
 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
SECTIONS 95A - 95E 

 
Consent Number: RC240028 
Applicant: Far North Solar Farm Limited 
Site Address: 380 Waipara Flat Road, Waipara 
Legal Description: Section 3 SO 17514, Lot 1 DP 320376 (RT: CB32B/7 and 80697) 
Description of Application: To install and operate a solar farm 
Activity status: Discretionary activity 
Zoning: Rural Zone 
 

Introduction 

 
Proposal 
Consent is sought to construct and operate a 148 MWp solar farm across 181 hectares of a 242.4 hectare site 
located at 380 Waipara Flat Road. The energy generated by the proposed solar farm is intended to be fed 
into the National Grid.  
 
The proposed infrastructure includes: 
Solar panel modules 

• The application proposes 236,768 photovoltaic modules on single access tracking systems utilising 
8,500 tracker motors to enable the panels to track the sun across the sky. 

• The panels would be arranged in a 1P x 28 format. Each array would measure approximately 2.38 x 
32.5 metres. 

• The maximum tilt of the panels is 55 degrees and at full tilt the panels would have a maximum height 
of 2.8 metres. At resting height (0 degree tilt) the height would be 2 metres. 

• The panels would have a pitch (distance between mounts) of 5 metres. This provides a gap of 2.6 
metres between panels when at resting height, and a gap of approximately 3.5 metres when at 
maximum tilt (55 degrees). 

• The modules will be mounted on H piles driven into the ground. 
o The piles are 50 mm wide, with a maximum cross section height of 150 mm and will be 

driven 2 metres into the ground. 
o The array proposal will require approximately 69,280 piles across the site.  

 
Figure 1: Side profile of solar panel layout 



Inverters 

• The site plan shows 30 inverters, located in pairs at 15 locations across the site as shown on the site 
layout plan. 

• The inverters collect the energy generated by the solar panels and convert this to grid power.  

• The inverters would be housed in 20ft shipping containers (6.06 m x 2.43 m x 2.9 m). 

• The inverters would be finished in a pale colour (‘Traffic White’ ~87% LRV) to assist with cooling of 
these structures. 

 
Other operational infrastructure 

• Medium voltage switchgear room (identified as ‘MV room’ on site plans). This would have an 
area of 3,500 m2, maximum height of 2.7 metres and be finished in a dark recessive colour (< 
30% LRV).  

• 7,000 metres of internal gravel roads with four metre wide formation. 

• Trenched cables – 19,000 metres, average width of 1.3 m and depth of 1 m. 

• The site will be surrounded by a deer fence with a total height of 2.1 metres including three strands 
of barbed wire. 

• Firefighting water provision with hardstanding surfacing adjacent to the internal road throughout the 
site. 

 
Construction 
Construction is proposed to be over a 24 month period, staged across the site. Anticipated key timings 
(noting dates may have changed and are indicative only) and sequencing are summarised below: 
 

October 2025 Commence site works 
Fence installation 

January 2026 Commence installation of panels 

June 2026 Commence landscape and mitigation planting 

November 2026 Compete installation of panels 

January 2027 ‘First light’ 

June 2027 Official opening 

 
The applicant calculates construction of the solar farm would require disturbance of approximately 36,858.09 
m3 of soil over an area of 79,288.30 m2. The applicant has identified earthworks would be required for: 

• Upgrade and construction of internal accessways; 

• Mounting posts for solar panels; 

• Cable trenches and other underground infrastructure; 

• Foundation area for the medium voltage switchgear room and inverters; and 

• Fence posts for perimeter fence. 
 
A temporary laydown area of approximately 50 x 40 metres would be located within the area identified on 
the site plans as ‘exclusive zone’. This is located to the south of the existing dwelling and farm accessory 
buildings in this area. 
 
The AEE notes the existing vehicle crossing to the site from Waipara Flat Road would be utilised and that no 
new vehicle crossings would be required as part of the proposal. 
 
The applicant anticipates there would be up a maximum average of ten heavy vehicle movements per day 
(movement in and out calculated as separate movements) during the construction phase and that this would 
reduce to less than one per day once the site is operational. 
 



Construction management plans would be prepared in advance of works to detail how construction effects 
would be managed for the duration of the construction phase. 
 
Landscaping 

• A four metre wide landscaping strip is proposed along the external boundaries. The proposal provides 
the majority of the site boundaries would be planted in double staggered rows planted at 1.2 m centres 
of either Cryptomeria japonica (Japanese cedar) or Pittosporum tenuifolium (Kohuhu). Boundary 
screening below powerlines is proposed as phormium tenax (Harakeke). 

• For a section of the eastern boundary, to the south of the house ‘exclusion zone’, this planting is 
proposed to be atop a 1 to 1.2 metre high bund. 

• Once mature these would be maintained to a height of 5 metres, except for the harakeke.  

• Where there are existing shelterbelt trees along the boundary, these are proposed to be retained and 
trimmed to a height of 4 to 5 metres.  

• The landscape assessment notes from consultation with neighbours that with respect to screen/ 
mitigation planting within the site, some neighbours prefer a native vegetation mix while others prefer 
exotic tree species, noting that what mix in which area is yet to be finalised. 

• Mitigation planting is proposed for the inter-terrace slopes throughout the site. These are proposed to 
be planted in a mix of native species with a final minimum maintenance height of 4-5 metres. 

• The inter-terrace slope mitigation planting to the south of the house ‘exclusion zone’ would include a 3 
metre row of vegetation screening along the crest of the slope. I note the site plans show additional 
vegetation screening along the crest of other slope revegetation areas that are not detailed in the 
landscaping plans. 

 
Other land uses proposed on site 

• The applicant has proposed that while the solar farm is in operation that sheep will continue to be 
grazed across the site to control pasture growth. 

• The site plan layout shows an ‘exclusion zone’ around the existing dwelling and farm accessory buildings 
which are to be retained. 

• The plans show an area of grape vines to be planted at the southern extent of the site, while the 
southern western corner would remain in pasture. 

 
Decommissioning 
When the project is decommissioned the structures would be unscrewed and removed, with piles uplifted 
and any wiring/ cabling removed from the ground. 
 
Existing environment 
The site is an elongated block of land located to the west of Waipara Township and Weka Creek, to the north 
of the Waipara River, adjoining Waipara Flat Road – State Highway 7 (‘SH7’ and designated as D81 in the 
District Plan) along the southern and western boundaries. 
 
The site is traversed by two MainPower overhead lines (11kV and 66 kV lines) and two Transpower National 
Grid lines (a 220 kV and 66 kV). The Transpower Waipara substation is located at 33-35 Mackenzies Road 
(designated as D39 in the District Plan) within the Waipara Township.  
 
The site is currently used for sheep grazing and contains an existing dwelling and farm accessory buildings. 
The topography of site follows old river terraces down towards Weka Creek, with the largest flat section 
located adjacent to SH7. Topography then increases again on the opposite side of Weka Creek towards the 
Waipara Township and Mackenzies Road.  
 



The site is located within the Waipara Valley Wine Growing Area. The wider rural working environment is 
characterised by vineyards and sheep and cattle grazing, interspersed with mature (generally exotic) 
vegetation, residential dwellings and farm accessory buildings.  
 
To the east of the site is Waipara 
Township, and smaller rural 
sections along the western side 
of Mackenzies Road. Most of 
these sites have residential 
dwellings orientated towards the 
site and the hills beyond, many 
also have existing viticultural 
activities. 
 
The Waipara River to the south is 
a statutory acknowledgement 
under the Ngāi Tahu Claims 
Settlement Act 1998, and at the 
end of Barnetts Road is a 
Nohoanga site. 
 
RC250038 was granted April 
2025 for a Starlink gateway 
antenna station in the south-
western corner of the site. 
 
I am familiar with the location of 
the site and undertook a site 
visit on 25 July 2024. 
 
 

Planning framework 

 
Hurunui District Plan  
The site is within the Rural Zone in the Hurunui District Plan.  The district planning maps identify the site is 
located within the Waipara Wine Growing Area; a section of the Mound Anticline and the associated fault 
awareness zone buffer runs west-east through the site.  
 
For completeness I note a small southern section of the site located on the southern side of Waipara Flat 
Road is located within the Waipara River Flood Assessment Area, however the proposal is located completely 
clear of this part of the site. 
 
The following rules are relevant to the proposal: 

Chapter 3 – Rural 
Rule 3.4.3 Standards for permitted activities 
1. Building setback requirements 

(c) .. Setbacks for all buildings that do not contain sensitive activities: 
(i) 25 m form a boundary with a strategic arterial road, a district arterial road or a 

collector road. 
 
The proposed inverters are located 15 m from the boundary with the State Highway. 

Figure 2: Site location and district plan overlays 



16. Earthworks 
Earthworks are limited to the following: 

(b) .... The disturbance of more than 1000 m3 of land in any 12 month period for a single project 
or work; or 

(c)    Earthworks must not be carried out within 20 m of any river, 50 m of any wetland, or 100 m 
of any lake with the following exceptions [(i) to (vi)]: 

 
Construction of the solar farm would require earthworks in excess of 1000 m3 in a 12 month period and 
would require earthworks to be undertaken within 50 metres of wetlands that are not exempted by (i) to 
(vi). 
 

3.4.5 Restricted discretionary activities 
The following activities are restricted discretionary activities: 
1. Buildings and structures which do not meet the requirements of Rule 3.4.3.1 or Rule 3.4.3.7. 
The Council will restrict its discretion to the following matters: 

(a) Height, bulk and location of the buildings or structure; 
(b) Exterior finishing and appearance of the buildings or structure; 
(c) Landscape treatment and screening; and 
(d) Maintenance of natural character, landscape and amenity values. 

 
3.4.6 Discretionary activities 
2. Any permitted activity that does not meet any one or more of the standards for permitted 

activities and is not otherwise specified as a controlled activity, a restricted discretionary activity 
or a non-complying activity; 

 
Chapter 7 - Energy 
Rule 7.4.2 Permitted activities 
The following activities are a permitted activity, unless they are specified as a restricted discretionary, 
discretionary or non-complying activity below, and provided the activity complies with the standards 
in Rule 7.4.3: 
1. The operation, maintenance, repair, replacement and minor upgrading of any existing energy 

activity. 
2. Small-scale energy activities. 
3. Community scale energy activities. 
4. Investigation and assessment works for energy activities. 

 
Rule 7.4.4 
Restricted discretionary activities 
The following activities are restricted discretionary activities: 
1. Community scale energy activities within: 

(i) an Outstanding Natural Feature; or 
(ii) an Outstanding Natural Landscape; or 
(iii) the Coastal Environment; or 
(iv) Hurunui Lakes Area. 

2. Investigation and assessment works for energy activities within an Outstanding Natural Feature 
or Landscape or within the Coastal Environment. 

3. Investigation and assessment works for energy activities that do not meet the standards for 
permitted activities in Rule 7.4.3.2 (a), (b), (d) or (e). 

 
 
 



Rule 7.4.5  
Discretionary activities 
The following activities are discretionary activities: 
1. Any permitted activity that does not meet one or more of the standards for permitted activities 

and is not otherwise specified as a restricted discretionary or non-complying activity. 
2. Any energy activity that is not otherwise specified as a permitted, restricted discretionary or non-

complying activity. 
3. Community scale energy activities within the Residential Zone; Business 2 Zone; Open Space 

Zone. 
4. New Commercial scale energy activities. 

 
I note the District Plan includes definitions for commercial, community and small-scale energy activities. I do 
not consider the proposal meets any of these definitions. In particular the proposal does not meet the 
definition of ‘commercial energy activity’ in the plan, as I note that Far North Solar Limited are not defined as 
an electricity operator under the Electricity Act 1992.  
 
Overall, my conclusion is the proposal is a discretionary activity in terms of Rules 7.4.5.2 and 3.4.6.2 of the 
District Plan. 
 
Chapter 11 - Landscape 
For completeness I have noted the applicant in the assessment of environmental effects ‘overview of 
resource consent requirements’ (p.13) has also sought resource consent from Hurunui District Council with 
respect to Rule 11.4.6.1. I do not consider this rule relevant to the assessment of this application as the 
application site is not located within an outstanding natural landscape overlay on the district planning maps. 
 
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 on the environment and persons.  
 
The underlying zoning of the site is ‘Rural Zone’. In my opinion, the overall direction provided by the 
objectives and policies of the rural chapter of the plan is to be enabling of activities within the rural 
environment, in particular of primary production activities, but only where effects can be managed 
appropriately. With regard to this proposal, I note the introductory text to the chapter also notes that other 
non-primary production activities such as renewable energy activities may need to be located within the 
Rural Zone. 
 
As emphasised by objective 3.1 and supported in particular by policy 3.5, the objectives and policies outline 
the importance of the maintenance of the character and amenity values of our rural environment, directing 
that activities should only take place where these values would be maintained. Policy 3.6 seeks to control the 
location of activities likely to generate effects beyond the property boundary. The framework also recognises 
that many primary production activities contribute to the natural landscape qualities and sense of open 
space of our rural environment. This contrasts the Rural Zone with our settlement areas which display higher 
levels of modification through consolidation of built form. 
 
I consider the direction of the energy chapter objectives and policies provides a similar direction with respect 
to energy activities, again seeking to be enabling where the location is appropriate to manage effects, 
particularly on sensitive environments. This is reflected in the rule framework which provides for some small-
scale and community energy activities as permitted activities, whereas commercial scale or other large scale 
energy activities require more fulsome consideration of the effects to determine if the activity should be 
enabled in a proposed location.  I note the energy chapter applies to all underlying zonings. Through Policy 



7.6 consideration of character and amenity values is again emphasised providing alignment with the direction 
of the rural chapter.     
 
I consider that the following objectives and policies are relevant to the proposal:  
 
Chapter 3 – Rural 
Objective 3.1 
The character and amenity values of rural areas of the district are maintained while providing for a variety of 
activities including those associated with primary production. 
 
Objective 3.2 
Rural areas are managed so that primary production activities are able to be carried out efficiently and 
effectively. 
 
Policy 3.2 
To protect highly productive soils by discouraging activities that will have adverse effects on their continued 
productive use and life-supporting characteristics that are difficult to reverse. 
 
Policy 3.5 
To enable a variety of activities to occur within rural areas while managing adverse effects on character and 
amenity values by seeking that the scale and siting of development: 
1. Maintains a dominance of open space and plantings over buildings, especially when viewed from public 

places such as roads; 
2. Maintains privacy and rural outlook for residential activities; 
3. Protects access to light for sensitive activities and primary production; 
4. Achieves an appropriate level of compatibility with existing development within the surrounding area; 
5. Avoids unduly affecting the amenity of existing sensitive activities being exposed to noise and adverse 

light emissions at night; 
6. Avoids, mitigates or remedies adverse visual effects if sited on prominent ridges or immediately adjacent 

to strategic arterial roads, district arterial roads and collector roads, or to Lake Sumner Road; and 
7. Is appropriate to the location, including recognising the need for activities reliant on a natural resource 

to be located where the resource is available. 
 
Policy 3.6 
To manage potential conflict between incompatible activities in the rural environment so that: 
1. […] 
2. […] 
3. The location of activities likely to generate effects beyond the property boundary are controlled. 
 
Policy 3.8 
To control noise emissions at reasonable levels and where they exceed those levels, mitigate the effects of 
noise through noise reduction methods including separation distances between those noise-emitting activities 
and sensitive activities. 
 
Chapter 7 - Energy 
Objective 7.1 
The development, operation, maintenance and upgrading of new and existing renewable energy generation 
activities is provided for, while ensuring that conflicts between these activities and sensitive environments are 
managed. 
 
 



Objective 7.2 
Energy generation, supply and use from non-renewable energy resources are provided for, where any 
associated adverse environmental effects are avoided, remedied or mitigated. 
 
Policy 7.2 
To recognise the value of producing energy from non-renewable sources only where the associated adverse 
environmental effects are avoided, remedied or mitigated. 
 
Policy 7.5 
To acknowledge the practical and logistical constraints associated with the development, operation, 
maintenance and upgrading of new and existing renewable energy generation activities, including the need to 
locate these activities where the renewable energy resources are available. 
 
Policy 7.6 
To manage renewable energy activities to minimise adverse effects by: 

1. Managing cumulative effects; 
2. Requiring setbacks from sensitive activities; 
3. Controlling noise emissions; 
4. Managing construction activities including vehicle movements; and 
5. Maintaining amenity values and character. 

 
Policy 7.7 
To consider environmental compensation or offsetting measures, including measures or compensation which 
benefits the local environment and community affected, where any residual environmental effects of 
renewable energy generation activities cannot be avoided, remedied or mitigated. 
 
Chapter 8 - Transportation 
Objective 8.1 
A safe and efficient transport network that services the current and future needs of all users. 
 
Policy 8.5 
To require on-site parking, loading, manoeuvring and access to provide for the needs of each activity while 
maintaining the safety and efficiency of the road network. 
 
Chapter 13 – Biodiversity 
Objective 13 
Exercise Kaitiakitanga/guardianship by managing ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity within the district 
through: 

(a) The protection of ecosystem values, ecosystem functioning and areas of significant indigenous 
biodiversity; 

(b) The maintenance of other indigenous biodiversity; 
(c) The encouragement and support for restoration and enhancement of ecosystems and indigenous 

biodiversity; and 
(d) Recognising and valuing indigenous biodiversity as an essential part of mahinga kai and the 

relationship of Ngāi Tahu with its ancestral lands and waters. 
 
Policy 13.2 
To protect areas identified as having significant indigenous biodiversity value, by avoiding, remedying or 
mitigating adverse effects using appropriate mechanisms including where identified through a resource 
consent process. 
 



Policy 13.3 
When considering resource consent applications: 
(a) ensure that any adverse effects of the activity on the indigenous biodiversity of the district’s 

environment are avoided, remedied or mitigated; 
(b) encourage landowners to take opportunities and consider the site specific management factors to 

promote the restoration and enhancement of indigenous vegetation and habitats; 
(c) encourage provision of mechanisms that assist in protection or enhancement of significant indigenous 

biodiversity such as QE II covenants and the use of Biodiversity Management Plans; 
(d) provide for consideration of biodiversity offsets where it has been demonstrated that the adverse 

effects have been avoided as far as practical in the first instance, minimised when total avoidance is 
impracticable, and any remaining adverse effects are remedied or mitigated and where the adverse 
effects cannot be avoided, remedied or mitigated it is demonstrated that, with the offset, that will 
achieve no net loss; and 

(e) provide for conservation lots to be created, or reduced site areas to be considered, where significant 
indigenous biodiversity is protected. 

 
Chapter 15 – Natural hazards 
Policy 15.4 
To avoid the development of land within any Fault Awareness Zones for post emergency infrastructure or 
infrastructure which large numbers of people congregate in, unless that infrastructure has been appropriately 
designed and sited in relation to the fault hazard. 
 
Assessment criteria 
When considering an application and whether or not it can be granted pursuant to Part 2 of the RMA, the 
Council will have regard to the relevant assessment criteria. 
 
Chapter 3 – Rural 
Earthworks 

(a) The visual impact on the immediate vicinity and on any areas of landscape value; 
(b) The effects of sediment and stormwater runoff on stream systems, habitats and adjacent properties; 
(c) The effects of ground water quality and quantities, including leachate; 
(d) The effects on amenity values; 
(e) The ability to mitigate any adverse environmental effects, including site and vegetation restoration, 

landscape treatment and planting, and engineering measures; 
(f) The removal of material by wind, and any off-site effects; 
(g) Any activities which will enhance the use of the site; 
(h) Any effects on significant indigenous biodiversity and habitats of significant fauna; and 
(i) Any potential effects on adjoining land uses, including infrastructure, major roads, and the rail 

network. 
 
Chapter 7 - Energy 
Energy activities 

(a) Height, bulk and location of buildings and equipment; 
(b) Landscape treatment and screening; 
(c) Maintenance of natural character, landscape and amenity values; 
(d) Public safety; 
(e) Earthworks; 
(f) Noise; 
(g) Traffic effects; 
(h) Construction effects; 
(i) Cumulative impacts; 



(j) Ecological effects; 
(k) The degree to which a development facilitates or restricts diversity of energy production; 
(l) The significance of risks and effects when weighed against local, national, and global considerations; 
(m) The degree to which adverse effects on the environment are reversible; 
(n) Whether or not a generation facility needs to locate in proximity to the energy resource; 
(o) The extent to which offsetting measures or environmental compensation will successfully address any 

residual environmental effects that cannot otherwise be avoided, remedied or mitigated; 
(p) The extent to which the development enhances or otherwise affects local, regional, or national security 

of energy supply; 
 
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. 
 
As such I do not consider the NES regulations apply. 
 
Other consents 
Consents are required from Environment Canterbury for construction and operational phase stormwater. I 
note these were lodged on 27 March 2024 (CRC243452 and CRC243453) and returned as incomplete on 4 
April 2024. At the time of writing my understanding is these consents have not been reapplied for. 
 

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 application does not require public notification under this section. 
 
Further information was requested on 19 April 2024, 16 August 2024, 18 February 2025 and 5 June 2025. 
Responses were provided on 29 May 2024, 24 January 2025, 21 March 2025 and 9 June 2025. 
 
The response on 24 January 2025 included a redesign of the site which included changes to the orientation of 
the panels on the site and a reduction in the size of the panels proposed. 
 
The applicant agreed to the commissioning of two peer review reports under section 92(2) in respect of 
landscape and visual effects and glint and glare effects.  
 

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? 

 
No - the application is for a discretionary activity which is not a boundary activity. 
 

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

 
No 
 

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

Name(s) Property address Location  Owner / Occupier 

G & R Atkins 257 Mackenzies Road Adjacent property to north-east Owners only 

Bain Road Wines 
Limited & Waipara 
Downs 

166 & 167 Bain Road To the west of site Owners and 
occupiers 

J & B Hingston 3 Barnetts Road To south of site Owners and 
occupiers 

S & W Hughes-Games 63 Glenmark Drive To east of site Owners only 

F & J Reardon 279 Waipara Flat Road To south-west of site Owners and 
occupiers 

N Trethowen 113A and C Glenmark 
Drive (note unclear from 
form this is from rates 
data) 

To east of site Owners only 

V & I Trethowen 59 Mackenzies Road and 
55 Glenmark Drive 

To east of site Owners only 

T Kidner 380 Waipara Flat Road Application site Owners and 
directors 

T Kidner 9 Glenmark Drive  Adjacent to property to south-
east 

Owners and 
directors 

 
As directed by section 95D(e), 95E(3)(a) and 104(3)(a)(ii) I must disregard any effects on a person who has 
given their written approval to the application. 
 

Permitted baseline   

 
There are no permitted standards in the plan relevant to the energy activity proposed as it automatically 
defaults to a discretionary activity. I do note however that elements of the proposal could have a permitted 



baseline provided for by the plan, for example, the setback of the inverters from the state highway, and 
earthworks, as there are specific permitted activity standards in the plan. I have chosen not to apply any 
permitted baseline to my assessment below and instead undertake a holistic assessment of the effects of the 
proposal. 
 
Part of the site is bisected west-east by ‘Mound Anticline’ and the associated fault awareness buffer zone. 
The permitted standards in the plan do not restrict activities within fault awareness buffer zones unless the 
activity is a building of importance. 
 

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? 

 
1. The proposal is for a discretionary activity and therefore I am able to consider any relevant matters. I 

have used the assessment criteria for energy activities in Chapter 7 and for earthworks in Chapter 3 of 
the District Plan as a guide for determining the relevant matters. I consider any adverse effects on the 
environment would be in relation to: 

• Landscape and visual 

• Glint and glare 

• Construction 

• Operational noise 

• Ecological 

• Fire management 

• Natural hazards 

• Identified cultural sites 

2. As directed by section 95D(a) and (e), when assessing whether adverse effects on the environment will 

be, or are likely to be, more than minor, I must disregard any effects on the owners and occupiers of 

the application site and adjacent properties, and any person who has given written approval to the 

application. 

Landscape and visual 

3. The applicant has proposed landscape screening and internal mitigation planting as described in the 

proposal above, and as shown on the landscaping plans (dated 4 February 2025). Visual simulations 

(dated 10 March 2025) have been provided to demonstrate what the applicant considers the site 

would look like at years 5 and 10 of the proposed development compared to the existing environment. 

4. To evaluate the landscape and visual effects, the applicant provided a Landscape Assessment 
prepared by Simon Cocker of Simon Cocker Landscape Architecture (ref:23039-01, Rev A; dated 4 
February 2025).  

5. Mr. Cocker summarises the overall landscape effects would be low-moderate (p.25 and p.28) and low 

(p.29) which would translate to minor. 

6. The landscape report and associated information has been peer reviewed on behalf of the Council by 
Rachael Annan from SLR Consulting Limited (dated May 14 2025; project no: 860.015797.00001). I 
have relied on the expertise of Ms. Annan in coming to my conclusions in relation to landscape and 
visual effects. 

7. Ms. Annan has acknowledged Mr. Cocker’s assessment of the existing landscape character and values 

highlighting points of agreement and key points of difference, including the different conditions 

experienced on their respective site visits. 



8. Ms. Annan (p.4) ultimately draws the conclusion the existing landscape character is more effectively 

described as ‘moderate’ rather than as ‘ordinary’ as Mr. Cocker had (p.17). Ms. Annan outlines the 

local landscape possesses a degree of importance and character, but it is not valued as a setting of 

high to very high value (such as an area identified as an outstanding natural landscape or regional 

park). Assessing the landscape setting as ordinary is “limiting for instance in terms of recognising the 

distinct amenity and scenic quality of the local landscape.” (p.3)  

9. Ms. Annan also considers it an overstatement to describe the rural landscape generically as ‘highly 

modified’ as Mr. Cocker had (p25, 28). Ms. Annan differs, considering the current modification of the 

site and area is for the most part of vegetation type for productive use rather than notable landform 

change or built development such that it dominates open space and that it would be more accurate to 

consider an urban setting as a highly modified landscape (p.4). 

10. Ms. Annan highlights that the narrow, rectangular form of the site sets up extensive frontage lengths 

addressing Mackenzies Road properties and SH7. In relation to SH7 the road frontage is approximately 

3.6 km. Of that Ms. Annan notes at present only approximately 600 metres (or 17%) of that length is 

currently planted in shelterbelts. Ms. Annan notes that while shelterbelts may be a generic feature in 

this area, so are the landscape attributes and values which Ms. Annan note include the amenity of the 

highly legible and open landscape and outlook of surrounding hills. Ms. Annan (p.5) acknowledges that 

from SH7 this is a transient rather than a fixed outlook as experienced by residents of Waipara and 

surrounds, but that it will be experienced by locals and visitors alike in a setting described as 

‘attractive, productive, aesthetically high’ by Mr. Cocker on p.16.  

11. The proposed mitigation planting is described in the proposal above, involving (once mature) a solid 

treeline maintained to a height of 5 metres for the perimeter of the site occupied by the solar panels. 

Ms. Annan (p.8) considers the extensive road frontage length to SH7 will first involve a near 

uninterrupted extent of built form and security fenced frontage, replaced overtime by establishing a 

vegetative enclosure. In Ms. Annan’s opinion both aspects of this change would be uncharacteristic in 

the setting and would be experienced sequentially for the length of the property frontage, and on 

approach to the site (more so from the north) (p.8).  I agree with Ms. Annan the continuous planting 

of the SH7 road frontage length for such an extent would mean a substantial change to the ‘moderate’ 

landscape character, in particular the loss of the existing open views into the site and the hills behind 

once boundary planting matures, and a change from the existing patchwork character of existing 

shelterbelts within the landscape setting.  

12. I note from the proposed project timeline provided by the applicant the intention is for the boundary 

fence to go up prior to the commencement of the proposed boundary planting, and that installation of 

the panels is currently programmed to commence prior to the commencement of planting. 

13. Initial views during construction will move the landscape from a rural outlook to a more industrial 

outlook – due to the breadth of the development area and the installation of the deer fence with 3 

strands of barbed wire around the perimeter. During the short-term views of the site would involve a 

near uninterrupted extent of built form and the security fenced frontage. Rather than a rural nature as 

implied by Mr. Cocker (p.20), Ms. Annan (p.5) considers that with the three rows of barbed wire this is 

very much of an industrial rather than rural character.  

14. Mr. Cocker describes solar panels as being commensurate with farming buildings or horticultural 

structures. Ms. Annan disagrees with this, noting that horticultural frames are draped with and 

softened by vegetation, and that while lower in height than agricultural buildings, the solar arrays are 

of a greater site coverage and scale horizontally. Ms. Annan also notes broader scale agricultural 

buildings, such as glasshouses, are not characteristic of the landscape setting. I consider the 



introduction of solar panels at the scale proposed into the local environment, along with continuous 

tracts of vegetation screening, as altering the predominant character of the site from an open, rural 

working landscape amenity to one associated with large scale energy infrastructure closed off from 

the surrounds by continuous screening of the site. 

15. Ms. Annan considers the report has likely overestimated the ability of mitigation planting to reduce 

adverse effects and therefore the visual simulations are likely to overstate the mitigation provided by 

the proposed mitigation plantings. Ms Annan notes that to provide effective screening the plantings 

would need to both thicken up and gain height. On this basis Ms Annan considers the planting at 3 

years represented in the visual simulations, such as illustrated at VP2, may be overstated (p.8). Ms. 

Annan is of the opinion that timeframes for the establishment of the proposed planting need to be 

considered more conservatively given the dry climate and alluvial soils. 

16. Coupled with this, I note there are current limits on water availability to the site. The re-design notes 

(p.3) outline the landowner is currently working on changes to the water schemes they have shares in. 

While as the applicant notes water can be trucked onto site, the lack of confirmed water availability 

adds to the concerns raised by Ms. Annan about the timeliness and viability of the substantial 

landscaping proposed. I note the internal mitigation planting (slopes revegetation planting) is not 

proposed to be irrigated, only the screening vegetation. 

17. Ms Annan considers the adverse visual effects experienced in views for public outlooks from SH7 to be 

moderate-high at the end of construction (i.e. at installation), then moderate in the short term and 

moderate-low in the long term (p.8). 

18. For the properties along Glenmark Drive, Ms. Annan considers the effects for these properties would 

be low-moderate/low for the construction/ short term, which corresponds to minor, but in the longer 

term would reduce down to very low/ less than minor once mitigation vegetation is established. Again 

Ms. Annan notes that the planting growth may be overestimated due to growing conditions and 

would take a more conservative view of the timeframe that the minor effects would be experienced 

by these properties (p.9). 

19. I agree with the assessment of Ms. Annan and consider the proposed solar farm would have a more 

than minor visual and landscape effect on the environment. 

Glint and glare 

20. The application included an assessment prepared by ITP Renewables on the glint and glare effects 

associated with the proposal (project no: 23072, date 21 December 2023). 

21. This was report was peer reviewed on behalf of Council by Rudi Van der Velden of Velden Aviation 
Consulting Ltd (date: 31 July 2024).  

22. Mr. Van der Velden was largely in agreement with the results from the ITP Renewables assessment, 
particularly for the PV arrays set up with a tracking system operating with a three degree rest angle 
and makes three recommendations (p.37) for mitigation including ensuring plantings along the State 
Highway are no less than 5 metres in height, considering single axis tracking only (no backtrack) on PV 
arrays in the short term, and removing backtracking on PV 11 to eliminate predicted yellow glare to 
easterly travelling traffic along SH7 where Mr. Van der Velden found mitigation planting ineffectual to 
reduce predicted glare. 

23. I note since the peer review undertaken by Mr. Van der Velden the applicant has made the following 
modifications to the application: 

a. Changed the orientation of the solar panels across the site; 



b. Reduced the size of the solar arrays, reducing these from a 2P x 26 and 2P x 13 array model to 
1P x28; and 

c. Undertaken to set the rest angle for the panels at 10 degrees for the duration of the operation 
of the solar farm to minimise potential glint and glare effects. 

24. The applicant provided an updated memo from ITP Renewables (project no: 24072, date: 28 March 
2025) in response to a request for further information in relation to any changes in the glint and glare 
effects as a result of the application modifications. 

25. At this stage I consider having the assessment peer reviewed is unnecessary due to my assessment of 
the landscape and visual effects above. 

26. The ITP Renewables memo found in relation to the revised site orientation and panel size that there 
was 1,675 minutes (28 hours) of green glare per year across five routes – State Highway 1 (Cars and 
Trucks), Kathryns Lane, Darnley Road and the Main North Railway line. I note this has been modelled 
with the proposed vegetation screening at full mature height of 5 metres and therefore I do not 
consider this provides information on any short-term glint and glare effects prior to the screening 
vegetation being fully established. 

27. Overall, I consider the effects of glint and glare on the environment would be less than minor as I 
understand there are various methods to manage glint and glare effects through control of tracking 
and setting of rest angles, of which I note the applicant has provided to set at 10 degrees. 

Construction  

28. There will be effects in relation to earthworks, noise and transportation associated with the 
construction of the solar farm over a period of approximately 24 months.  

29. The applicant has provided in the assessment of environmental effects and proposed draft conditions 
that the following management plans would be provided to the Council for certification prior to the 
commencement of construction works: 

a. Construction management plan, including erosion and sediment controls and dust management. 
These plans would detail how the effects of construction and earthworks on the environment 
would be managed; 

b. Pre-construction traffic management plan. I note I have not been made aware of any 
conversations with New Zealand Transport Agency / Waka Kotahi (‘NZTA’) as the road controlling 
authority for the state highway system; and 

c.      Construction noise management plan. 

30. The application includes an assessment of construction and operational noise of the proposed solar 
farm prepared by Marshall Day Acoustics (Rp001 20230732, dated 12 February 2024). The loudest 
source of construction noise would be the pile drivers used to drive the panel mounts into the ground 
to a depth of approximately 2 m. The applicant has undertaken to restrict the piling activity to 
between 0730 and 1800, Monday through Friday, and that noise from construction will be managed 
and controlled in accordance with NZS 6803:1999 Acoustics – Construction Noise. 

31. The site will be accessed from the existing vehicle crossing to Waipara Flat Road/ SH7. The applicant 
has outlined there would be a maximum average of 10 heavy vehicle movements (one movement in/ 
one movement out) per day. The applicant has not supplied information in relation to anticipated daily 
vehicle movements (non-heavy) associated with the construction phase. I do note however that access 
will be off the State Highway for which high vehicle movements are not out of character and I would 
expect movements associated with works to be concentrated at the beginning and end of the day. I 
note these movements would be subject to the traffic management plan. 



32. Provided the relevant construction management plans and noise limits are in place for the duration of 
the construction phase of the activity, I consider the construction effects on the environment would be 
minor due to the duration of the construction phase and construction transportation effects. 

Operational noise 

33. The application includes an assessment of construction and operational noise of the proposed solar 
farm prepared by Marshall Day Acoustics (Rp001 20230732, dated 12 February 2024). 

34. The applicant has undertaken that a compliance monitoring report (undertaken by a suitably qualified 
and experienced acoustic engineer) would be provided to the Council within 30 days of 
commencement of the operation of the solar farm (or for each stage) to demonstrate the solar farm is 
operating within the District Plan noise limits. 

35. The noise assessment prepared by Marshall Day notes the predominant noise from solar farms is from 
the inverters, and to a lesser degree the tracker motors.  

36. I note the noise report has not been updated to outline any potential changes in operational noise as a 
result of the changes to the proposed layout and increase in the number of tracker motors. I do note 
that on p.8 Marshall Day do comment that DC tracker motors are quiet even under continuous load 
and operation and that noise is not normally significant when considered over large solar farm sites. I 
do not consider this affects my ability to assess the operational noise effects on the environment as I 
consider these effects to more relevant to the adjoining properties which would be assessed under 
section 95E.  

37. The noise assessment demonstrates that even at 100% load (worst case scenario) the District Plan 
daytime and nighttime noise limits would be complied with at the notional boundary of any dwelling 
and would not restrict the construction of future dwellings on sites where there are no existing 
dwellings but where one could be reasonably be established as a permitted activity. Noise contours 
are demonstrated on Appendix D of the Marshall Day report. 

38. All the inverters are located within 20 metres of the western boundary of the site adjoining Waipara 
Flat Road – State Highway 7, which as a state highway already generates a certain level of noise. The 
Marshall Day report refers to ambient noise levels of up 65 dB LAeq at times near the SH7. I do not 
consider any noise effects would be noticeable for most occupants travelling in vehicles along the 
State Highway. I note there may be a noticeable increase in noise for cyclists along this stretch of road 
when traffic is not busy, however, I would expect any noise generated from the site to generally be 
absorbed with, or overpowered by, vehicle noise associated with the state highway. 

39. Overall, I consider the operation noise effects on the environment would be less than minor.  

Ecological effects 

40. The applicant has provided an ecological report prepared by Ecological Solutions Limited (dated 5 June 
2025).  

41. In this report Ecological Solutions Limited (‘ESL’) have provided the ecological context to the site along 
with assessing the current site environment and the potential effects of the proposal in terms of 
vegetation, herpetofauna, avifauna, long-tailed bats, wetlands and freshwater ecology. 

42. ESL outline the site is presently dominated by exotic pasture species with remnant patches of 
matagouri, mainly along the terrace slopes and identify five mature kōwhai trees. ESL note the site lies 
within an area mapped as containing <10% indigenous biodiversity cover and that therefore any 
remaining indigenous vegetation has high ecological value (p.5). 

43. There are no waterways or wetlands within the site, however, consideration is given to Weka Creek 
and two wetlands identified adjacent to the northern boundary of the site within the banks of the 
Weka Creek. The Weka Creek borders the eastern and northern boundaries of the site. 



44. The site layout would require earthworks within 50 metres of the identified wetlands. The applicant 
has provided that all earthworks would be undertaken in accordance with an approved erosion and 
sediment control plan developed in line with best practice measures as set out in the Environment 
Canterbury Erosion and sediment control toolbox to ensure that no discharges of sediment laden 
stormwater enter the wetland in relation to the proposed works. 

45. The applicant has stated that no indigenous biodiversity would be cleared in relation to the 
construction of the proposed solar farm (p.31). The applicant has also proposed significant planting of 
indigenous biodiversity along the inter-terrace slopes, which if undertaken successfully I consider 
would increase the extent and value of indigenous biodiversity on site and support the viability of the 
remnant indigenous vegetation onsite.  

46. However, as noted above under the landscape and visual effects, the internal landscape mitigation 
screening would not be irrigated. As observed by Ms. Annan there are several neighbours on 
Mackenzies Road trying to establish their own planting on embankment and terraces areas which 
highlight the very slow growing conditions given the dry climate and alluvial soils.  

47. Provided the existing indigenous biodiversity is mapped out and identified onsite prior to works 
commencing I consider any ecological effects would be minor.  

48. The report also considers avifauna, herptofauna and long-tailed bats. In relation to long-tailed bats the 
report authors considered it is unlikely bats are using the site, but that their presence cannot be ruled 
out. With regards to the presence of lizards, the report authors consider this is possible, but unlikely 
given the potential habitats are identified on the site are fragmented and isolated within an already 
heavily disturbed environment. 

49. The report outlines potential herpetofauna and avifauna habitat identified onsite along with potential 
species that have been identified in the wider area, concluding the effects on these species is likely to 
be moderate. The report authors propose the following mitigation to reduce what they have 
considered to be moderate effects down to very low: 

a. Avoiding tree clearance over the avifauna breeding season (September to February inclusive) or 
undertaking pre-clearance checks for active nests. 

b. Preparation of a lizard management plan or pre-clearance searches of potential habitat be 
performed by a suitably qualified ecologist. I note this should be undertaken by a herpetologist. 

50. Provided the mitigation measures in the report are undertaken by the applicant prior to commencing 
works onsite, I consider any effects in relation to fauna would be less than minor.  

Fire management 

51. The applicant has provided a record of email correspondence with Bruce Irvine, Senior Advisor Risk 
Reduction for Fire, Canterbury District for Fire and Emergency New Zealand. This correspondence 
records the details discussed in terms of fire hazard and management, with Mr. Irvine providing 
approval to the proposed fire management provisions for the site.  

52. Provided fire management planning is further developed with and approved by Mr. Irvine/Canterbury 
FENZ, I am satisfied any effects of fire risk on the environment would be minor. 

Natural hazards 

53. The district planning maps show the Mound Anticline and a fault awareness buffer zone running west-
east through the site as shown by Figure 2. 

54. As outlined above, the site is located in the following natural hazard overlays identified by the district 
planning maps. I note the section of the site located within the flood assessment zone is not part of 
the solar farm site. The fault awareness zone runs through the site west-east. I note the only standards 
the district plan applies in this zone are to buildings of importance. 



55. As the proposal is not for any habitable spaces or buildings of importance I do not consider the 
proposal would exacerbate any natural hazard risk to surrounding sites. 

56. As such I consider any effects on the environment in relation to natural hazards would be less than 
minor. 

Identified cultural sites of significance 

57. The site is located within the takiwā of Te Ngāi Tūāhuriri Rūnanga. I note the Waipara River to the 
south of the site is a statutory acknowledgement and that a Nohoanga site is located near the end of 
Barnetts Road. 

58. As the proposed solar farm would be located to the north and opposite side of Waipara Flat Road/ SH7 
I consider any effects in relation to these identified cultural sites of significance would be minor. 

Conclusion 

59. I have considered the effects in relation to visual and landscape amenity both during construction and 
long term would have a more than minor effect on the environment. 

60. Therefore, in accordance with section 95A(8)(b) of the Resource Management Act 1991, I consider 
public notification is required. 

61. I have considered the relevant objectives and policies and assessment criteria, as outlined in the 
planning framework section, above. I do not consider the proposal is consistent with the objectives 
and policies of the plan as the landscape and visual effects of the proposal have been assessed as 
being more than minor and as such I do not consider the proposal adequately manages the effects on 
rural character and amenity values as sought by the objective and policy framework outlined above. 

 
Recommendation:  
 

• That the application be publicly notified in accordance with Section 95A(2) of the Resource 
Management Act 1991. 

•  

 
 
Reported and Recommended by:   ______________________________   
 Nicola Kirby, Team Leader Planning 
 
 Date:  13 June 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 install and operate 
a solar farm. 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:  13 June 2025 


