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1.0 Introduction 

Nova Energy is proposing to develop a solar energy farm east of Twizel Township. The application is 
being considered under the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 (FTAA). The site is c.866 hectares of 
farmland, with a proposed panel area of 565 hectares. It is currently used mainly for cropping and 
sheep grazing. The site is close to important avifauna habitat, including the Ōhau and Pukaki Rivers 
and Lake Benmore. 

Nova Energy commissioned Wildland Consultants Ltd (Wildlands) to complete an Assessment of 
Ecological Effects (AEE; Wildlands 2026) and an Avifauna Management Plan (AMP; Wildlands 2026a; 
Attachment A). These documents are included in Nova’s FTAA application.   

This report addresses comments on the AEE made by Dr Colin O’Donnell of the Department of 
Conservation (DOC), which were received during the course of pre-lodgement consultation1 and from 
DOC in a Section 46 (s46) completeness review2. 

This report also addresses comments on additional avifauna-related matters raised by Jean Jack and 
Anna Stewart of Canterbury Regional Council (CRC) in CRC’s section 46 (s46) completeness review. 
Each point provided by the reviewer is outlined in italics, followed by the corresponding response from 
Wildlands.  

Nova Energy has also commissioned Wildlands to complete an Avifauna Carcass Monitoring 
Programme (ACMP; Appendix 4 in Attachment A) and an Avifauna Population Viability Analysis (PVA; 
Wildlands 2026b; Attachment B), which are submitted separately to this document. 

2.0 Response Summary Regarding AEE  

Table 1 lists the issues raised in relation to the AEE by Dr Colin O’Donnell during pre-lodgement 
consultation and in the DOC s46 completeness review, and outlines Wildlands’ response. 

Table 1 – Response to comments received from Dr Colin O’Donnell in pre-lodgement consultation, 
and in the DOC s46 response. 

 

1 O’Donnell, C. (2026, May 8). Comments on avifauna aspects of ‘Assessment of potential ecological effects of proposed Nova Energy Solar Farm 
near Twizel (Wildlands Contract Report No. 6620a, March 2026’ and Draft Avifauna Management Plan (Wildlands Contract Report No. 7414c.  

2 Department of Conservation advice for EPA compliance assessment. 
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monitoring on site: monthly for six months prior to construction commencing, weekly during the first 
year of construction, at least fortnightly for the remainder of the construction period, and fortnightly 
for a minimum of five years after construction is completed.  This will provide highly relevant, up-to-
date information on the avifauna species present on-site to support previous surveys.  

3.2 DOC: Effectiveness of Mitigation Methods (Issue 3) 

3.2.1 Key comments 

2. Carcass monitoring and trigger levels (Section 13.2.6): A comprehensive carcass monitoring 

programme, appropriately designed by a biostatistician (e.g. see Hamlin et al. 2026 who designed 

robust monitoring protocols for the proposed Haldon solar farm prior to approval) is a minimum 

requirement for a solar farm like this where there is considerable uncertainty about collision risk. 

A monitoring plan should be developed prior to approval so that the scale and frequency of 

monitoring are clear and provisions of appropriate corrects factors for observer bias, carcase 

removal and detection probabilities for very rare events can be factored in. These details should 

be included in Conditions to provide certainty to the rigor of the proposal. 

Response 

We agree that a robust carcass monitoring programme is important. We have prepared a draft avifauna 

carcass monitoring programme (ACMP), which is submitted alongside this document (Attachment A). 

 

The DOC WA advice also suggests that carcass monitoring should be designed by a suitably qualified 

biostatistician to ensure it is statistically robust. As stated above, we agree with this and have prepared 

a draft ACMP based on contributions from suitably qualified biostatisticians and avifauna ecologists. 

3.2.2 Key comments  

3. If collisions of Nationally Critical bird species occur, a management response is needed 

immediately, not some time in the future, to ensure no net loss in populations that are already at 

considerable risk of extinction. Thus, management responses need to be well planned at the 

outset and reflected in Conditions to provide certainty of an appropriate and timely response. 

Response 

We agree that management must occur immediately if Threatened bird species experience collisions 
at the proposed Nova Solar Farm. The AMP outlines clear trigger levels for management (Section 6.14.6 
in Attachment A) and discusses adaptive protocols (Section 6.14.7).  

After considering the approach confirmed in the Haldon Solar decision dealing with similar issues, Nova 

has revised its approach from the requirement for preparation of a Bird Collision Management Plan.  

The proposal is now to implement the following approach (which is intended to be consistent with the 

Haldon Solar Farm conditions of consent) if a trigger level is reached: 

 

1/ Immediate notification –  DOC, Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, Te Rūnanga o Arowhenua, Te Rūnanga 

o Waihao, Te Rūnanga o Moeraki, and Mackenzie District Council must be notified within 48 hours of 

becoming aware of the exceedance. 

 

2/ Investigation – A suitably qualified avifauna expert (SQAE) must investigate the mortality event 

and prepare a draft report within 15 working days. The report must identify likely causes, any further 

monitoring required, and possible collision prevention or deterrent measures. 
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3/ Review and certification – The draft report is circulated to DOC and Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, Te 

Rūnanga o Arowhenua, Te Rūnanga o Waihao, Te Rūnanga o Moeraki for comment, then submitted to 

Mackenzie District Council for certification along with responses to those comments. 

 

4/ Additional mitigation – If the investigation identifies further collision prevention, deterrent, or 

monitoring measures, the AMP and/or ACMP must be updated within 60 working days to implement 

those measures. 

The AMP now provides for adaptive management responses to be structured as a tiered escalation 
rather than a single fixed threshold.  Under this structure, the first recorded trigger breach requires 
immediate investigation and reporting as set out above. Should a further trigger breach occur in the 
same or a subsequent year despite those measures, the same approach is repeated with additional 
and more substantial management changes. Should a third trigger breach occur, the same approach 
must be implemented, including the option to cease operation of the affected part of the site, up to 
and including decommissioning. 

The above approach will be complemented by compensation as described in the AMP and summarised 

in Section 3.3.6 below.   

 

The Mackenzie District Council consent conditions set has been updated to reflect the above approach. 

3.2.3 Key comments 

4. The AEE also provides trigger levels for invoking adaptive management should mortality of 

Threatened and At Risk bird species be detected. If fatalities are detected, they propose Collision 

Risk Modelling and Population Viability Analysis as the first steps in a long and uncertain adaptive 

management process. In my view, Population Viability Analysis should be undertaken prior to 

finalising the Trigger Level Conditions because it would be used to determine the effects on bird 

populations of different death rates. If not done prior, the carcase trigger levels that initiate 

adaptive management are guesses. I don’t think Collision Risk Modelling would be useful for this 

proposal because there are no New Zealand data to enter into the model, thus model inputs 

would be guesses. Developing a model to predict collision rates after collisions of Threatened and 

At Risk species have occurred may provide information to help future planning for other solar 

farms, but will not help recovering a species already impacted at the site.   

Response 

We acknowledge this recommendation and have undertaken PVA modelling for several Threatened 

and At Risk species likely to be present at or near the site, for which suitable data was available 

(Attachment B). This information has been used to assess the final Trigger Level Conditions and its 

results support the trigger levels proposed. We agree, on further consideration, that Collision Risk 

Modelling will be of limited use at this time due to the lack of available species-specific data, and we 

have removed this step from the adaptive management approach. 

 

The DOC WA response also states that PVA should be undertaken up front for Threatened avifauna 

species. As stated above, we agree with this and have undertaken PVAs, which are provided alongside 

this document in Attachment B. 
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3.2.4 Key comments 

5. The proposal for adaptive management then suggests a range of potential mitigation methods that 

potentially reduce collision risk further. If these have some merit, perhaps they should be instigated 

at the outset. However, I am not aware of any studies of their effectiveness at reducing mortality, 

so they should be viewed as experimental. Applying ineffective methods would delay any positive 

recovery in the threatened species of concern and the delay may contribute towards extinction 

should recovery not occur. 

Response 

While the proposed adaptive management measures have merit, it is not appropriate to implement 
them at the outset. This is because there is no certainty that any of the adaptive management 
measures will be necessary, and adaptive management should target specific issues if they arise. A 
range of measures are already proposed as part of project design to minimise the risk of bird strike, 
including panel spacing, reflective coating, and use of a tracking system.  

We do not consider there is any requirement to add additional measures at the outset, as the measures 
outlined above are already considered appropriate to manage risk.  

Additional measures should only be implemented on a tiered or escalating basis in response to specific 
issues. For example, the addition of UV paint or white gridlines could help if strikes are still detected, 
by further breaking up the panel area and reducing polarised light reflection. The use of UV 
paint/film/reflective bands are known to break up the reflection of windows, reducing bird strike 
(Kagan et al. 2014; Swaddle et al. 2020). These methods should also reduce the risk of strike with solar 
panels. White gridlines could be added directly to the panel surfaces, or UV paint could be applied to 
the other areas of the panel arrays. Any painted areas would require additional maintenance and 
expense, and should be implemented only if deemed necessary during operations. Markings on panel 
surfaces could result in only small decreases in energy production, making them a useful management 
measure that could be implemented if bird strike is recorded. For example, white gridlines have been 
used to decrease insect attraction significantly and were found to reduce energy production by just 
under 2% (Fleming 2025). 

Flags, streamers, and other visual deterrents can temporarily deter avifauna, but birds often become 
habituated to them over time. These measures would be most useful as short-term deterrence 
immediately after a bird strike is detected, while a long-term solution, such as UV paint, is 
implemented. 
 

3.3 DOC: AMP - Significant Avifauna (Issue 1) 

3.3.1 Key comments 

6. The AMP largely repeats the information in the AEE, so the comments above are also relevant to 

the AMP in many places. However, several points of note are listed below. 

7. Table 1, which describes the time of year bird species are likely to be onsite underestimates the 

period of risk for a number of species. 

• Kaki breed from July to January (not August-December). 

• The last banded dotterel migrate as late as May, so may be on site June – May (not July – 

January). 

• SI pied oystercatchers begin arriving in the Mackenzie basin in June with last birds migrating 

north in March (not August – January). 

• Some wrybill migrate north as late as April. 
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Response 

We agree that kakī/black stilt can breed between July and January, and that pohowera/banded 
dotterel could be present in the area year-round. We also agree that tōrea/South Island pied 
oystercatcher could be present in the Mackenzie Basin between June and March. We have updated 
these changes in Table 1 in a revised version of the AMP (Attachment A). 

We agree that ngutu pare/wrybill could be present on-site as late as April or May. The updated version 
of Table 1 in the AMP shows that ngutu pare/wrybill could be present on-site as late as May 
(Attachment A). 

3.3.2 Key comments  

8. The AMP appears to lack specific management objectives. 

Response 

The overarching aim of the AMP is to minimise impacts on indigenous avifauna at the proposed Nova 

Solar Farm site. Management objectives are clearly outlined throughout the AMP. These include: 

• Protecting avifauna from habitat loss, displacement, and disturbance throughout solar farm 

development and operations. 

• Minimising avifauna mortality, including managing collision risk. 

• Collecting avifauna data prior to, during, and post-construction to assist in informing adaptive 

management and, if required, evidence-based compensation. 

The AMP also states that an ACMP and PVA will be completed to inform further detailed management 
objectives. The draft ACMP and PVA have been submitted alongside this report (Attachment A and 
Attachment B). 

3.3.3 Key comments  

9. The Avifauna Carcass Monitoring Programme (ACMP) needs to be designed by a suitably qualified 

biostatistician and include appropriate power analyses to predict how much effort is required to 

detect collisions with certainty. eDNA identification of feather spots should be included in the 

monitoring protocol. At the moment, Section 6.14.3 only indicates the biostatistician will be used 

to analyse results of detection trials. 

Response 

The ACMP has been designed by avifauna ecologists and a suitably qualified biostatistician 
(Attachment A). Where relevant, it is also based on a report completed for the Haldon Station solar 
farm (Hamlin et al. 2026), as this site is approximately 3.5 kilometres southeast of the proposed Nova 
solar farm and is highly comparable with regard to avifauna species and habitat. This has provided a 
robust, statistically sound monitoring plan. 

The AMP also notes that DNA samples will be taken from any bird carcasses or signs of bird strike that 
cannot be identified in the field (Section 6.14.3 in Attachment A). This will include feather spots. This 
information has also been included in the ACMP.  
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3.3.4 Key comments  

10. The ACMP needs to include actions to trigger immediate review if Threatened and At Risk species 

are detected during the monitoring (in consultation with DOC and the consenting authority, as 

adaptive management may be required immediately to recover the population in question. 

Response 

We agree that an immediate review of the causes of the collision would be required if monitoring 
detects a Threatened or At Risk carcass to ensure adaptive management can be implemented within 
an appropriate timeframe. This is addressed in Section 3.2.2 above.  

3.3.5 Key comments 

11. If collisions of Nationally Critical bird species occur, a management response is needed immediately, 

not some time in the future, to ensure no net loss in populations that are already at considerable 

risk of extinction. Thus, management responses need to be well planned at the outset and reflected 

in Conditions to provide certainty of an appropriate and timely response. 

Response 

We agree that management must occur immediately if Threatened bird species experience collisions 

at the proposed Nova Solar Farm. The proposed adaptive management response is addressed in 

Section 3.2.2. above.   

 

3.3.6  Key comments 

The Expert Panels for the nearby Haldon and The Point Solar Farm projects have suggested that a 
substantial, upfront and secured funding commitment for avifauna recovery is likely to be necessary to 
address risks to threatened avifauna. Such compensation would be additional to a detailed adaptive 
management programme. DOC’s understanding is that this application presents the same or greater 
risk to avifauna as those projects. Accordingly, it will be necessary for this applicant to give 
consideration to providing an upfront commitment, unless it can provide evidence to show that the risk 
to avifauna is significantly less at this site. 

Response 

It is understood that $1,000,000 was proposed as an upfront funding commitment to DOC for the 
Haldon and The Point Solar Farm projects, but it is unclear how this amount was reached, particularly 
since the Haldon Solar Project did not use PVA modelling to assess impacts on breeding populations.  

Recommendations from DOC and other parties regarding the Haldon Station Solar Farm and The Point 
Solar Farm projects have prompted additional analysis, including PVA modelling, to address the risk to 
avifauna at the Nova solar farm.   

This analysis has been used to inform a method for compensation calculation payable in the event that 
a trigger level for critically endangered avifauna (i.e. the death of one bird) is met, as set out in the 
AMP and PVA.  

We have created a draft worked example for kakī/black stilt compensation to illustrate our proposed 
method of calculating compensation payments. We propose that compensation funding should be 
based on the cost of producing a kakī/black stilt of approximately the same age/quality (where known) 
as a killed bird. For kakī/black stilt, our formula is based on calculations of the amount spent for captive 
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methods of predator control typically used in these areas. Weed control can occur aerially and 
may require less frequent follow-up control. 

Despite these limitations, we consider that this is a conservative, evidence-based method for 
calculating compensation funding amounts. Linking compensation to the costs associated with 
producing an individual of similar age and/or value to the bird that was killed will assist in ensuring 
compensation is targeted to actual effects. It is expected that kakī/black stilt will have the highest 
compensation value of the avifauna species included in the trigger levels, due to the large amounts of 
predator and weed control that occur to support the wild population and the effort expended in the 
captive rearing programme. The compensation quantum calculated for kakī/black stilt should be 
applied to other Critically Threatened and Nationally Endangered species, in consultation with DOC, as 
a conservative compensation approach. 

In addition, because the trigger level for Critically Threatened and Nationally Endangered species is set 
at one bird, it is acknowledged that upfront funding to support avifauna recovery may be appropriate. 
It is proposed that this should be determined on a principled basis consistent with the above analysis, 
based on the cost of rearing additional birds. Nova has indicated that it is willing to discuss this further 
with DOC.  

For other species, as set out in the AEE, compensation is proposed as a “backstop” that would be 
payable if trigger levels are breached on multiple occasions and adaptive management has been 
unsuccessful. The AMP has been amended to set out the framework applying to the compensation 
backstop more clearly.   

3.3.7 Key comments 

Further work is required on the description of effective response measures that would apply if bird 
collision trigger thresholds are reached. 

Response 

The AMP outlines a range of response measures that could be implemented if bird collision thresholds 
are reached or exceeded (Section 6.14.7 in Attachment A) in accordance with a tiered or escalating 
management response, as set out in Section 3.2.2. These include the use of UV paint, streamers and 
other visual deterrents, flight diverters such as bird balls, and targeted panel removal (if required). We 
have also added an additional emerging management approach to the AMP, which involved the use of 
white lines on panels to reduce polarised light reflection if the anti-reflective coating proves 
ineffective. While many of these response measures are still considered experimental approaches, the 
AMP includes explanations of why and in what context we anticipate that these measures will be 
effective.  

The proposed monitoring protocol will detect if these measures underperform, allowing us to adjust 
and escalate them as needed. 

4.0 Additional DOC comments: Wildlife Approval 
Application 

4.1.1 Key comments 

The specified activities do not include handling or holding injured birds, although this is covered in the 
AMP. If not included in this application, separate approval under the standard Wildlife Act process 
would be required to cover those activities. 
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Response 

A permit is required from DOC to catch, handle, or hold native or protected wildlife for rehabilitation. 
However, a permit is not required to pick up an injured bird and safely transport it to a vet or 
rehabilitation centre. In the unlikely event that a further Wildlife Approval was required, this would be 
sought at the appropriate time. 

5.0 Canterbury Regional Council (CRC) s46 Substantive 
Completeness 

5.1.1 Key comments (Anna Stewart and Jean Jack) 

Uncertainty remains regarding bird strike risk, the adequacy and timing of compensation, and 
cumulative effects. 

Multiple solar farms are now proposed within the Lake Benmore area. We would recommend a 
precautionary approach towards the potential for cumulative effects of multiple solar farms being 
constructed simultaneously – i.e. to determine the impacts of one solar farm on avifauna before 
building another.  

Response 

The objectives and ecological outcomes listed by CRC are outlined in the AEE and AMP, including clear 
monitoring, trigger levels, adaptive management responses, timeframes, reporting requirements, and 
compensation, as discussed above. 

While we have carefully evaluated the potential bird strike risk in the AEE and AMP, we acknowledge 
that not all uncertainty regarding bird strike risk can be addressed prior to the commencement of solar 
farm development and operations. This is why we have proposed a thorough monitoring programme, 
along with an escalating management response framework that can be implemented if unacceptable 
levels of bird strike are detected.  

While several solar farms are proposed in the Mackenzie Basin, at the time of writing, consent has 
been granted for only one, Haldon Solar Farm. A separate cumulative effects assessment in relation to 
Haldon Solar Farm has been prepared.  

5.1.2 Key comments (Jean Jack) 

Concern regarding uncertainty. Proposed management plans recognise the difficulty of predicting the 
level of effects with mitigation in place. This is due to many ecological mitigations yet to be proven in 
practice. Or the uncertainty that mitigations will be implemented properly. To address this issue, more 
certain offset or compensation actions with proven outcomes is advisable. 

Response 

Although large-scale solar farms are present in various regions of the Northern Hemisphere, 
comprehensive studies of their impacts have not been rigorously studied. In the AEE and AMP, we 
have outlined why we consider that the proposed management measures will mitigate effects on 
avifauna. We have proposed stringent monitoring protocols in the AMP and ACMP to detect if 
mitigation measures do not perform as expected. This will allow further management measures to be 
undertaken and, if required, compensation to be  provided. Any compensation required will be based 
on the PVA results, as set out in Section 5.1.1. 
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5.1.3 Key comments (Anna Stewart and Jean Jack) 

Apply consistent terminology and structure across management plans. Each ecological management 
plan condition should require, as a minimum: 

• Clear objectives and ecological outcomes;  

• Measurable performance standards;  

• Monitoring methods linked to those standards;  

• Trigger levels or thresholds; 

• Adaptive management responses; 

• Roles & responsibilities; 

• Timeframes;  

• Reporting requirements; 

• Audit criteria; 

• Compensation requirements, where relevant for avifauna. 

Response 

A discussion of the objectives of the AMP is outlined in Section 3.3.2. We consider that these provide 
measurable performance standards and associated monitoring methods, including that: 

• Avifauna nesting on-site are not displaced or unduly disturbed during development or operations, 
such that they abandon their nests. This will be determined by live bird monitoring conducted prior 
to, during, and post-construction, and by pre-works bird surveys where required, as outlined in the 
AEE and AMP. 

• Avifauna present off-site are not disturbed or displaced, such that their abundances are not 
significantly lower than prior to construction. This will be determined by live bird monitoring 
conducted prior to, during, and post-construction, as outlined in the AEE and AMP. 

• Avifauna mortality, including collisions, are minimised to keep fatality levels below those outlined 
in the trigger levels listed in the AMP and AEE. This will be determined by the carcass searches prior 
to, during and post-construction, as outlined in the ACMP. 

The stated monitoring requirements trigger adaptive management, as discussed in detail in the AMP 
and ACMP. For avifauna nesting on-site, adaptive management may involve increasing buffer zones 
around nests. Management measures to reduce bird strike can include UV paint or white lines added 
to panel arrays, or visual deterrents such as flags, streamers, or bird balls. 

Reporting requirements are outlined in the AMP and ACMP. These include annual reporting of carcass 
search results and the requirement for a review if fatality levels reach or exceed the stated trigger 
levels. 

The AMP and ACMP also outline compensation requirements. Compensation is discussed in 
Section 5.1.1. 

5.1.4 Key comments (Anna Stewart and Jean Jack) 

While the proposed conditions require management plans be certified and the solar farm be operated 
in accordance with these plans, plans often use “should” rather than “must/will” language. Regardless, 
management plans in my experience are difficult to enforce, making it important that their provisions 
are reflected directly within the condition set. 
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Where relevant, edit management plans to adopt “must/will” language rather than “should” directives. 
This will improve the clarity and enforceability of the proposed consent conditions. Ensure condition set 
reflect essential details of the management plans. 

Response 

The AMP has been edited to use “must/will” language. Consent conditions related to avifauna have 
also been updated, including to incorporate changes based on Points 5.1.8-5.1.14 below to ensure they 
align with the AMP and ACMP. 

5.1.5 Key comments (Jean Jack) 

Locate solar farm away from important bird habitat and known flyways. Consultation with the 
Department of Conservation to inform the management of this potential effect and any proposed 
Avifauna monitoring plan, or compensation, is important. 

Response 

The Twizel and Ōhau Rivers provide the most important avifauna habitat directly bordering the solar 
farm. A 75-100-metre setback from the Ōhau and Twizel Rivers respectively is proposed to prevent 
habitat degradation and disturbance to avifauna nesting there. While some birds will fly over the 
proposed solar farm site, we consider that the proposed management measures, including anti-
reflective panel coatings and tracking arrays, will reduce bird strike risk. We agree that monitoring is 
critical and have proposed stringent monitoring protocols for both live birds and carcasses on-site to 
help detect any changes in bird distributions or occurrences of fatalities in order to trigger the 
appropriate response.  

5.1.6 Key comments (Anna Stewart and Jean Jack) 

The proposed approach for evidence-based compensation should bird strike risk occur raises some 
questions. Neither the AMP nor the AEE determines the quantum of compensation for kakī/black stilt 
deaths in a concrete way. They describe a future process for calculating compensation (“evidence-
based compensation”), but they do not provide a worked formula, dollar amount, replacement ratio, 
or identify a decision-maker. 

Evidence-based compensation – determining the quantum of compensation through the quantification 
of ecological risk. Ecological risk is determined by calculating a CRM (collision risk, expressed as a birds 
per year figure) and factoring that into three scenarios for a species PVA (population dynamics). The 
scenarios would, presumably, be of without the CRM deaths, with the deaths, and with the deaths plus 
compensation.  

 A worked example would assist my understanding of how this approach might play out. Adopt an 
agreed compensation currency, i.e., number of additional fledglings, surviving adults, predator 
controlled areas per year etc. that has equivalency with the modelled PVA impact. If modelling is not 
possible, establish a minimum compensation package. Identify a clear decision pathway, including DOC 
consultation, or independent expert review, and decision-maker(s). 

I have drafted up a worked example for kakī/black stilt using the provided description of the approach 
and would like to get comment from the applicant’s expert(s) on this and, more importantly, an 
example of their own. 

Response 

The AEE did not provide a working formula, dollar amount or replacement ratio for calculating 
compensation.  
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The comment suggests that a draft working example was prepared by ECan, although we have been 
unable to identify this.  

The proposed approach to calculating compensation is set out in Section 3.3.6 above. 

5.1.7 Key comments (Anna Stewart and Jean Jack) 

Management plan submission timeframes. Most management plans are only required 30 working days 
before construction, but the plans themselves require baseline monitoring or preparatory actions much 
earlier. For example, six months of baseline bird monitoring, a 12-month pest mammal baseline survey, 
and invertebrate release-site preparation. 

Submit management plans earlier/prior to pre-construction activities detailed by the draft 
management plans. For the AMP: submit/certify before the six-month baseline avifauna monitoring 
commences. 

Response 

We agree that it is important to submit the AMP prior to the six months of baseline data collection. 
The AMP will be submitted at least 30 working days prior to the commencement of the baseline 
avifauna surveys, and we have amended the draft conditions to reflect this. 

5.1.8 Key comments (Anna Stewart and Jean Jack) 

Condition 46(e)(i) does not align with AMP. Commencement timing of the Avifauna Carcass Monitoring 
Programme is for a minimum timing duration of 36 months from commencement of installation of solar 
panels and ancillary infrastructure within the site. The AMP starts the minimum 36 months from post 
construction (see AMP, Table 2). 

Edit Condition 46(e)(i) to align with AMP – minimum duration for 36 months from post-construction. 

Response 

We have reviewed the AMP and updated it accordingly to align with the ACMP. Fortnightly carcass 
monitoring will be completed for six months prior to construction commencing, in the same survey 
sections used for post-construction carcass monitoring. As areas of the solar farm are completed, these 
will also be monitored. Once the solar farm is completed, monitoring will continue for a minimum of 
five years before reassessing whether monitoring needs to continue. 

5.1.9 Key comments (Jean Jack) 

In order to achieve the objective in Condition 44, the Avifauna Management Plan must, as a minimum, 
address the following matters as outlined in Section 46: 

(f) Details of how compensation will be calculated in the event that bird mortalities exceed the 
thresholds of unacceptable adverse effect in Table 2 and adaptive management responses are 
not fully effective, in accordance with Section 6.14.6 of the Draft Avifauna Management Plan.  

The AMP suggests a kakī/black stilt strike should trigger compensation immediately, alongside 
adaptive management. I.e, The AMP states that Compensation would also be necessary in addition to 
on-site management if a strike of high value Threatened species, including kakī/black stilt, occurred. 

Recommend edit to: 46 (f) Details of how compensation will be calculated in the event that bird 
mortalities exceed the thresholds of unacceptable adverse effect in Table 2 and, where relevant, 
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adaptive management responses are not fully effective, in accordance with Sections 6.14.5 & 6.14.6 of 
the Draft Avifauna Management Plan. 

Response 

We have detailed in Section 5.1.6 how we propose to calculate compensation, including providing an 
example for kakī/black stilt compensation, and we have added this information to the AMP (Section 
6.14.10 in Attachment A).  Condition 46 (f) has been updated to align with the above recommendation. 

5.1.10 Key comments (Anna Stewart and Jean Jack) 

Does not align with AMP. Set-backs Section 6.4 of AMP apply to nests of protected ground-nesting 
avifauna – not just Threatened or At Risk (Appendix 3 species include kāhu/swamp harrier, poaka/pied 
stilt and pūkeko). This will be to align with Wildlife Act provisions. 

Edit Condition 51 to include: …Threatened, At Risk and protected ground-nesting avifauna… 

Response 

We agree that setbacks should apply to all protected avifauna species, as stated in the AMP and 
aligning with the Wildlife Act. Nova has amended Condition 52 (was previously condition 51) to include 
protected species. 

5.1.11 Key comments (Jean Jack and Anna Stewart) 

Inconsistency/incompatibility of timing regarding the submission of the Bird Collision Management 
Plan. 

Edit timeframes within Condition 71 to allow time for Condition 74 provisions (mana whenua and DOC 
comment on a draft BCMP). Perhaps: immediate notification and interim response within five working 
days; a draft BCMP provided to DOC and mana whenua rūnaka for comment; a realistic timeframe for 
final BCMP certification after that feedback period. 

Response 

The concern regarding the timing of preparation of a BCMP and implementation of management 
measures has been acknowledged and the proposal to prepare a BCMP has been removed from the 
condition set. Instead, and as outlined in the above response to the DOC comments, it is proposed to 
follow a similar process as provided for in the conditions of consent for the Haldon Solar Farm. 

5.1.12 Key comments (Anna Stewart and Jean Jack) 

Conditions 79 and 80 require an annual ecological compliance report and an independent ecological 
audit every three years. This is helpful and broadly consistent with the monitoring-based framework, 
but the audit should explicitly assess whether each management plan’s performance standards, 
adaptive management triggers and reporting requirements have been met. 

Edit to require audits to assess whether each management plan’s performance standards, adaptive 
management triggers and reporting requirements have been met. (Referring to my above 
recommendation for all management plans to include these minimum plan requirements). 

Response 

The AMP and ACMP both include internal yearly reviews to re-evaluate the plans and update them if 
required. We have updated Condition 79 to clarify this.   



 Response to s46 completeness reports – Nova Energy Solar Farm  

  

Wildlands © 2026 6620d / September 2026  24 
 

 

5.1.13 Key comments (Jean Jack) 

Glare mitigation is specified to address glare risk to people/drivers. This condition has no timeframes 
and does not take into account the recommendations of the AMP for solar panel rest positions under 
certain conditions and at night – see AMP Section 6.7. The AMP recommends the panels will have a 55-
degree night rest position to minimise reflectivity at night. After the proposed Glint and Glare 
mitigation stow position (≥5° angle), the tracker will orient to this angle just before sunrise and sunset 
to avoid glare to nearby receivers. After the sunset holding period, the tracks will move to the night 
resting position until sunrise. Tracking arrays reduce the frequency of waterbird fatalities compared to 
fixed arrays (Kosciuch et al. 2025). If practicable, the panels will be positioned in directions away from 
sources of polarised moonlight. 

Edit Condition 81 to adopt AMP recommendations for solar panel night rest time position(s). 

Response 

Condition 81 did not address this because it was solely focused on glare mitigation risk. However, we 
agree that Condition 81 should reflect the 55-degree nighttime solar panel rest position that is 
recommended in the AMP. We have updated Condition 81 accordingly. 

5.1.14 Key concerns raised (Jean Jack) 

Regarding avifauna, potential residual effects include bird strike and loss of feeding and breeding 
habitat. The site is located at a hot spot for Nationally Threatened and At Risk bird species which 
frequent the Ohau-Tekapo River delta at Lake Benmore. The best way to avoid the impacts is to locate 
solar farms outside the Mackenzie Basin, within less sensitive habitats, and to undertake research to 
ascertain the risks these solar developments pose to avifauna. In lieu of this, given the uncertainties 
and the requirement to achieve a net gain in biodiversity outcomes, offsetting or compensatory 
measures should be secured upfront.  

Response 

We agree that the braided rivers in the Mackenzie Basin provide vital avifauna habitat, but as noted in 
Section 5.1.5, the proposed Twizel Solar Farm will be set back from the surrounding braided rivers by 
75-100-metres, and there is an elevation difference between the braided river and the site. Other 
management measures, as outlined in the AMP, will also be implemented to reduce effects to avifauna 
(Section 6.0 in Attachment A). These include reducing construction noise and vibration, implementing 
setback distances for bird nests, and using anti-reflective panel coatings and tracking arrays. We 
consider that these measures will reduce potential effects on avifauna, both on-site and in adjacent 
habitats.  

5.1.15 Key comments (Jean Jack) 

Consideration of alternatives. Potential residual effects, particularly on avifauna values, might be 
avoided by locating the solar farm within already developed areas of land. It is difficult to ascertain to 
what degree this option has been explored. Several areas of already developed land within the Basin 
have been identified and should be considered as alternatives to avoid some of the potential adverse 
effects on ecology (see Attachment 2 – a map of developed land). Noting that to reduce the likelihood 
of effects on avifauna relating to bird strike, the proposal would need to be located away from known 
important avifauna habitats and flyways. [there may be a limitation to do this due to there not being 
another substation that coincides with developed land area that is away from the kakī/black stilt 
breeding facility and black fronted tern roosts (i.e. the important bird areas around Lake Benmore. This 
(whether putting in another substation is a real constraint) could be confirmed.] 
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Response 

As discussed in Section 5.1.6, the site is already set back from important avifauna breeding habitat, 
such as the Twizel and Ohau Rivers, and we believe that the proposed management measures will 
reduce the risk of bird strike. 

5.1.16 Key comments (Jean Jack) 

The effects management proposed by Wildlands (2026b) adopts mitigations which may reduce the risk 
of bird fatalities from bird strike collisions with solar infrastructure. However, the effectiveness of these 
mitigations for reducing bird collisions is not tested in New Zealand and are considered experimental. 
Given the high value of the site and areas directly adjacent, a precautionary approach is warranted, 
particularly as the effects of the proposal are uncertain but potentially significantly adverse, resulting 
in the loss of nationally critical species.  

The management plan proposes compensation triggers. Please confirm compensation triggers would 
occur if two instances of a Nationally Critical or Nationally Endangered species are injured or killed due 
to collision with the infrastructure.  

The management plan proposes pre-works nest avoidance surveys. Consider undertaking additional or 
primary pre-works site nesting surveys during peak nesting season (likely Oct Nov) rather than an 8-
day prior to works approach. Having the survey period from July is less likely to detect nesting birds, 
and initial construction may have little risk if it’s not widespread in nature i.e., consider when pre-work 
survey might have best utility for effect management. I note that the proposed avifauna on-site 
monitoring might well provide multiple pre-works nest/chick surveys. 

Response 

We agree that a precautionary response to the effects management of bird strike is required. This is 
why we have proposed stringent monitoring of both live birds and carcasses on-site in addition to 
implementing several management measures in the solar farm design. 

As a precautionary approach, we have recommended in the AMP that compensation would be 
triggered in addition to adaptive management if one Nationally Critical or Nationally Threatened bird 
fatality was detected (Section 6.14.6 in Attachment A).  

CRM will not be undertaken due to a lack of available data on the target species, as determined by us 
and suggested by DOC. However, PVA modelling has been undertaken and is submitted alongside this 
document in Attachment B. The PVA will be used to inform evidence-based compensation. 

We agree that pre-works surveys in July are less likely to detect nesting birds than those conducted in 
the peak breeding season, but we consider including July in the survey period a best-practice approach 
to ensure no birds are nesting prior to works starting. The proposed on-site monitoring will occur 
weekly during construction and, as noted above, should provide regular opportunities to detect 
nests/chicks. If works cease for more than eight days during the breeding season, or commence in a 
new area, an additional survey targeted at nesting birds will be required. We consider that these 
measures will be sufficient for detecting bird nests during the peak breeding season. 
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