

panel. 

2.3 Vegetation 

As discussed above there is limited ability for a fire to spread through the solar panel grids alone. The fire spread 

risk from within the solar farm is predominantly a factor of the vegetation on the site. Within the solar panel 

blocks the grass below the panel rows is the main catalyst for enabling a fire to spread subject to wind directions. 

Commentary on control of grass heights during different seasonal periods plus adjacent to the access roads and 

boundary fire breaks is discussed in section 3.3. 
 

Fig 6. – Grass fire below a solar facility, Ashaway, USA, 2024 

There is an explanation within the GM FNSF Statement1 as to how the terrace slope areas are to be converted 

into native regeneration zones of approximately 8 hectares. The Statement indicates that the revegetation will 

be undertaken in stages “due to the large area involved and the careful management required in the dry 
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environment”. One concern is the suggestion that “existing boxthorn will be retained in places initially”. This 

plant presents a high fire risk due to its inherent combustibility, ability to trap dead litter and resistance to fire 

(in that it has deep rootstock enabling resprouting). It is recommended that this plant is removed from the site 

where possible as part of the land preparation and construction phase. 

Vegetation is also prominent within the screen planting zones that are proposed to be located along the 

boundary lines of the farm as well as along the tops of terrace slopes, to offer “targeted screening from 

prominent viewpoints” (s.24, “GM FNSF Statement”8). They are intended to be located within the same fenced 

areas as the revegetation zones of the slopes and proposed to be specifically targeted for regular irrigation to 

become established. FENZ have recommended that they remain irrigated if possible to avoid drying out8 (also 

refer Section 4.1 (4)) 

The GM FNSF evidence refers to trimming existing trees on the boundary of the Solar Farm property to “5m high 

over two seasons to ensure survival” (s.40). The progress of this trimming and retention process for existing trees 

should be monitored as part of the Operational Management Plan and regular audit process to ensure that these 

trees are adequately controlled, remain in a healthy state, are clear of dead vegetation and generally continue to 

provide reasonable screening while not becoming part of a fire risk problem. 

Plantings on adjoining neighbouring property are expected to remain untouchable unless growing over into the 

solar farm property, where trimming could occur. If a fire originated from outside the solar farm and was driven 

into this property through the adjacent vegetation and prevailing winds, then provided the proposed fire 

mitigation measures are adopted there should be adequate controls in place to reduce the ability for a fire to 

spread through the farm and onto properties downwind. 

Also refer Section 3 which reviews commentary around the terraced nature of the site, the orientation, 

prevailing winds, plant selections, grass height management, screen plantings and plant maintenance. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
8 Email Bruce Irvine to John Andrews, 15th April 2025 
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3 Plantings & Landscape 

3.1 Terracing + Wind Effects 

The Waipara property, as detailed in the evidence of Mr. Cocker,9 contains by a series of terraces, separated by 

terrace riser slopes up to 4-5m in height. The terrace riser slopes are to be planted with regenerative planting 

between the panel arrays on the terraces themselves. This arrangement with panel arrays on different levels 

differs from the CFA Guidelines which in directing renewable energy facilities to low-risk environments states that 

these should be generally flat topography with some undulation present and slopes less than 5 degrees (pg. 14). 

The increased risk with steeper slopes is that they can aid fire spread especially in the uphill direction. 
 

Fig 7. – Typical view of Fire Behaviour on Uphill Slopes 

For the Waipara Solar Farm Scheme these terrace slopes are generally in the NNE or NE direction with the 

prevailing wind pushing any possible fire down the terrace slopes. The site layout image below shows the main 

open direction is to the NE. 
 

Fig 8. – Waipara Solar Farm Site Layout 

 
9 Evidence of Simon Cocker, para 31 
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For the Waipara region the prevailing wind is in the SW, W or NW direction, with the strongest winds from the NW 

direction and which can occur during any season as shown with an annual wind rose from the nearby Waipara West 

station below. The winds to the NNE and NE are not as strong or prevalent. This is seen as a transverse direction 

to the intended layout of the solar farm, which faces a SW – NE direction. The ability to control a fire front in a 

prevailing NW wind should be less challenging than dealing to a fire across the SW – NE front (refer Fig. 9).  

 

 
 

 

Fig 9. – Annual Wind Rose for Waipara West – 2015 to 2019 

 

3.2 Plant Selections 

Regardless of orientation of the scarps, any plantings intended for the terrace slope areas will need to be carefully 

selected and placed to ensure they are low to low/moderate flammability species with (mature) crown heights 

matching planting separation distances to reduce the risk of fire spread. 

The plant species chosen for these areas as stated in the REG Report2 are (with their flammability ratings): 

• Cryptomeria Japonica (Japanese Cedar) – moderate to high flammability. The needle litter contains resins 

and terpenes which add to combustibility in a fire 

• Pittosporum Tenuifolium (Kohukohu) – moderate flammability 

Neither of the selected plant options meet the low to low/moderate flammability CFA Guidelines 

recommendation. It is recommended that FNSF reviews the plantings selection and provide an updated planting 

plan which includes species with low/moderate flammability selected. If there are any specific stands of native 

plantings with flammability ratings “moderate” or higher required on site then these should be assessed and 

approved for location, massing, clearances and general risk profile by an independent specialist advisor.   

3.3 Grass within the Solar Farm 

A key difference between the CFA Guidelines and the REG Report is the target height for the grass on the solar 

farm. The Reg Report states that “all grass on the site will be kept to a low level, average maximum of 300mm 

height in winter and 200mm or less during the summer”, whereas the CFA Guidelines state that the “grass must 

be no more than 100mm during the Fire Danger Period” (which is seen as the summer months). It is not explained 
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beyond reference to the Greytown Report as to why a maximum grass height of 200mm during the summer months 

should be an acceptable limit. 

 
The Greytown Report concludes that typically from May to September the rate of fire spread through a grassfire 

is low, whereas from December to March the rate of spread is much greater, with the shoulder months (April and 

November) presenting a risk in between the winter ‘lows’ and summer ‘highs’. The report looked at probabilities 

of rate of fire spread and a 4m wide firebreak being breached for 200mm grass height (summer months) and 

300mm grass height (winter months), as determined by a 1988 research paper based on grass fire experiments in 

Australia. There was not any clear indication as to how 200mm high grass in summer was a reasonable maximum 

height to adopt. The conclusion was that “while the probability of a grass fire may be higher due to introduced 

potential ignition sources, the probability of a grass fire spreading beyond the solar farm may be lower than 

compared to the current land use”. 

For the Waipara Solar Farm site it is expected that the higher fire risk months will be similar to the Greytown 

situation as represented in the average monthly drought code for the 2023/2024 wildfire season below10. This is 

a snapshot for this particular years season as a simple representation of comparative drought conditions 

recognising that there could be variations during other years but the risk months are represented as December 

through to April in both areas.    

 
Fig 10. – Average Monthly Drought Code for the 2023/24 Wildfire Season 

FENZ in conjunction with NIWA also provide fire risk forecasts based on weather patterns. The table below from 

their weblink (https://fireweather.niwa.co.nz/indices) shows that on the 11th January 2026 there were challenging 

conditions for the Waipara West area with the “Drought Code” (DC) and Fire Weather Index (FWI) indicating 

extreme difficulty in managing forest fires, although the Grass Curing index was shown as medium: 
 

Table 2. – Fire Risk Forecast from https://fireweather.niwa.co.nz/indices for Canterbury Areas 

 
10  “NZ Wildfire Summary 2023/24 Wildfire Season Update”, FENZ 

https://fireweather.niwa.co.nz/indices
https://fireweather.niwa.co.nz/indices
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On the same day the website provided the following national “Grass Fire Danger Class” map that shows the grass 

fire danger classification as “High”. This seemed to be the exception for the first 3 months of 2026 with most days 

either being moderate or low. 
 

Fig 11. – Grass Fire Danger Class (c/- “fireweather.niwa” website) 

 
Grass is recognised as a prevalent fuel type for maintaining and spreading wildfires and will be a dominant fuel 

source across the solar farm. In reducing the risk of a grass fire within the solar farm spreading outside of the farm 

boundaries it is recommended as a minimum that the grass verge either side of the access tracks (firebreaks) is 

kept to no more than 100mm high in the summer months. This is seen as a critical space in controlling the spread 

of fire to adjacent areas including neighbouring property. This may require regular mowing of these berm areas to 

keep to this maximum height rather than relying solely on sheep grazing.  

 

The Greytown Report provides evidence from grassfire experiments in Australia where the flame heights for 100mm 

high grass areas were only 0.5m placing the Fire Danger Class based on fuel source and fire behaviour as Moderate 

compared to 240mm high grass areas where the flame height was 3.0m and the fire behaviour defined as High (ref. 

Greytown Report3, pgs 34-35). 
 

Fig 12. – Sheep Grazing on Grass (typical) 

It is not clear from the Application details as to the methodology in maintaining a maximum grass height through 

the sheep grazing process. However, given that this can be appropriately monitored then the maximum grass height 

beneath the solar panel layout areas should be set at 200mm high in summer and 300mm high in winter, with the 

summer months recommended to cover December to April (ref. https://www.stats.govt.nz/indicators/wildfire-
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risk-data-to-2023/) . For the summer months the 200mm high grass limit can increase the Fire Danger Class based 

on fuel source and consequential fire behaviour as Very High but this fire risk area is contained within separate 

solar panel blocks defined by the perimeter access track fire breaks as exemplified in the image below (ref. CFA 

Guidelines & the Greytown Report, pgs 32-35). 
 

Fig 13. – Grass fire in a solar facility, Australia 2022 (c/- CFA Guidelines) 

The management of grass heights beneath the solar panels should become part of the Operational Management 

Plan, including recording the grazing pattern and records of grass heights per zones on a weekly basis for external 

audit, alongside a more deliberate plan for grass height control around access tracks to mitigate the risk of fire 

spread across these fire breaks. 

3.4 Screen Plantings 

The REG report states that the existing trees on the site boundaries will be trimmed to 5m height. All other trees 

are intended to be removed except for “a few natives on site”. As discussed above there is also intended to be 

new plantings in the slopes between terraces “selected from the FENZ approved species list”. However as referred 

to there are two species currently selected – Japanese Cedar and Kohukohu - that are high fire risk species. The 

use of these species needs to be further considered. 

The REG report includes the following example cross-section of the panel layout, access track and perimeter buffer 

zone with associated plantings. As discussed in Section 4.2 the recommendation is to maintain a minimum total 

width available on these access tracks of 6m with no overgrown vegetation coming into this space. The grass height 

Fig 14. – Example of Suitable Access Roads and 
Firebreak 
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at the berms is recommended to be kept at 100mm high to reduce the risk of fire spread crossing this space. 

The screen planting is recommended to be kept at a maximum 4-5m high4 wherever possible with (mature) crown 

heights matching plant separation distances to reduce the risk of fire spread. 

3.5 Plant Maintenance 

A key aspect to any plantings on the site will be the on-going maintenance to manage build-up of debris and 

removal of any dead dry vegetation. This should be part of the Operational Management Plan (OMP) for the site, 

where regular landscape maintenance includes clearing any build-up of organic waste off the site. The REG Report 

refers to this being an objective for the on-going operation of the farm (ref. REG Report pg. 52) and it needs to 

therefore form part of the OMP. 

Access tracks are anticipated around the complete perimeter of the solar farm site. The REG Report includes the 

following statement – “Perimeter roading around the majority of site allow(s) quick and easy vehicle access to 

screening tree areas meaning any fire in these areas can be much more easily extinguished.” (pg. 11). This access 

is also necessary for facilitating the on-going inspection, trimming and clearing of organic rubbish away from the 

site on a regular basis. As noted in the REG report the active trimming and organic waste removal should occur 

outside of the summer months if possible. The tracks themselves should be kept clear of grass, weeds and 

debris. 
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4 Fire Fighting 
Fire & Emergency NZ (FENZ) have been in dialogue with the applicant (FNSF) through a series of emails to agree a 

suitable firefighting response plan for the proposed development. This has included recommendations regarding 

site access, an on-site water storage network, and provision of a suitable internal access roading network around 

the site. FENZ have verified that they have not been involved in creation of a Fire Risk Management Plan for the 

site. 

The REG Report sets out to adopt the FENZ framework requirements and states that “Close collaboration with FENZ 

has ensured REG has been able to embed best practices and key learnings into the Waipara Flat Solar Farm site 

layout and engineering design documentation” (pg 1-2). The REG Report looked to also adopt the Greytown Fire 

Risk Assessment Report as prepared by Beca (“Greytown Report”) and adapt it to the Waipara site, as “the 

conclusions on Greytown are highly transferrable to Waipara”3 (pg 2). The Greytown Report in turn benchmarked 

requirements from the Australian Design Guidelines for Renewable Energy Facilities4 (“CFA Guidelines”). The 

connecting inference is that in the pursuit of best practice for the Waipara Solar Farm the Applicant would also 

adopt the associated requirements from the CFA Guidelines. 

4.1 Response Plan Expectations 

Within the FENZ site fire fighting response plan there were a number of site features and resources expected to 

be provided to assist FENZ in fighting any fires within the solar farm 3+4. Based on site layout information provided 

by FNSF there are some elements that either do not appear to meet FENZ expectations, or there is insufficient 

information to know whether FENZ expectations have been met: 

1. Water storage tanks located at least 10m from Inverter Stations, and not “under or near HV power lines”8, 

The site layout plan shows at the intersection of Zones 4 + 5 the Inverters and water tank hardstand area 

being very close to each other. There is also within Zone 7 a water tank hardstand area that is almost 

underneath the 220kV overhead power transmission line. These layouts need to be reconsidered in light 

of FENZ expectations, 
 

Fig 15. – Waipara Solar Farm Site Layout – Zones 4, 5, 7 

2. Interconnectivity of the site water storage tank network – the details for how the interconnection of the 

14 site tanks is to be achieved to enable sharing of the stored water has not been confirmed. A network 

diagram should be provided explaining how the tanks are interconnected and how water is exchanged 

between the tanks, especially given the terraced nature of the site. This network plan should be subject 

to external review and approval from a suitably experienced water engineer or similar, 

 

 
8 Email Bruce Irvine to John Andrews, 15th April 2025 
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3. Refilling of the Water Tanks – s88 of the “Proposed Conditions”2 requires the Consent Holder to ensure 

that each fire water storage tank is dedicated to firefighting purposes and is filled following installation 

and then refilled after each subsequent take of water. There is no operating plan for this function, or 

demonstrated routine for checking tank levels, and then refilling when required including maximum time 

limits to refill after a notable reduction in level. 

4. “Vegetation on the boundary should be selected and irrigated.”9 The REG Report does discuss selection of 

the screen planting according to flammability rating, but there is no discussion regarding irrigation beyond 

an initial water take consent to enable 30,000 screening trees to grow (ref. GM FNSF Statement, re Item 

39). A permanent irrigation network would lessen the risk of screen planting drying out and thereby 

increasing combustibility during hot weather periods. Further explanation from FNSF is needed to explain 

the proposed irrigation network, how the water is to be supplied through this network and over what time 

period, 

4.2 CFA Renewable Energy Facilities v4 Guidelines 

The CFA Renewable Energy Facility Guidelines align to FENZ expectations when attending to a site emergency and 

fall under the “best practice” ideal within the REG Report. There are, however, some CFA recommendations that 

do not appear to be included when reviewing the site layout information provided by FNSF: 

1. Water Station Locations – the CFA Guidelines require “at least 1 x 45,000l static water tank at the primary 

vehicle entrance to each part of the facility” (pg. 20). The site plan indicates that this is not the case for 

the Gate 1 and Gate 2 entries. FSNF need to explain what they intend to do in this regard. 

The CFA Guidelines recommend that these tanks are concrete or steel if above ground to avoid failure in 

a fire. It is not clear what is intended with the FNSF scheme – this should be clarified. 

2. Access road width – the CFA Guidelines require passing bays at least every 600m that are 20m long with 

a minimum trafficable width of 6m. The Greytown Report states that FENZ recommended a 6m track 

access road width for passing “without using the non-formed flat ground next to the gravel access tracks”. 

It also notes “the landscape design shows there is at least 1m clear zone (2m in many areas) either side of 

the 4m wide access track, which would allow vehicles to pass using this off-track zone”.  

 

The REG report provides the following sketch of what is intended for Waipara solar farm. It is recommended 

that to ensure the minimum total width available on these access roads is 6m and therefore available for 

Fig 16. – Example of Suitable Access Roads and Firebreak 
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passing vehicles that the 1m+ berms either side of the 4m wide gravel roads are compacted and regularly 

maintained so that no overgrown vegetation enters this space. The berms and track should be designed to 

withstand the laden weight of a fire appliance11, 

3. Access Road Coverage – the REG Report states that “Gravel access track roads should be provided around 

the full perimeter of each area of the solar farm where possible, and internally within the farm itself”. This 

conforms with the CFA Guidelines which state that road networks must enable responding emergency 

services to access all areas of the facility (pg 16) and also be available for general planting and solar panel 

maintenance. The REG Report also includes the statement “Perimeter roading around the majority of site 

allow(ing) quick and easy vehicle access to screening tree areas meaning any fire in these areas can be 

much more easily extinguished.” 

The plan of the proposed site layout does not show any perimeter roads for the north side of Zones 5, 6 & 

7, nor the east side of Zone 7 (refer road layout sketches for the REG Report below). FSNF should explain 

how responding emergency services are intended to access these areas effectively in a fire situation. 

4. Turn Around Facilities – the plan for the proposed site layout within the REG Report shows a number of 

internal gravel roads that are dead-ends. The REG report refers to providing appropriate turning circles 

(pg. 6) but these are not evident on the plans and should be included. The CFA Guidelines provide 

additional advice on design of turn-around areas (pg. 16). Aligned to this is whether FENZ have sufficient 

truck access to attend to fires in all parts of the Solar Farm. FSNF need to address these requirements 

further. 
 

Fig 17. – Waipara Solar Farm Site Layout – Zones 6, 7 

4.3 FENZ Response Capabilities 

A further consideration with FENZ attendance is response times from those fire stations that are likely to attend a 

fire call-out on site. The following towns are within the general North Canterbury area and are all manned by 

volunteer brigades, with the response as provided by Bruce Irvine (FENZ): 

• Waipara – Appliance and Tanker; 9 minutes estimated response time to site 

• Waikari – Appliance; > 11 minutes due to greater distance from the site (second appliance)   

• Amberley – Appliance (on confirmation of fire) 

 
11 Ref “Designers guide to firefighting operations – Emergency vehicle access” F5-02-GD, FENZ (2021) 
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• Hawarden – Appliance (on confirmation of fire)  

Supplementary firefighting water available on site. Helicopter support could occur if requested by the attending fire 
ground commander, with helicopter support being on standby during High-Risk periods. Information on their 
confirmed capacity, call-out times and confirmed procedures should be included in the OMP. 

With any FENZ attendance it is acknowledged that if a fire occurs within the solar panels then FENZ are not expected 

to apply water directly onto the panels but instead look to control the fire to the immediate area and avoid the 

risk of fire spread to adjacent areas. 

It is also noted that in reviewing FENZ correspondence is that FENZ recognises Weka Creek as providing “a natural 

fire break and protection to neighbouring properties”8 and that this had been challenged by submitters. We agree 

with FENZ that this creek provides a natural firebreak in conjunction with the required access track firebreaks 

around the site boundary perimeter, as discussed in Sections 2.1.6 and 3.3. 
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5 Summary + Recommendations 

This Fire Risk Review has considered a number of factors stemming from information provided as part of FNSF 

application for a solar farm at Waipara, including that provided at the Hearing. Particular regard has been given 

to the fire risk factors referred to within submissions and by submitters, including the proposed solar farm 

layout, boundary screen plantings, revegetation areas, vehicular access, fire-fighting response provisions and 

general operational plans.  

This Fire Risk Review provides a view on what measures to eliminate, control or mitigate the assessed fire risks 

are considered sufficient. The review does not consider whether a fire may or may not occur, or the potential 

impacts to neighbouring areas, or the effect of fires originating outside of the solar farm area. 

The recommendations include: 

5.1 Design & Construction 

(i) The “Proposed Conditions” document7 (s90) requires detailed design drawings to be submitted for 

certification that show the final location of all internal roads, the fire water tank layout, and provision 

for FENZ emergency vehicle access as agreed. This should be required to be submitted to the Council at 

least 30 days before the start of work on site. It is also recommended that this information is reviewed 

and supported by FENZ before it is submitted to Council, 

(ii) The CFA Guidelines provide the following recommendation - “Solar energy facilities are to have a 

minimum six (6) metre separations between solar panel banks”. The Guidelines define a ‘bank’ as a 

group of solar panels connected to a single power conversion unit/inverter. It is recommended that 

FNSF provide a clearer explanation as to whether these spacing recommendations are being met for 

the Waipara scheme and if not address why the guidelines are not being adhered to in this situation, 

(iii) Explain where the outputs from automatic fault detection monitoring systems and CCTV 

monitoring systems (including possible thermal imaging) are to be transmitted to, and what are the 

related operating procedures for whoever receives this information. The “Proposed Conditions”5 

required that this equipment must be monitored at all times by a remote central control room “for the 

purposes of monitoring equipment faults and potential fires” however it is unclear where this central 

control room is planned to be and how it is to effectively undertake this monitoring function, 

(iv) Identify where the CCTV cameras are to be placed and what sight coverage they will have over the site, 

and confirmation that they will have thermal imaging capabilities. It is recommended that a site map is 

produced that shows the expected sight coverage noting the limitations in s86 of the “Proposed 

Conditions”5 document, 

(v) The layout of FENZ water storage tanks needs to be revisited in light of FENZ expectations. The site plan 

for the proposed tank layout shows at the intersection of Zones 4 + 5 the inverters and water tank 

hardstand area are very close to each other. There is also within Zone 7 a water tank hardstand area 

that is almost underneath the 220kV overhead power transmission line. There do not appear to be 

water tanks located at the primary Gate 1 and Gate 2 vehicular entries, 

(vi) A water supply network diagram should be provided explaining how the 14 tanks are interconnected 

and how water is exchanged between the tanks especially given the terraced nature of the site. This 



Waipara Solar Farm – Fire Risk Review 23 

Summary + Recommendations 

 

 

network plan should be subject to external review and approval from a suitably experienced water 

engineer or similar prior to implementation. 

(vii) The plan for the proposed site layout does not show any perimeter roads for the north side of Zones 5, 

6 & 7, nor the east side of Zone 7. FNSF should explain how the responding emergency services are 

intended to access these areas effectively in a fire situation. There is also an apparent shortfall in turn-

around areas for emergency vehicles that need to be addressed, 

(viii) It is recommended that the list of fire risk mitigation measures during the construction period (as 

described in the REG Report2) are implemented, including establishing the internal access roads before 

any other works take place, active management of grass and other vegetation (“200mm or less during 

summer”), firefighting water tanks in place ready for use, and a CFRMP plus ERP established through 

consultation with FENZ and submitted to the Council prior to any construction taking place, 

(ix) It is recommended that the final form of the CFRMP and ERP is subject to an independent external audit 

approval process. This should include hold-points on site activity until the audit(s) provides written 

approval to proceed including any FENZ advice. In addition, a centralised record system for interested 

parties to view should be maintained and include regular independent site audits to ensure conditions 

are met, 

(x) Ensure that the contract for the Engineering, Procurement and Construction (EPC) contractor referred 

to in the REG Report includes a formal Quality Assurance process undertaken by a Suitably Qualified 

Person to verify that the design, procurement, installation, testing and commissioning processes meet 

the performance requirements with defined hold points before proceeding to the next stage of work. 

This should form part of the reference material for on-going operations of the facility under the OMP 

and be available for regular audit.  

(xi)  In terms of existing vegetation it is recommended that where possible, medium to high flammability 

plants such as Boxthorn and any dead organic matter be removed as part of the land preparation and 

construction phase. Any new plantings need to be low or low-medium flammability plant species – the 

current two species referred to in the REG Report (i.e. Japanese Cedar and Kohukohu) do not fit into 

this classification (refer Section 3.2).  It is recommended that FNSF review their plantings selection and 

provide an update planting plan including species selection for approval, 

(xii) Clarify whether the 2-year construction period is a progressive one in terms of operation of the Solar 

Farm or is a single completion and “go live” process after all construction is complete. If the former, it is 

recommended that the process includes necessary system and commissioning checks at the 

completion at each tranche of work is documented and approved, 

5.2 Operational 

(xiii) The use of the access roads as firebreaks requires maintaining minimum clear widths, maximum 

grass heights at berms, the ability for emergency vehicles to pass each other, and on-going 

vegetation maintenance, 

(xiv) Ensure that the minimum total width available on the access roads is 6m where the 1m+ berms 

either side of the 4m wide gravel roads are compacted and cleared from 

overgrowing vegetation and the berms and carriageway are able to withstand the laden weight of a fire 

appliance11, 

(xv) It is recommended that the grass verge either side of the access tracks (firebreaks) is maintained to no 
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more than 100mm high in the summer months. 

(xvi) The areas beneath the solar panels should be maintained at a maximum grass height of 200mm in 

summer (i.e. December – April) and 300mm high in winter (i.e. other months), 

(xvii) The management of grass heights beneath the solar panels should become part of an Operational 

Management Plan (OMP), including recording the grazing pattern and grass heights per zones on a 

weekly basis for external audit, alongside the plan for grass height control around access roads, 

(xviii) The use of mechanical vegetation management (i.e. mower, trimming) should be enabled as required 

with appropriate fire mitigation protocols around such use, 

(xix) Consideration be given to ongoing irrigation of vegetation as recommended by FENZ to avoid drying 

out8 (also refer Section 4.1 (4)), 

(xx) It is recommended that the progress of trimming and retention of existing trees be monitored as part 

of the Operational Management Plan and regular audit process to ensure that these trees are 

adequately controlled, remain in a healthy state, are clear of dead vegetation and generally continue 

to provide reasonable screening while not becoming part of a fire risk problem, 

(xxi) For screen planting is recommended that tree heights are kept at a maximum 4-5m high wherever 

possible with (mature) crown heights matching plant separation distances to reduce the risk of fire 

spread, 

(xxii) It is recommended that the OMP includes an on-going maintenance programme to ensure removal of 

any build-up of debris and dead, dry vegetation.  

(xxiii) It is recommended that a methodology for checking tank levels and then refilling is included in the 

Operational Management Plan. 
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Appendix - Footer Reference Summary 
 

1. “GM FNSF Statement of Evidence” = Statement of Evidence of John Russell Andrews, 24th April 
2026 

2. REG – “Waipara Solar Farm – Fire Emergency New Zealand (FENZ) Supporting Report”, 6th Nov 
2025 

3. Proposed Greytown Solar Farm – Fire Risk Assessment, Beca Ltd, 13 Sept 2024 

4. Design Guidelines and Model Requirements for Renewable Energy Facilities v4, CFA, (August 
2023) 

5. CFRMP = Construction Fire Risk Management Plan 

6. ERP = Emergency Response Plan 

7. “Proposed Conditions”, Laila Alkamil and Nicola Kirby, 8th May 2026 

8. Email Bruce Irvine to John Andrews, 15th April 2025 

9. Evidence of Simon Cocker, para 31 

10. “NZ Wildfire Summary 2023/24 Wildfire Season Update”, FENZ 

11. Ref “Designers guide to firefighting operations – Emergency vehicle access” F5-02-GD, FENZ 
(2021) 
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DECISION OF THE HURUNUI DISTRICT COUNCIL 

NOTIFICATION UNDER SECTION 95 & DETERMINATION UNDER SECTION 104  

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

 
Consent Number: RC250038 
Applicant: Cello Communications Limited 
Site Address: 380 Waipara Flat Road, Waipara 
Legal Description: Lot 1 Deposited Plan 320376 (RT: 80697)  
Description of Application: Establish and operate a gateway station for satellite-based internet service 

‘Starlink’ 
Activity status: Controlled activity 
Zoning: Rural Zone 

 

Introduction 

 
Proposal 
Consent is sought to establish and operate a gateway station for a satellite-based internet service known as ‘Starlink’ 
at 380 Waipara Flat Road - State Highway 7 (‘SH7’) near Waipara. 
 
The proposed gateway station is composed of forty dish antennas of approximately 2.8 metres in height, in an eight 
by four configuration, enclosed by a 2 metre high solid corrugated metal fence finished in Colorsteel Lichen (LRV 
28%). The compound area would be approximately 57 metres long by 27 metres wide, covering a total area of 1,539 
m2. 
 
Earthworks would be undertaken to create a level platform and post hole boring for the fence. The applicant 
estimated approximately 400 m3 of earthworks would be required to construct the facility. The anticipated 
construction is summer 2025/2026 and construction is anticipated to take six weeks. 

Figure 1: Example photographs from another site (note fence colour and height are different to that proposed) 
  
Existing environment 
The application site is located at the southwestern corner of the wider 380 Waipara Flat Road property. The site is 
located on an elevated terrace above a sweeping corner on State Highway 7, approximately 440 metres from the 
turnoff to Waipara Township. 
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The wider area is an old river terrace which undulates down from the site to the Weka Creek and back up towards 
Waipara Township. The site is currently used for sheep grazing. 
 
There is a resource consent application (RC240028) lodged with Council for a 180 hectare (approximate) solar farm 
across the main extent of the application site. The two applications are not related. 

 Figure 2: Site plan (location of the station shown by orange triangle) 

Figure 3: Location plan 
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Planning framework 

 
National Environment Standard for Telecommunications Facilities (‘NES-TF’) 
 
The proposed activity does not comply with the following regulations: 

• Regulation 34 is applicable as the proposed antenna are on new poles not located in the road reserve, but 
located in the rural zone. 

• Regulation 35(2)(f) – provides for dish antenna where the diameter of the dish is not more than 1.2 metres. 
The diameter of the proposed dish antenna is 1.6m and are enclosed by dome shrouds with a diameter of 
2.2 metres at the widest point. 

 
Therefore it is necessary to establish the activity status of the application: 
 

12 Status if not a permitted activity 
If a regulated activity is not a permitted activity under regulation 11,— 
(a) if the facility is an RFG facility, the status of the activity is to be determined under regulation 13; or 
(b) otherwise, the status of the activity is to be determined under regulations 14 to 18. 

 
13 RFG facilities: status in respect of generation of radiofrequency fields 
(1) This regulation applies to a regulated activity if— 

(a) the facility is an RFG facility; and 
(b) the activity is not a permitted activity under regulation 11. 

(2) If regulation 55 is complied with,— 
(a) in respect of the generation of radiofrequency fields, the activity is a permitted activity; and 
(b) in all other respects, the status of the activity is to be determined in accordance with regulations 14 

to 18. 
 

The proposal complies with regulation 13 in relation to the generation of radiofrequency fields. The application 
includes an assessment of exposures to radiofrequency fields prepared by EMF Services (ref: Report 2025/43; dated 
18 February 2025) confirming compliance with regulation 55. 
 

14 Controlled activities 
(1) A regulated activity is a controlled activity if— 

(a) it is carried out not in accordance with the standard; and 
(b) under the relevant district plan or proposed district plan, it is a permitted activity or controlled 

activity. 
(2) For the purposes of section 87A(2)(b) of the Act, control is reserved over the subject matter of each 

regulation (or component of a regulation)— 
(a) compliance with which is part of the standard; and 
(b) that is not complied with. 

 
Hurunui District Plan  
Where an activity breaches a standard in the NES-TF, an assessment against the relevant District Plan standards is 
required to establish the activity classification under Regulations 14 - 18. The following District Plan rules are 
considered relevant to the proposal: 
 

Chapter 9 - Utilities 
9.4.1  Application of National Environmental Standards 
1. Telecommunications facilities 

All telecommunications facilities must comply with the Resource Management (National 
Environmental Standards for Telecommunications Facilities) Regulations 2016. Except as provided for 
by the regulations or the RMA, no rules in this District Plan apply to such activities. 
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9.4.3 Permitted activities 
2. Above ground utility buildings and structures in the Rural Zone, where the following standards are met: 

(a) Setback requirements (excluding: water tanks; intakes; canals; reservoirs; utilities that do not 
exceed 2.5 m in height and 10 m2 of floor area; and masts that do not exceed 10 m in height and 
a maximum diameter of 1.2 m, including all antennas): 
(i) 25 m from the boundary of a strategic arterial road, district arterial road or collector road 

and 10 m from the boundary of any other road, or 10m from a boundary with any public 
road where a mast exceeds 10 m in height. 

(ii) 20 m from the bed of any river or lake excluding where these buildings or structures are 
located in formed road; 

(iii) Within 12 metres of the centre line of a 220kV or 350kV National Grid transmission line or 
within 10 metres of a 66kV National Grid transmission line: 

 
The proposal is set back in excess of the minimum setbacks required. 
 

(b) Height limits (exclusive of lightning rods): 
(i) […] 
(ii) […] 
(iii) Any other utility building or structure not exceeding 10 m; 

 
The maximum height of the proposed utility is 2.8 metres. 
 

(c) Antennas (including their bracket or attachment) do not exceed either 3 m in diameter or 3 m2 
in any facing surface area; 

 
The proposed antenna do not exceed 3 metres in diameter. 
 

(d) The following provisions for the zone in which the utility is located shall be met: 
(i) Light emissions; 
(ii) Noise limits; 
(iii) Signs; 
(iv) Access and carparking; and 
(v) All permitted activity standards shall be met for staffed utility buildings. 

 
The applicant has demonstrated in their application the ability to meet the relevant zone standards. I note Rule 
8.4.3.5 specifies that on-site carparking standards do not apply to unstaffed utilities. 
 
The proposal complies with all the relevant standards under Rule 9.4.3.2 and as such is a permitted activity under 
the District Plan. 
 
Overall the proposal is a controlled activity in accordance with regulation 14 of the NES-TF as the proposal is not 
carried out in accordance with regulation 35(2)(f) and is a permitted activity under the Hurunui District Plan. 
 
Relevant objectives and policies 
I note that regard must be had to the objectives and policies in the District Plan to get a full understanding of the 
context for assessing effects of the environment and effects on persons. I consider that the following objectives and 
policies are relevant to the proposal:  
 
Objective 9 
Utilities are provided that meet the needs of today’s communities and the reasonable foreseeable needs of future 
generations, while appropriately managing adverse effects on the environment resulting from the utilities location, 
operation, upgrading and maintenance. 
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Policy 9.1 
To provide for the development, maintenance, operation and upgrading of utilities while managing their adverse 
environmental effects. 
 
Policy 9.2 
To recognise the local and regional benefits of regionally and nationally significant utilities and ensure that these 
are designed and sited in a way which appropriately avoids, remedies or mitigates adverse environmental effects, 
taking into account their locational, technical and operational constraints. 
 
Policy 9.4 
To recognise that the location and siting of utilities has the potential to affect cultural values, including Ngāi Tahu 
values. 
 
National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health 
(NES) 
 
Based on the applicants review of Environment Canterbury’s Listed Land Use Register, the piece of land to which 
this application relates is not a HAIL site, and therefore the NES does not apply. 
 

Has the applicant requested that the application be publicly notified? [Section 95A(3)(a)] 

 
No 
 

Does the application require public notification under section 95C? [Section 95A(3)(b)] 

 
No – the applicant has provided sufficient information for Council to proceed with and process the application. 
 

Has the application been made jointly with an application to exchange recreation reserve land under section 
155AA of the Reserves Act 1977? [Section 95A(3)(c)] 

 
No 
 
Recommendation:  
 

• That the application need not be publicly notified in accordance with Section 95A(2)(a) of the Resource 
Management Act 1991.  
 

Is the application for an activity subject to a rule or national environmental standard that precludes (i.e. prevents 
or prohibits) public notification? [Section 95A(5)(a)] 

 
No 
 

Is the application for one or more of the following, but no other, activities: 
-   a controlled activity; 
-   a restricted discretionary, discretionary, or non-complying application for a boundary activity? 

 
Yes – the application is for a controlled activity. 
 

Does a rule or national environmental standard require public notification of the application? [Section 95A(8)(a)] 

 
n/a 
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Written approvals (Sections 95D, 95E(3)(a) and 104(3)(a)(ii)  

 

 

Name(s) Property address Location  Owner / Occupier 

New Zealand 
Transport Agency 

State Highway 7 Adjacent to site Both 

 
Any adverse effects on these persons must be disregarded.  
 

Permitted baseline   

 
The application would be a permitted activity under the Hurunui District Plan. The NES-TF provides for antenna in 
rural zones (not located in the road reserve) where the diameter of the dish is a maximum of 1.2 metres on poles 
not more than 25 metres. The NES-TF does not place any limit on the number of antenna. 
 
The proposal is for 40 dish antenna with a maximum diameter of 2.2 metres. The maximum antenna height is 2.8 
metres. Based on the permitted baseline I am restricted to considering the visual effects of the additional bulk of 
the antenna over and above the permitted diameter of 1.2 metres. 
 

Pursuant to Section 95D, will the activity for which consent is sought have, or is likely to have, adverse effects 
on the environment that are more than minor? 

 
The application is for a controlled activity therefore pursuant to section 95A(4)(a) public notification is precluded 
and section 95D does not apply. 
 

Notwithstanding the above, do any special circumstances exist in relation to this application which would lead 
you to conclude that the application should be notified? If the answer is yes, why? [Section 95A (9)] 

 
No – The application is to establish and operate a gateway station for satellite-based internet service ‘Starlink’. As 
far as I am aware the application is not in the public realm or common public knowledge. There is currently an 
application for a solar farm (RC240028) on another part of the site which has a high level of public interest, 
therefore while there is not necessarily public interest in this application, there is high public interest in this site. 
However, I understand from Murray v Whakatane District Council [1997] NZRMA 433 (HC) the potential for public 
interest in an application is not determinative of whether special circumstances exist but may be a contributing 
factor. 
 
I understand that the generally accepted case law principles for ‘special circumstances’ are derived from Peninsula 
Watchdog Group Inc v. Minister of Energy [1996] 2 NZLR 529 (CA).  In general those principles are that the 
circumstances of the application are outside the common run of things, unusual or abnormal or exceptional, but 
may be less than extraordinary or unique. 
 
Whilst there is some public interest, I conclude that special circumstances do not exist.  I have not identified any 
factors which, on their own, or combined with the public interest in the application, that would bring the application 
outside the common run of things, unusual or abnormal or exceptional, but may be less than extraordinary or 
unique.  Taking into account what the District Plan signals for this site, I consider the circumstances of this 
application are not outside the normal run of things, unusual, abnormal or exceptional.  
 
Recommendation:  
 

• That the application need not be publicly notified in accordance with Section 95A of the Resource 
Management Act 1991.  
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Are there any affected protected customary rights groups or affected customary marine title groups? [Section 
95B(2)] 

 
No 
 

Is the proposed activity on or adjacent to, or may affect, land subject to a statutory acknowledgment? [Section 
95B(3)] If yes, is the person or party affected under Section 95E and if so why? 

 
No 
 

Does a rule or national environmental standard preclude limited notification of the application? [Section 
95B(6)(a)] 

 
No 
 

Is the application for a resource consent for the following, but no other, activities: [Section 95B(6)(b)] 
-  a controlled activity (but not a subdivision)? 

 
Yes – the application is for a controlled activity and as such limited notification is precluded. 
 

Who may be considered an affected person in relation to this application?  
A person is an affected person if the activity’s adverse effects on the person are minor or more than minor (but 
are not less than minor). [Section 95E] 

 
N/A 
 

Has the written approval of every person who may be considered an affected person in relation to this 
application been obtained? [Section 95E (3)(a)] 

 
N/A 
 

 If the answer to the above question is no, is it unreasonable in the circumstances to require the obtaining of 
every such approval? [Section 95E (3)(b)] 

 
N/A 
 

Notwithstanding the above, do any special circumstances exist in relation to this application that warrant 
notification of the application to any other persons not already determined to be eligible for limited notification? 
If the answer is yes, why? [Section 95B(10)] 

 
No – I consider my response to section 95A(9) is equally applicable here. 
 
Recommendation:  
 

• That the application need not be limited notified in accordance with Section 95B of the Resource 
Management Act 1991.  
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Statutory Requirements  

 
Section 104A states that after considering an application for a controlled activity, the consent authority must grant 
consent and may impose conditions under section 108 for matters over which it has reserved control in its plan, or 
over which control is reserved in national environmental standards or other regulations. 
 
Section 104 states that subject to Part II, the consent authority must have regard to – 
(a) any actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing the activity; and 
(b) any relevant provisions of –  

(i) a national environmental standard; 
(ii) other regulations; 
(iii) a national policy statement; 
(iv) a New Zealand coastal policy statement; 
(v) a regional policy statement or proposed regional policy statement; 
(vi) a plan or proposed plan; and  

(c) any other matter the consent authority considers relevant and reasonably necessary to determine the 
application. 

 

When considering an application for resource consent the consent authority shall have regard to Section 104(1) 
of the Resource Management Act 1991. What are the actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing 
the activity? 

 
The proposal is a controlled activity, where Council’s discretion is limited to the matters set out in Regulation 14 of 
the NES-TF: 
 
For the purposes of section 87A(2)(b) of the Act, control is reserved over the subject matter of each regulation (or 
component of a regulation)— 

(a) compliance with which is part of the standard; and 
(b) that is not complied with. 

 
The permitted baseline has been outlined above. In this I concluded that my 
consideration of this application is restricted to considering the actual and 
potential effects on the environment in terms of visual effects in relation to the 
additional bulk of the antenna over and above the permitted antenna diameter of 
1.2 metres. 
 
The proposed facility would be screened by a 2 metre high solid fence constructed 
of Colorsteel corrugate. The applicant has proposed finishing the fence in a neutral 
colour such as Colorsteel Lichen which has an LRV of 28%. I consider this colour is 
visually appropriate to the landscape. I note the District Plan does not place 
restrictions on fences in the Rural Zone. 
 
I note the proposed facility would be located on a terrace, well setback from the 
site boundaries and which is raised above SH7 to the south and west and is raised 
above the elevation of Waipara Township to the east. I consider the fence would be sufficient to screen the antenna 
from these viewpoints due to the lower elevation of those viewing the facility. 
 
The terrace is approximately a similar height to the State Highway to the northwest. I note from such viewpoints 
the antenna may be visible over the fence. However, I consider any views from this elevation would be at a 
significant distance (approximately 300 metres), and predominately from vehicles travelling south at approximately 
100 km/hr.  
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I note affected parties approval has been obtained from New Zealand Transport Agency and as required by section 
104(3)(a)(ii) I therefore must not have regard to any effect on the Agency in relation to this application. 
 
Overall, I am satisfied that any actual or potential effects on the environment would be adequately mitigated.  
 

Relevant provisions of a national environmental standard, other regulations, national policy statement, New 
Zealand coastal policy statement, regional policy statement, proposed policy statement, regional plan or 
proposed regional plan [Section 104(1)(b)] 

 
The District Plan was made operative on 21 June 2018 and gives effect to the higher order instruments referred to 
in section 104(1)(b) that were in force at that time, including the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement and regional 
plans. I do not consider any higher order documents developed since the operative date are relevant to this 
proposal.  I have no reason to consider there is any illegality, uncertainty or incompleteness in the District Plan.  
Accordingly, I have not addressed the higher order instruments specifically in this decision.   
 

Are there any other matters which are relevant and reasonably necessary to determine the application (including 
Part II matters)? 

 
With respect to Part II of the Act, the proposal will continue to promote the sustainable management of natural 
and physical resources. Section 5 requires the promotion of the sustainable management of natural and physical 
resources. This means ensuring that the use and development of physical resources is managed in such a way as to 
enable people and communities to provide for their social and economic well-being while meeting the reasonably 
foreseeable needs of future generations and avoiding, remedying, or mitigating the adverse effects of the proposal 
on the environment. 
 

If the application is for a non-complying activity, does it meet at least one of the provisions of Section 104D (1)? 

 
N/A 

 

 
Recommendation: That for the above reasons the application be approved pursuant to Sections 104 / 104A 

of the Resource Management Act 1991, subject to the following conditions: 
 
CONDITIONS OF CONSENT 
 
1. The activity shall proceed in general accordance with the plans and details submitted with the application 

and referenced as RC250038 in Council records. 
 

2. The perimeter fence shall be finished in Colorsteel Lichen or equivalent. 

 
 
 
Reported and Recommended by:   _____________________________ 
 Nicola Kirby, Team Leader Planning 
 
 Date:  24 April 2025 
 

 
DECISION:      
 
I have read and considered the above report and recommendation by the Council's officer, Nicola Kirby, and the 
information available to Council in respect of the application for consent to establish and operate a gateway station 
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for satellite-based internet service ‘Starlink’. I agree with the recommendations made and decide that the Council 
officer's recommendations should be adopted. 
 
 
   
  ______________________________________________ 
 Judith Batchelor, Chief Strategy and Community Officer 
 
 Date:  29 April 2025 
 


