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Executive Summary

1.1.1  Boffa Miskell Limited (BML) has been engaged by Building Solutions
to undertake an Assessment of Landscape Effects report for a
development proposal at 30 Benmore Crescent, Manor Park in Hutt
City.

1.1.2 The proposal is for a resource recovery park operations yard
occupying 5.785 hectares in the south-western part of a 13.2-
hectare property (refer Appendix 2, Figure 1).

1.1.3 The wider site is a discrete area of rural zoned land, roughly
triangular in shape, bounded by Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River to the
south, SH2 to the west and north, and the rail line and part of the
Manor Park residential area to the east. The site is not part of a
wider rural landscape.

1.1.4 The site is not currently occupied and has a mixed land cover of
gravel clearings and vegetation. Dry Creek runs through the site with
an associated band of vegetation along the creek corridor. The site
has been heavily modified by earthworks and land use over time and
it is unlikely the Creek follows a natural flow path.

1.1.5 Vegetation across the site includes exotic and native species and a
mix of trees and low vegetation cover. The vegetation and changes
in ground level across the site limit views to and across the site.

1.1.6  To the north and west of the site beyond the SH2 corridor is the
Belmont Hills special amenity landscape and the Te Awa
Kairangi/Hutt River corridor is also a special amenity landscape. The
site itself occupies an area of the valley floor landscape between the
two but is not part of either.

1.1.7  The natural character of Dry Creek as it passes the proposed
development area is currently low-moderate and will not change as
a result of the proposed development, with a 10m setback between
the development area and the creek.

1.1.8 The proposed development (including landscape planting) will result
in low adverse effects at a wider landscape scale, with low-
moderate adverse effects on the local landscape character due to
mature vegetation removal and the introduction of large-scale
building development. The site comprises a small component of the
wider valley landscape.

1.1.9 Visual effects from private and public viewpoints are mixed. From
nearby public roads the viewers are likely less sensitive to any
landscape change and views are relatively fleeting as people pass
the site. Establishing planting, recessive, natural building colours
and limiting signage on buildings will help reduce potential
prominence of new buildings in the views and the buildings will be
seen in the context of a mix of land use and development in the
surrounding area.
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1.1.10

1.1.11

1.1.12

1.1.13

Viewers on the Hutt River Trail will be more sensitive to visible built
development on the site as they will be moving more slowly and are
travelling through a park like setting. While the site will only be
intermittently visible for approximately 500m of the trail on either side
of the river, the effects will range from none to moderate adverse
the closer a viewer is to the site.

Proposed planting along the site boundary and on the Hutt River
corridor would be in keeping with the aspiration of the community
and the GWRC and Hutt City Council River Environment Strategy to
establish more native vegetation planting in the area while reducing
visual effects as seen from either side of the Hutt River Trail.

From private property to the east of the site views of the proposed
development are from an elevated, distant location where planting
will help integrate the development into the landscape rather than
provide screening. The site will form a small component of a wider
view of the valley floor and Belmont Hills with a range of land use
and development in pockets visible on either side of Te Awa
Kairangi/ Hutt River corridor. The development will result in a low
adverse visual effect for these viewers.

From private properties at the end of Mary Huse Grove, the
proposed development is closer but viewed beyond the railway
embankment that rises steeply at the back of the residential
properties. Planting is proposed along the development site
boundaries resulting in low-moderate adverse visual effects after 5
years of planting establishment.
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1.0 Infroduction

1.1 Scope of the report

1.11 Boffa Miskell Limited (BML) have been engaged by Building Solutions to undertake
an Assessment of Landscape Effects for a proposal to develop 5.785 hectares (the
development Site) of a 13.2-hectare property for a resource recovery park
operations yard.

1.1.2 The development Site and wider property is zoned General Rural Activity Area and
is situated at 30 Benmore Crescent, Manor Park in Hutt City, refer Appendix 2 Map
1.

1.1.3 The following Assessment of Landscape Effects evaluates the landscape and visual
effects of the proposed development on the immediate and surrounding environment
character.

1.2 Other Relevant Technical Reports

1.21 Site layout design was an iterative process as a range of technical reports were
prepared to understand site opportunities and constraints. Geotechnical and flood
impact assessments were undertaken to understand the flood risk to the site and the
implications of the Wellington Faultline on site use and development.

1.3 Assessment Process

1.3.1 This assessment follows the concepts and principles outlined in Te Tangi a te Manu:
Aotearoa New Zealand Landscape Assessment Guidelines’. A full methodology is
outlined in Appendix 1 of this report. The effects ratings are based upon a seven-
point scale, which ranges from very low to very high. A graphic supplement has been
included in Appendix 2, which includes a Site Context Plan, a Site Development
Plan, Proposed Landscape Planting Plan, a Viewpoint Location Map and
photographs/ illustrations of the proposed development from selected viewpoint
locations.

1.3.2 An initial site visit was carried out in March 2022. This was to the Site and area
immediately surrounding to understand existing site conditions, character, and
visibility of the Site. Additional site visits in April and September 2022 were to
consider views to the site from further afield and assess visibility of the proposed

' ‘Te Tangi a te Manu: Aotearoa New Zealand Landscape Assessment Guidelines’, Tuia Pito Ora/NZILA, 2022
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development in the context of ongoing site work and site layout plan development for
the resource recovery park proposal.

1.3.3 The Hutt Landscape Study Landscape Character Description (2012) and Hutt City
Landscape Evaluation Draft Technical Assessment (2016) were used to inform this
report. The documents were used to prepare the GWRC Regional Policy Statement
(2013), the GWRC Proposed Natural Resources Plan (2019) and the Hutt City
District Plan, providing landscape and natural character assessment and
identification of Special Amenity Landscapes as required by the Resource
Management Act (1991).

1.34 A review of the Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River Environmental Strategy? and
Management Plan and Operations Manual?® also informed this assessment, providing
further context and strategic direction on the Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River values,
management and use.

1.3.5 Appendix 2 includes a series of visual illustrations. These are intended to
indicatively represent the proposed building locations and heights and assist in
understanding the potential visibility of built development and effect on the
landscape. A selection of eight viewpoints were chosen from where development is
potentially most visible.

2.0 Proposal Description

21 The proposed development is to establish a resource recovery park operations
business within the property. In summary, the proposal includes:

e Six buildings ranging in size from a workshop building of 550m? floor area with
an 8m stud through to a RTS Operations Workshop with a floor area of 3,750m?
and 12.68m in height.

e Concrete hard stand and turning/manoeuvring areas for a range of vehicles
including large trucks.

e Truck wash, a covered canopy and bin storage areas and two weighbridges.

e Landscape planting to the southern site boundary adjacent to Hutt River/Te
Awa Kairangi land and along the north-eastern boundary and rail corridor
boundaries.

e Additional revegetation and screen planting is proposed within the adjacent
GWRC land to the south and west of the property (refer Appendix 2, Figure
3.1 and 3.2 for landscape plans).

2 Boffa Miskell, 2018: Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River Environmental Strategy: Action Plan, prepared for Greater Wellington
Regional Council

3 Boffa Miskell, 2022. Future of the Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River Corridor: Environmental and Recreational Management
Plan and Operations Manual. Report by Boffa Miskell Limited for Greater Wellington Regional Council.
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¢ No development is proposed across the wider property in this resource consent
application.

2.1.1 A separate resource consent application has been submitted to seek approval for
bulk earthworks that will result in a flat site for the proposed resource recovery park
development. This assessment has been carried out based on new ground levels
anticipated under the earthworks consent.

For a detailed description of the proposed development please refer to the AEE
prepared by Potentialis Planning.

3.0 Relevant Statutory / Non-statutory Provisions

3.1.1 The purpose of this section of the report is to outline the statutory matters that need
to be considered that relate specifically to landscape, visual and natural character
effects. The key statutory documents are:

- The Resource Management Act (1991)

- The GWRC Regional Policy Statement (RPS)

- The GWRC Proposed Natural Resources Plan (PNRP)
- Hutt City Council District Plan (HCDP)

3.2 Resource Management Act

3.21 The RMA provisions relevant to natural character, landscape and visual effects
addressed in this report are in respect of:

e Section 6(a) — the preservation of the natural character of the coastal
environment, wetlands, lakes and rivers and their margins.

e Section 7(c) — the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values

e Section 7(f) — the maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the
environment
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3.2.2

3.3

3.3.1

3.3.2

3.3.3

3.4

3.4.1

3.5

3.5.1

3.5.2

Section 6(a) is a “matter of national importance” under the RMA while Section 7
matters are identified as “other matters” which persons exercising functions and
powers under the Act must “have particular regard to”.

GWRC Regional Policy Statement (RPS)

The RPS became operative in 2013 and provides the current framework for the
sustainable management of the Region’s natural resources.

Within the RPS, Objective 17 is relevant to the Region’s outstanding natural features
and landscapes. Under this objective, Policies 26 and 50 require the identification,
protection and management of outstanding natural features and landscapes.
Objective 18 refers to the Region’s special amenity landscapes with policies 27 and
28 referring to their identification and management.

No outstanding natural features and landscapes or special amenity landscapes have
been identified within the site in accordance with the RPS, however the adjacent
Hutt River and the hills to the west are both special amenity landscapes (refer to
Appendix 2, Figure 1).

GWRC Proposed Natural Resources Plan (PNRP)

Within the PNRP, the Hutt River is identified as a Category 2 Surface Waterbody.
Areas of the Hutt River identified as significant are upstream of Kaitoke Weir and
beyond the area of the river adjacent to the Site. Policy 24 of the Plan requires that
significant adverse effects on areas of natural character outside the coastal marine
area are avoided, remedied or mitigated. Policy 48 requires the adverse effects of
activities on all other natural features and landscapes are avoided, remedied or
mitigated. To date, GWRC or Hutt City Council have not carried out an assessment
of natural character of the regions lakes and rivers and their margins. An
assessment of effects on natural character is provided in section 5.2 below.

Hutt City Council District Plan (HCDP)

The Site is zoned General Rural under the Hutt City Council District Plan (HCDP).
The Area Wide Issues section of the HCDP describes a wide range of anticipated
use within the General Rural zone with a single objective at 1.10.7 “to protect and
enhance the rural character, landscape and amenity values of the rural activity area”.

The HCDP describes the General Rural Activity Areas at 8B 1.1.1 as follows in
relation to Open Space Character and Amenity Values:

Generally, the rural area is different from urban and rural residential areas because
of the large land parcels and the low intensity of both the activities and buildings. To
ensure the retention of the open space character and amenity values of the rural
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3.5.3

3.54

3.5.5

3.5.6

3.5.7

3.5.8

3.5.9

area, the adverse effects of activities and subdivision must be appropriately
managed.

Policy 8B 1.1.1 states:

(a) to allow for those activities which are appropriate in rural areas and which
maintain and enhance the open character and amenity values of rural areas
together with the intrinsic values of ecosystems.

(b) To ensure that sites are of a size that the open space character and amenity
values of rural areas are maintained and enhanced.

(c) The preservation of the natural character of wetlands, lakes and rivers and their
margins, and the protection of them from inappropriate subdivision, use, and
development.

Policy 8B 1.2.1 outlines Minimum Requirements for Sites and Buildings, in particular
in relation to character and amenity and flood hazard management, noting: The size
and shape of sites, the number and size of buildings and the location of buildings on
the sites are important elements in determining the character and amenity values of
rural areas. It is necessary to have conditions relating to these elements to ensure
the character and amenity values of rural areas are maintained and that buildings
and structures are sited to avoid or mitigate the adverse effects of flood hazards.

Policy relevant to landscape and visual effects assessment follows with Explanation
and Reasons: Minimum conditions which determine when and where buildings are
located on a site contribute to the character, amenity values and adverse effects of
flood hazards of rural areas. The first determinant of this is the minimum size and
shape of sites. Once the subdivision pattern is established, the extent to which a site
is built on, the relationship of buildings to boundaries, the height of buildings and the
ability for daylight to enter the setback area are important on-site determinants of the
overall character and amenity values of rural areas.

The proposed development will enable operation of a resource recovery park
business. The activity has been assessed as non-complying under the District Plan.

General Rural Activity Area allows for a broad range of activities and includes
permitted activity standards for development. Relevant to landscape and visual
effects assessment, is a permitted building height of 8 metres (from pre-bulk
earthworks ground level) with permitted site coverage of 1000m2 and two dwellings
permitted per site. Minimum permitted site area is 15ha.

There is also a Manor Park specific rule to manage flood risk that requires building
on land over 28.0 msl which requires parts of the site to be raised through bulk
earthworks (a separate consent application).

Other relevant HCDP matters
The HCDP does not contain rules that prevent the clearance of vegetation onsite.

Therefore, under the current District Plan all vegetation onsite can be removed as a
permitted activity (i.e. no resource consent required). This is an important part of the
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3.5.10

3.6

3.6.1

3.6.2

3.6.3

3.6.4

context for the assessment of effects below. GWRC regional rules may restrict
vegetation clearance within the bed of Dry Creek. However, this is outside the scope
of the proposed consent application and no vegetation removal within the bed of the
creek is proposed.

The location of the Wellington Faultline and Wellington Fault Special Study Area
overlay will influence development onsite. The proposed development plan outlines
the location of the Wellington Faultline which has been defined through a
geotechnical assessment. No building development is proposed within this area.

Non- statutory material

The following are the key non-statutory documents that relate to understanding the
landscape values, development and management of Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River
which is adjacent to the site.

e Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River Environmental Strategy: Action Plan, prepared
for Greater Wellington Regional Council (2018);

e Future of the Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River Corridor: Environmental and
Recreational Management Plan and Operations Manual. Report by Boffa
Miskell Limited for Greater Wellington Regional Council. (2022);

e Hutt Landscape Study, Landscape Character Description (2012); and

e Hutt City Landscape Evaluation Draft Technical Assessment (2016).

The landscape study and evaluation reports were prepared to inform the Hutt City
Council District Plan review that is currently being prepared and to give effect to the
GWRC RPS. The landscape reports assist in understanding landscape context and
values as described below in Section 4 of this report.

The River Strategy and Management Plans outline management priorities, issues,
opportunities, and implementation and provide context to considering the values
associated with the river. The Future of the Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River Corridor plan
provides objectives and actions for river management that meet community
aspirations of enhancing the natural environment and recreational activities of the Te
Awa Kairangi/ Hutt River, its margins and the wider river corridor, whilst enabling
flood protection objectives and operations to be achieved. It outlines the detail of
how projects and actions identified in the Environmental Strategy will be achieved.

A River Corridor Plan Project is identified in the River Corridor Plan with a proposal
to carry out native planting adjacent to the Site and downstream of the Pomare rail
bridge. Planting in the River Corridor design guide includes potential to use poplars
and willows but natives are identified as key in this area due to the potential to bridge
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4.0

4.1.1

4.2

4.2.1

4.2.2

423

424

425

the narrow ‘gap’ connecting the native vegetation and habitat areas in the Belmont
Hills to the north-west with the Stokes Valley hills to the south-east.

Existing Environment

This section describes the existing Site and its landscape context, including
landscape values and available viewing audiences. This provides the baseline for
the assessment of effects.

Landscape Context

The site is located approximately 7km north of central Lower Hutt, to the west of the
established residential area of Manor Park, between State Highway 2 (SH2) and the
Wairarapa railway line. Appendix 2, Figure 1 shows the site and surrounding
context described below.

The Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River runs along the southern boundary of the Site. There
is approximately 50 metres between the Site boundary and the Hutt River Trail
public walkway. Vegetation cover and rising topography between the trail and the
site limits views into the Site. The vegetation along the trail is varied with open grass
areas adjacent to the trail, weed species to the west and poplar planting (for flood
management) along sections of the river edge. This is a typical pattern of river edge
vegetation in this area with views of the wider landscape limited by vegetation cover,
topography and the river stop banks.

To the north-west of the site, beyond the wider property boundary and SH2 corridor,
the topography rises sharply up into the Belmont Hills. The Belmont Hills escarpment
is part of the steep, heavily vegetated escarpment landscape that runs along the
western side of SH2 from Wellington City out to the site and beyond. The SH2
alignment follows along the bottom of the escarpment, also following the Wellington
Faultline, and forms a recognisable feature of the Wellington landscape.

The Site is located at the western edge of the river flats landscape where there is a
mix of land use. The most prominent built features are the road and rail corridors,
including SH2 and the interchange located approximately 100 metres to the north-
east of the Site entrance. The interchange provides access to Manor Park and
Haywards Hill. There is a rail station with pedestrian over pass over the motorway
approximately 400 metres to the north-east of the property entrance and a rail bridge
over the river to the east of the site.

There is residential development to the south of the Site beyond the river (Pomare)
and north and east beyond the rail line (Manor Park). There is also residential
development in the Stokes Valley hills, approximately 400 metres to the east beyond
the rail line and river. Residential land use and other built development set amongst
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4.2.6

4.2.7

4.2.8

4.2.9

4.2.10

4.2.11

or surrounded by the golf course, river corridor and vegetated steep hill sides,
creates a landscape characterised by pockets of built development.

The Manor Park Golf Course (part of the Hutt River Special Amenity Landscape
(SAL)) occupies a large area to the north-east of the site contributing to the open
space and vegetated character of the river corridor, while the housing along Mary
Huse Grove to the east of the Site is tightly confined between the rail corridor and
the river stop bank. The Site is similarly contained between SH2, the rail corridor and
the river.

Industrial and infrastructure related land uses are also evident in the landscape with
Belmont Quarry, Allied Concrete and a paving company located along Hebden
Crescent and the Haywards Sub Station on Haywards Hill Road. At the entrance to
the site off Benmore Crescent there is a yard space with various buildings, storage
and manoeuvring areas typical of light industrial land use.

The Belmont Hills to the west of SH2, the Stokes Valley hills, the river, SH2 and the
rail corridor create a local landscape pattern that is complex with a visible mix of land
use and character. The steep escarpment, hill sides and river corridor remain largely
undeveloped, with available flat areas developed for residential use. This is
reflected in the District Plan zones surrounding the site that include Extraction,
General Recreation, General Residential and Business (refer to Appendix 3). The
Site is not part of a larger rural landscape.

In the wider context, the Site is located within the Hutt VValley Character Area* as
identified in the Hutt Landscape Study which includes the Hutt Valley floor and the
lower portion of the hill slopes to the east. The Hutt Landscape Study (2012) notes
that “Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River is the dominant element of this landscape character
area, and in combination with the Wellington fault has been instrumental in the
formation of the entire valley”. The landscape surrounding the site is an area of the
Hutt Valley where the valley floor narrows. The eastern hills of Stokes Valley extend
down towards the river corridor and the escarpment landscape to the north-west
rises steeply above State Highway 2 (SH2) and Hebden Crescent.

The Hutt City Landscape Evaluation® describes two Special Amenity Landscapes
(SAL’s) that form part of the surrounding landscape context of the Site. These are
the Hutt River SAL along the southern boundary of the Site and Manor Park, and the
Belmont Hills SAL on the escarpment on the other side of SH2 (refer Appendix 2,
Figure 1).

The Belmont Hills SAL extends down to the valley floor parallel to the north-western
Site boundary on the opposite side of the 50m wide Hebden Crescent and SH2 road
corridor. The SAL has high® sensory, and shared and recognised values, and
medium natural scenic values. The landscape includes Belmont Regional Park with
a range of recreational, cultural heritage and ecological values. While modified by a
history of pastoral farming and other land use, there are still large areas of visible

4 Hutt Landscape Study, Landscape Character Description (2012)

5 Hutt City Landscape Evaluation Draft Technical Assessment (2016)

5 On a scale 7-point scale ranging from very high to very low as per Best Practice guidance reference above.

Boffa Miskell Ltd | Resource Recovery Park Proposal | Assessment of Landscape Effects | 19 December 2022



4.2.12

4213

4.3

4.3.1

4.3.2

forest cover and functioning ecosystems along the steep escarpment slopes and
gullies.

The Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River SAL borders the southern boundary of the Site and
has been assessed as having very high shared and recognised values due to the
significance of the recreational values in this area. Cultural and heritage associations
are also significant. Sensory values are high and natural science values are medium.
The river floodplain landscape is described as “highly modified with a low level of
naturalness, as evidenced by ongoing channel realignment, engineered stop banks,
presence of roads and structures within the floodplain, and the introduction of large
areas of exotic riparian vegetation.”

The Site is not located within either SAL and the Site is a comparatively small
component of the wider landscape context.

Site Description

Appendix 2, Figure 2 provides an aerial view of the site and immediate surrounds.
The aerial view also shows boundary conditions, vegetation cover and the location of
Dry Creek. Further vegetation clearance has occurred across the Site and wider
13.2-hectare property, in preparation for earthworks and a planting programme along
Dry Creek.

The development site occupies a 5.8-hectare, wedge shaped, southwestern end of a
13.2 property in Manor Park. There are currently two options to access the Site,
travelling through the wider property and over one of two bridges across Dry Creek
(refer Image (a) below).
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Image (a): Sheds and hard stand areas within the site. View from within the site looking west across one of the Dry
Creek crossings. The hills visible are the escarpment landscape beyond SH2.

433

43.4

435

4.3.6

Dry Creek runs along the north-western boundary of the site with a proposed twenty-
metre planted corridor (via a separate earthworks consent) and building setback the
entire length of the stream as it passes through the wider property. Existing
vegetation along Dry Creek varies, with more native species and dense vegetation
cover along the southern part of the boundary where the creek runs through GWRC
land. Beyond the Creek is a narrow flat area of land, with SH2 along the north-
western boundary of the property (not part of the development Site).

Less than ten metres beyond the southwestern corner of the site is the Hutt River
Trail with a pedestrian and cycle bridge crossing over Dry Creek. The trail turns a
90-degree bend with a section of timber paling fence between the site and the trail.
The Hutt River Trail crosses Dry Creek and passes the higher topography of the Site
to descend and continue along the river corridor up to the Pomare rail bridge.

The eastern Site boundary drops steeply down to a narrow track at the bottom of the
adjacent railway line embankment. To the north-east of the development Site is
another flat area of disused land that is part of the wider property.

There is a currently a bank that roughly divides the development Site into north-
eastern and south-western parts (refer to Image (b) below). The north-eastern, more
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elevated portion of the site has mixed vegetation cover with piles of topsoil and
rough ground towards the east (refer to Images (b) and (c) below).

Image (b): Photograph from beyond the southern site boundary looking north across the site. At right of photo in the
middle ground the slope between the two parts of the site is visible. Trees along Dry Creek are also visible in the middle
ground at the centre of the photo.
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Image (c): The upper pa of t ie aa mix of vegatlon cve with gavel reasn p/les f SI/ to he e of he
viewer. A rail corridor gantry is visible beyond the Site boundary in the middle distance and right of the photo.

Image (d): View from within the site looking north illustrating mixed vegetation cover and ground conditions. The tall tree
line is the location of the proposed north-eastern boundary of the resource recovery park site.
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4.3.7

4.3.8

There is currently an open culvert lined with mature trees that delineates the north-
eastern site boundary and the eastern boundary runs along the rail corridor. Refer
image (c) and (d) above.

The south-western portion of the site encompasses flatter ground with a mix of
vegetation (refer to Image (e) below).

Image (e): Large, flat south-western corner of the Site. The light pole at right of photo is not within the site but part of the
adjacent GWRC land along Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River Corridor. This part of the Site is not visible from the River Trail
due to topography, vegetation and the timber paling fence along part of the trail edge.

4.3.9

4.3.10

Across the site there are areas of concrete hardstanding, gravel yards, piles of
building materials and piles of soil. There are several tall light poles, of a similar size
and height to streetlights and associated with past site use. The poles are not
contained within the Site and there is no obvious boundary line between the Greater
Wellington Regional Council land to the south and the Site.

The Site, the wider property and the surrounding area are not typically rural in
character. There are no areas of agricultural or horticultural use, no fencing, yards or
sheds that might prompt a viewer to appreciate a rural character. The site is unused
and unmanaged with remnants of light industrial use visible in the gravel and
concrete ground surfaces and fencing. The absence of many buildings is notable,
when viewed from a distance, with a mix of open ground, trees and vegetation the
prominent features associated with the Site. The site is not adjacent to or
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surrounded by rural land. The site and wider property are not part of a rural
landscape and there is no rural land use associated with the site.

5.0 Assessment of Effects

511 Landscape and visual impacts result from natural or induced change in the
components, character or quality of the landscape. The proposed development will
result in formal establishment of industrial type use including a range of buildings
and site activity with subsequent changes in character and amenity.

51.2 The landscape and visual effects generated as a result can be perceived as:

e Positive (beneficial), contributing to the visual character and quality of the
environment;

e Negative (adverse), detracting from existing character and quality of
environment; or

¢ Neutral (benign), with essentially no effect on existing character or quality
of environment.

51.3 The degree to which landscape and visual effects are generated depend on several
factors, these include:

e The degree to which the outcomes of the development contrasts, or is
consistent, with the qualities of the surrounding landscape;

e The way in which the development area is observed and experienced,
determined by the observer’s position relative to the area and its extent;

e The distance and context within which the proposal is viewed /
experienced;

e The area or extent of visual catchment
e The number of viewers, their location and situation - static, or moving;

e The predictable and likely known / expected future character of the
locality; and

o The quality of the resultant landscape, its aesthetic values and
contribution to the wider landscape character to the area.

5.1.4 Change in a landscape does not of itself, constitute an adverse landscape or visual
effect.

515 The effects considered below are:

- Natural Character effects

- Landscape / rural character effects
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5.2

5.2.1

5.2.2

5.2.3

524

525

5.2.6

5.2.7

- Visual amenity effects from public and private locations

Natural Character Effects

Assessment of existing natural character

In terms of natural character, the highest degree of naturalness occurs where there
is the least amount of human induced modification. A change in land use and
development as proposed will alter the natural character of the site. The significance
of this effect is dictated by the size, location and sensitivity of the receiving
environment.

Dry Creek runs along the north-western boundary of the site, flowing from the
Belmont Hills to the west and meeting Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River to the southwest
of the site. There are a range of conditions along the length of the creek margins as
it runs through the wider property, however the vegetation is generally dominated by
exotic weed species, such as blackberry with a high canopy of willows and
eucalyptus. There are areas of regenerating native vegetation such as mahoe,
kawakawa, karamu, tarata, puahou, harakeke and te kouka along the creek beyond
the south-western site boundary.

There are two existing culverts within the bed of Dry Creek with bridges that
currently provide access to the Site. The presence of these culverts and bridges
contributes to the level of modification of the Creek. Earthworks that have occurred
at various stages across the site and wider property have changed natural overland
flow and the stream bank gradients and heights.

The Creek is well vegetated, but it is a modified environment with previous land use
having negatively impacted natural character of the stream and stream corridor
through native vegetation removal, weed species establishing and changes to
natural overland flow. Overall, it has a moderate-low level of natural character.

At a broader scale, the site sits adjacent to the Hutt River/Te Awa Kairangi corridor.
The river corridor is a widely recognised landscape feature of the Hutt Valley that,
along with seismic activity, played a key part in the formation of the landscape and
continues to express natural processes and contribute to the natural character of the
Hutt Valley.

Due to human settlement in the valley landscape, the natural elements, patterns and
processes associated with the river are modified and heavily managed. In the
immediate vicinity of the Site the Hutt River expresses a moderate level of
modification. This includes the presence of engineered stop banks, earthworks
(constructed groynes and the like) along the riverbanks, and road and rail bridges.

The natural character is influenced by the presence of the Pomare rail bridge,
recreation access tracks, significant areas of weed species and a large area of
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5.2.8

529

exotic planting established to stabilise the river edge and protect the area from river
erosion.

Although the condition of this reach of the river and surrounding landscape is
affected by flood management structures, housing development and planting of
exotic riparian vegetation, the river and its vegetated margins provide a wildlife
corridor with moderate natural character. The flood pulses of the river system and
the presence of wildlife are important factors which contribute to natural character.

The Hutt River/Te Awa Kairangi corridor adjacent to the site expresses a moderate-
low level of natural character.

Assessment of natural character effects

5.2.10

5.2.11

5.2.12

5.2.13

5.2.14

The Hutt River/Te Awa Kairangi corridor is adjacent to the development Site. There
is no proposed development activity outside the Site boundary. The Proposed
Landscape Planting Plan (refer to Appendix 2, Figures 3.1 and 3.2) includes a
proposal for planting at the Site boundaries and across an area of the GWRC
corridor adjacent to the site. The proposed planting will enhance the biodiversity
value of the river corridor along this portion of the river, aligning with future plans by
GWRC and HCC to carry out a native planting programme along this section of the
river south of the Pomare rail bridge’.

Proposed development will be set back from Dry Creek by a minimum of ten metres
from the water flow centre line. This provides space for some existing vegetation to
be retained with a proposal to clear weed species and establish new native planting
along a 20 metre Dry Creek corridor. The Creek revegetation is not part of this
resource consent application but is proposed through separate subdivision and
earthworks consents.

The proposal to establish Site access from the northeast will enable two existing
culverts and bridges to be removed from Dry Creek. This will take away some of the
elements of modification of the creek and enable water to flow more naturally. A
separate consent application will be required for any work in the Creek, including the
culvert removal and remediation and/or any stormwater outlets required to service
the proposed Site development.

The proposed development will result in the removal of all vegetation from within the
Site. This includes large trees that provide shade to the creek. The short-term effect
on natural character of Dry Creek from Site vegetation clearance will be low adverse.
In the long term the effect on natural character will likely be neutral with similar
margin conditions to those that exist now, albeit a change from predominantly exotic
and weed species to a predominance of native planting.

In the broader context of the Hutt River corridor, the proposed development will have
a neutral effect on the natural character of the Hutt River. There will be a loss of
vegetation across the Site and no discernible improvement to the water quality of the
Hutt River. Consent for stormwater discharge to Dry Creek and any culvert removal

7 Refer to the Future of the Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River Corridor: Environmental and Recreational Management Plan
and Operations Manual. Report by Boffa Miskell Limited for Greater Wellington Regional Council. (2022)

16 Boffa Miskell Ltd | Resource Recovery Park Proposal | Assessment of Landscape Effects | 19 December 2022



will be required and will be appropriately manage any effect on water quality and
flow.

5.2.15 Vegetation removal and construction of buildings, fencing and lighting will alter the
experiential values associated with the part of the River Trail between the Pomare
Bridge and the Taita Rock area on the opposite side of the River to the Site. This is a
distance of approximately 500m of the River and views to the site from the River
Trail will remain filtered by the willows along the river banks and other vegetation
along the river corridor adjacent to the site boundary. Also, the site is set back from
the river channel and riparian edge and is part of an already heavily modified river
environment, reducing the perception of change in the overall experience of using
the River Trail.

5.2.16  Without planting to help screen development onsite from the Hutt River, there will be
an adverse effect on the experiential component of the natural character of the Hutt
River as a viewer passes the Site. Proposed buildings within the site (the largest
12.68m in height) will be visible from the River Trail through vegetation within the
Hutt River corridor. Appendix 2, Figure 4 provides viewpoints showing the worst-
case visibility of the proposed buildings without proposed screen planting and with
planting that has had 5 years to establish. The Visual Amenity Effects section of this
report (refer 5.5 below) considers visual effects in detail.

5.2.17  The post development condition of Dry Creek and the Hutt River/Te Awa Kairangi
environment will both continue to exhibit moderate-low natural character. The
Table below provides a summary of natural character components and effects.

Natural Character Description Current Post Level of
Condition Development Effect
Condition
Biophysical - Active Bed - Hutt River/Te Awa Kairangi Moderate - Moderate - Neutral
e There will be no change to the natural form and flow of 0% Low
this section of the Hutt River/Te Awa Kairangi
Biophysical — Active Bed - Dry Creek Low Low
There will be no change to the Creek. Neutral
Biophysical — River Margins - Hutt River/Te Awa Kairangi Moderate-  Moderate- Neutral
e There will be an increase in native planting along a short 0% Low
section of the Hutt River margins.
Biophysical — River Margins - Dry Creek
e The proposed development includes protection of a 20m
corridor along the Creek. Moderate-  \oderate - Neutral
Low Low
Experiential - Hutt River/Te Awa Kairangi Moderate — Low (local), Low
Low Moderate - adverse

e The proposed development will change experiential '
values associated with the Hutt River at a local scale Low (wider)
(approximately 500m as a viewer passes the site) in the
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Natural Character Description Current Post Level of

Condition Development Effect
Condition

short term. Once vegetation has established that assists
in screening the proposed buildings from the Hutt River
Trail, this change will be less evident. At a broader scale
the experiential value of the Hutt River will not change
with a wide range of land use visible adjacent to the
River Trail. From elevated distance views (the
residential properties to the east in Stokes Valley) there
will be new development in the broader landscape view
however this comprises only a small component of the
view and is not entirely out of place or unexpected in the
mixed-use landscape.

Experiential — Dry Creek

e The proposed development will change the landuse
adjacent to a section of approximately 450m of the
creek. The creek will become less vegetated, and the
adjacent area will become a built environment. There is
very limited opportunity for people to access the creek
on the Site boundary and it will continue to be perceived
as a modified waterbody.

Moderate - Moderate -
Low Low

Neutral

OVERALL NATURAL CHARACTER EFFECTS
Hutt River/Te Awa Kairangi
Dry Creek

Neutral
Neutral

5.3 Landscape Effects

Assessment of existing landscape character

5.3.1 Landscape character is derived from the distinct and recognisable pattern of

5.3.2

5.3.3

elements that occur consistently in a particular landscape. It reflects particular
combinations of geology, landform, soils, vegetation, land use and features of
human settlement. It creates the unique sense of place defining different areas of the
landscape.

The site is part of the Hutt Valley landscape as described in section 4.2 above. At a
landscape scale, the development site is part of a comparatively small area of flat
land, sandwiched between the Hutt River to the south and east (a Special Amenity
Landscape) and the Belmont Hills to the north-west (also a Special Amenity
Landscape). Refer to Appendix 2 for Site context plan.

Other than an absence of built development, the site and wider property does not
exhibit any rural character and is not part of a wider area of recognisable rural
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5.3.4

5.3.5

landscape pattern. There is no agricultural or horticultural land use at the site or on
adjacent land.

The character of the property is most heavily influenced by the pattern of clearings
and weed growth within a framework of taller trees along the length of Dry Creek,
along the southern and eastern boundaries of the site and a stand that runs roughly
east-west across the north-eastern edge of the Site.

There are areas of established vegetation across the property, however overall, the
area is unused and unmanaged. There are large areas where weeds are
establishing on previously cleared ground and other areas where compaction of the
ground and gravel cover is limiting any vegetation growth.

Assessment of landscape effects

5.3.6

5.3.7

5.3.8

5.3.9

5.3.10

The proposed development will enable establishment of a resource recovery park
operation. A bulk earthwork consent application to establish a flat development area
across the Site is currently under consideration by Hutt City Council. The site
development and landscape plans at Appendix 2 assume approval of the
earthworks with planting proposed to help integrate the development into the
surrounding landscape and in particular the Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River and Dry
Creek corridor edges.

The Site comprises a relatively small portion of the river flats and is contained by the
varied land use and built features at a local scale (within approximately 500 metres
of the site). The small size of the Site and location in relation to the river and hills of
the Hutt Valley means that a change in land use as proposed will not noticeably
impact the character and quality of the wider landscape.

The proposed development will alter the character of the Site by enabling built
development and use that would not ordinarily be anticipated in a rural zone. While
the stream corridor will be protected adjacent to the Site (20m width along the
stream), the majority of the existing vegetation onsite can be expected to be
removed as part of the development. In the short term, this will result in built
development being a more prominent feature in the landscape than it might
otherwise be if it was seen settled amongst a framework of tall trees and vegetation
at the site boundaries.

The proposed landscape plan (refer Appendix 2, Figures 3.1 and 3.2) has been
developed to provide for new vegetation to be established at the site boundaries and
within the Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River corridor. This planting will, in time, help
partially screen development and integrate the development into the site.

At a local scale (site and immediate surroundings), the proposed development will
impact the character of the Hutt River/Te Awa Kairangi landscape context, changing
the character of one side of the river landscape for approximately 500m of the river
corridor. The prominence of vegetation, absence of buildings and feeling of being
momentarily separated from the urban environment will change to an experience

Boffa Miskell Ltd | Resource Recovery Park Proposal | Assessment of Landscape Effects | 19 December 2022

19



5.3.11

5.3.12

that includes large scale buildings and activity visible (and likely audible) at the edge
of the recreation area.

The landscape plan includes an area of planting within the river corridor. The
planting includes a native revegetation species mix with taller species to help
mitigate visual effects of the proposed development. Once established (at 5 years)
the new planting will also contribute to a change in the character of the stretch of
river trail adjacent to the site with a prominence of native vegetation along the trail
edge with buildings visible beyond.

Both the addition of visible built development and new native vegetation will not be
out of character in the immediate area and will be experienced along a short section
of the trail by people moving through a varied landscape pattern of mixed use, built
form and vegetation patterns.

Summary of Landscape Effects

5.3.13

5.3.14

5.3.15

5.3.16

5.4

5.4.1

542

The Site is part of a wider landscape that includes the Hutt River/Te Awa Kairangi
and Belmont Hills Special Amenity Landscapes. However, the magnitude of change
from the proposed development in relation to the scale of those landscapes will be
low, with no direct effect on the identified SAL’s. While the change to the site will be
permanent, the site comprises a small component (5.785ha) of the wider landscape
and impacts will be limited to the immediate setting (within approximately 500m)
rather than impacting the wider landscape character and quality.

In summary, whilst the Site will undergo a substantial land use change through the
proposed development, the Site does not form part of a wider rural landscape that
exhibits a consistent rural landscape character across a large area. As a small area
of land within a wider landscape with a broad mix of land use, the effect of the
development on the wider landscape is considered low.

The proposed landscape planting plan will integrate proposed development into the
landscape, establishing site boundary vegetation and a new edge condition along a
short section of the Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River Trail where large buildings will be
visible beyond a dense band of native vegetation planting.

The proposed development (including landscape planting) will result in low adverse
effects at a wider landscape scale, with low-moderate effects on the local
landscape character due to mature vegetation removal and the introduction of large-
scale building development.

Visual Catchment

The visual catchment and viewing audience of the proposal was determined through
three site visits and desktop assessment of aerial photography and mapping.

In summary, the visual catchment is confined to limited views through vegetation to
parts of the site from the Hutt River Trail (approximately 500m of the trail and on
both sides of the River and south of the site around the pedestrian bridge ‘Craigs
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5.4.3

544

545

5.5

5.5.1

55.2

Crossing’), the Hutt River stop bank (adjacent to High Street), SH2 (for
approximately 500m), Hebden Crescent, and the rail corridor (as it passes the site).

The site is visible from the Mary Huse Grove intersection with Manor Park Road,
from the small play area and river connection path on Mary Huse Grove and from
the pedestrian overpass at Manor Park rail station. More distant views down into and
across the entire site are available from residential property and roads along the
hilltops of Stokes Valley.

Section 4.2 of this report and the associated images in that section describe the site
characteristics that influence the visual catchment with photographs from within the
site. In summary, existing vegetation on site and in the surrounding landscape (i.e
along Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River and SH2 corridors), the rail corridor and Hutt River
embankments and the rising topography of the Stokes Valley Hills and SH2
escarpment are the key components that influence the extent of the visual
catchment of the site.

Appendix 2 contains a selection of representative viewpoints (considered in detail
below) with an indicative outline of proposed building development across the Site.
These visual representations are intended to illustrate potential effects of the
proposed development at points where there is visibility of the site. The
visualisations assume new ground levels across the Site as per a separate resource
consent application (with Hutt City Council but not approved at the time of writing).

Visual Amenity Effects

Visual amenity is one component of what contributes to the amenity values of a
place. Amenity value is defined as:® ‘those natural or physical qualities and
characteristics of an area that contribute to people’s appreciation of its pleasantness,
aesthetic coherence, and cultural and recreational attributes’.

Visual amenity effects are influenced by a number of factors including the nature of
the proposal, the landscape absorption capability and the character of the site and
the surrounding area. Visual amenity effects are also dependent on distance
between the viewer and the proposal, the complexity of the intervening landscape
and the nature of the view.

Effects from public viewpoints

553

554

Due to the location of the Site at the edge of the valley floor, the site and surrounding
topography, and development and vegetation patterns in the wider landscape, there

are limited public vantage points from which views towards the site are obtained and
where visual effects require consideration.

Public vantage points include parts of adjacent and nearby roads (SH2, Hebden
Crescent and Mary Huse Grove) and the Hutt River/Te Awa Kairangi River Trail.
From SH2 and Hebden Crescent, development within the Site will be visible from the

8 Defined in s2 of the RMA 1991.
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5.5.5

5.5.6

roads, but in oblique views for a short period of time and beyond the Dry Creek
trees. From Mary Huse Grove, the local park and river connection walkway, built
development within the Site will be visible in the middle distance beyond the rail line.
Viewer sensitivity to change in the view from the roads is not considered high.

Viewer sensitivity to change is considered higher for the river trail as people will be
moving more slowly past the site either on foot or by bike. While there is a mix of
conditions along the length of the river trail, including visible built development and
infrastructure, large, prominent buildings close to the trail have the potential to
detract from the recreation experience provided by the river landscape setting.

Visual effects from public vantage points have been assessed as ranging from low-
moderate adverse to none as described below.

Hutt River/Te Awa Kairangi

5.5.7

5.5.8

5.5.9

5.5.10

5.5.11

The Site shares a boundary of approximately 390m in length with the Hutt River/Te
Awa Kairangi margin. Between the water’s edge and the Site boundary is a varied
landscape, with mixed vegetation cover including willows along the river edge, open
grass area either side of the Hutt River Trail and predominantly weed species along
the bank between the Trail and the Site.

River trail users are exposed to a variety of conditions along the trail as described
above and evident on site. The trail provides a recreation opportunity in a relatively
natural environment setting. Users will be sensitive to any change that alters the
landscape to the extent that it is dominated by built form. The scale of the river
landscape means that even with residential areas and road, rail and river
management infrastructure in the landscape, the trail experience feels like a linear
park. There is a range of transient visual effects experienced as people move along
the trail on either side of the river for a length of approximately 500m of trail.

Appendix 2 VS1 (Figure 2) shows a view to the site from the Hutt River Trail on the
opposite side of Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River. Between Taita Rock and the Pomare
Rail Bridge (approximately 500m of the Hutt River Trail) views are intermittently
available to the site through the stands of river edge willow planting. VS1 (Figure 3
and 4) illustrate the proposed development without planting and with planting (at 5
years). Visual effects from this view are considered low adverse after 5 years of
planting establishment due to the distance and screening effect of existing riverbank
willows and proposed revegetation and screen planting. The hills and river
landscape remain prominent components in the view.

Along the trail on the northern side of the river, the Site boundary is situated beyond
an existing line of vegetation that runs parallel to the trail (refer to Appendix 2 VS2
(Figure 5). Proposed buildings will be set well back from the viewer, however rising
ground levels and building bulk and height (12.68m) will mean the buildings will be a
readily visible component of the view when travelling east along the trail.

Travelling in a westerly direction along the trail, the proposed development will be
visible as the viewer passes under the Pomare rail bridge, where there is an open
view across the site to the two largest buildings. Appendix 2 VS3 (Figure 8)
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5.5.12

5.5.13

5.5.14

illustrates the view and the mitigation provided (after 5 years growth) by the
proposed planting scheme.

While the buildings will appear large in these closer views to the site from the trail,
there will be intervening vegetation to help screen views and space between the
large buildings will allow intermittent views to the hills beyond. The existing condition
of the area as the trail passes the site includes views of the rail bridge and overhead
lines and old light poles. The fencing and vegetation give the area an unmanaged
character where new, large buildings are less out of character than in the context of
other areas of the trail such as the open and high amenity golf course landscape
further east. Recreation trail users will pass the site with intermittent visibility of large
buildings on one side and the unchanged river edge view on the other side. Visual
effects range from none where intervening vegetation screens the site to low-
moderate adverse in the closest views from parts of the trail on the northern side of
the river.

The proposed development will not be visible beyond the vegetation along Dry
Creek as viewed from the River Trail beyond the south west corner of the site. The
view is illustrated in Appendix 2 VS7 (Figure 18). The existing paling fence across
the creek (visible in the image) will screen views across the site and the trail then
descends down to the Hutt River edge. Proposed planting at the corner of the site
will provide additional screening should the fence be removed in the future by
GWRC (refer to Appendix 2 Map 3 Landscape Plan).

Mitigation planting as proposed along the southern site boundary will provide some
screening of the proposed development over time. Native planting will be in keeping
with the mixed vegetation character along the river corridor and aligns with work
proposed in the Future of the Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River Corridor Plan, to carry out
additional planting native in this area (on the western side and to the south of
Pomare Bridge).

Mary Huse Grove

5.5.15

5.56.16

5.5.17

Appendix 2 VS 4 (Figure 10) shows the view of the proposed development from the
footpath and entrance to a public walkway connecting Mary Huse Grove to the Hultt
River Trail. The view illustrates the visual effect with Figure 11 showing the
mitigation planting at 5 years growth. A person will see this view in passing with the
buildings in the middle distance and beyond the housing of Mary Huse Grove and
the rail embankment and lines. The hills beyond remain prominent.

Appendix 2 VS 5 (Figure 13) is a view from the opposite end of Mary Huse Grove at
the intersection with Manor Park Road. The view is more distant, but the buildings
are similarly set in the context of a foreground of a street view and houses.

A viewer driving or walking along the road would not be highly sensitive to the
addition of further buildings in the landscape as they will be viewing the Site in the
context of existing residential development. The visual effects from Mary Huse
Grove will be low-moderate adverse once planting has established that helps break
up the scale of the visible buildings.

Boffa Miskell Ltd | Resource Recovery Park Proposal | Assessment of Landscape Effects | 19 December 2022

23



24

State Highway 2 and Hebden Crescent

5.5.18 Transitory views of the site are available from SH2 and Hebden Crescent as a
viewer passes the site in a vehicle. Appendix 2 VS6 illustrates a view from Hebden
Crescent.

5.5.19 There is a variety of land use either side along the length of SH2 as it passes
through the Hutt Valley. Drivers pass areas of light industrial and business use,
residential areas, the SH2 interchange areas and rail stops and areas where the
river and escarpment provide a higher amenity landscape setting. The impression is
one of mixed land use, particularly along the valley floor. Drivers and passengers in
cars will not be looking towards the Site for an extended period, they will drive past
the site in approximately 18 seconds at 100km/hr. The viewing audience can
therefore be considered less sensitive to an obvious change in the view along their
journey. It is considered that the visual amenity effects of the proposed development,
in this short stretch of SH2, are very low adverse.

Visual effects from private vantage points

5.5.20 The following analysis is based on observations from the Site visit looking out to the
wider landscape for houses visible from the site (refer to Image below) as well as
from desk-top research. The location of the site and surrounding land use and
topography mean views to the site from residential areas are limited. The main
locations from where the Site may be visible is from residences situated in the hills of
Stokes Valley and Mary Huse Grove. Representative views from publicly accessible
locations were obtained to represent the views from private dwellings as access to
private property has not been obtained for the purpose of this assessment.
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View from the Site looking south-east to the hills of Stokes Valley. Very few houses are visible (on
Aldersgate and Whitechapel Grove) where gaps in the trees on the hills below the housing areas allow
views out.

5.56.21

Appendix 2 VS2 (Figure 20) illustrates a view of the proposed built development on

the site as seen from the end of Aldersgate Grove. Detailed assessment from three
residential areas where views to the site can be obtained is outlined below.

Address

Distance
from
Site*

Nature of
View

Description and assessment of potential visual
effects

2-9
Aldersgate
Grove

600-690m

Open

The Site is part of a wide (over 180 degrees), elevated
view across the Hutt Valley available from these
houses. The river landscape, the hills beyond and
associated skyline make up most of the view. Built
development and infrastructure is visible, including
residential housing, the river stop banks and rail and
road corridors. The Belmont Quarry and the Haywards
Sub Station are also visible. The Site is a component
of the view, visibly contained between the river, SH2
and the rail line.

The proposal would change a part of the view but
would not impact the visibility or prominence of the
river, hills and skyline beyond. Initially viewers would
notice a change in part of the view as development is
established across the Site and vegetation is cleared.
However, in time the development would appear as a
discrete area of land use in a view that contains a
variety of activity and land use set amongst the river
and hills landscape.

Given the distance between the houses and Site, the
variety of existing land use in the view and the size of
the Site relative to the expansive view, the visual effect
would transition from low adverse as the Site
undergoes development (construction effects) to very
low once new site use and proposed vegetation is
established.

29, 30
Whitechap
el Grove

400m

Open

The assessment of visual effects from these residential
properties is similar to above, with the same view
available from these houses, albeit approximately
200m closer. The existing outlook from these
properties will be altered but not in a way that is
uncharacteristic of the receiving landscape. The visual
effect is considered low adverse.

As noted above, this could be reduced further still with
the proposed planting across the Site.
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188B 400m Glimpsed | There is a small enclave of six houses near the
Eastern to No Eastern Hutt Road and High Street round about. One
Hutt Road view. of the houses is slightly elevated with glimpse views
through the trees on their property towards the Site.
The view is a more direct view across the valley to the
Site rather than the elevated views described above.
It is likely that the Site will form a component of the
view, with the hills and skyline behind. The visual effect
is considered very low adverse for the same reasons
described above.
In time, there is the potential for the effects to be
reduced further still as vegetation within the
homeowner’s property and along the river corridor
grows, further filtering views across the valley floor.
27,31 &32 | 40-50m | View Visibility of the site from Mary Huse Grove footpaths
Mary Huse beyond suggests that the proposed development will be visible
Grove rail from the backyards and views from windows within
houses embankm | dwellings at the end of Mary Huse Grove. The steep
ent from railway embankment and associated vegetation
backyards | between the houses and the site will limit views with

only the upper portion of the operations workshop
building likely visible with the SH2 escarpment hills
beyond.

The visual effect from these properties is considered
moderate adverse due to the higher sensitivity of the
viewers (being within their private property) and
proximity balanced with the reduction in prominence
associated with the railway embankment and hill
context beyond. Views to the site from these properties
could be reduced further through planting at their
boundaries. Proposed mitigation planting within the
site will reduce visibility after Syears, resulting in a low-
moderate adverse visual effect.

Summary of Visual Amenity Effects

5.5.22

The nature and location of the Site lends itself to a change in use that can be

accommodated without significant change to the character and quality of the wider
landscape, provided recommendations as outlined below are adopted. Localised
visual effects and management of the Site interface with adjacent land use, including
roads and high value public open space, can be mitigated with the provision of
planting within and around the Site. The planting will fit well in the landscape, in time
replicating established patterns of linear bands of tall trees associated with Dry
Creek, the Site boundaries and changes in level across the Site. The bulk and scale

Boffa Miskell Ltd | Resource Recovery Park Proposal | Assessment of Landscape Effects | 19 December 2022




of the proposed buildings can be reduced as seen from key public vantage points as
described above and visually integrated into the site and wider landscape.

6.0 Recommendations

6.1.1

The following mitigation measures are recommended to minimise adverse landscape
and visual effects. If implemented the measures will assist with the development
integrating into the surrounding landscape and provide opportunity to support natural
values of Dry Creek and the Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River.

1. The proposed landscape plan will be implemented prior to construction of
development on site. The Landscape Plan will include the following:

e Buffer/screening planting along the boundary of the Site with the Hutt
River/Te Awa Kairangi River Trail. Planting should include a mix of
species, predominantly native with tall trees that provide some screening
of proposed buildings and site activity and enhance biodiversity and
amenity values.

e The tallest and fastest growing species will be located closest to the
proposed buildings to maximise screening potential.

e A planting and management plan for a 20 m wide riparian margin along
Dry Creek. This will improve habitat and amenity values along the Creek.

e The rail corridor boundary will be planted, with sufficient space for large
tree species to establish to provide screening as viewed from Mary Huse
Grove.

2. Itis recommended that a condition of consent is included to control building
colour to a dark green or dark grey (coloursteel Karaka, Ironsand or similar) to
help reduce the prominence of the buildings as seen against boundary
vegetation and the escarpment hills in views from the south, east and north east
of the Site.

3. There should be no signs or advertising on the southern, western or eastern
building facades along the Hutt River site boundary to ensure building
prominence is minimised as far as possible.
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/.0 Conclusions

7.1.1

While currently zoned General Rural, the Site does not display a typically rural
character, is not part of a wider rural landscape and does not contribute in any
significant way to the rural character of the Hutt Valley.

The proposed development will result in a change to the character of the Site.
Development can be spatially and visually contained by existing and proposed
vegetation and land use and the implementation of a mitigation landscape plan as

described above.

The site forms a relatively small component part of the wider Hutt Valley landscape
and development will not unduly detract from the amenity, character and values
associated with the receiving landscape, provided planting within the site can be
retained and/or established as described above.

The landscape and visual effects are summarised in the table below. This includes
the effects without mitigation and the effects with mitigation.

VIEWER

Nature & Level of
Effect (no
mitigation)

Mitigation proposed

Nature & Level of
Effect (with
mitigation)

Hutt River Trail

Range from none to
moderate adverse

Planting along the
Hutt River Site

boundary including
within GWRC land

Range from none to
low-moderate
adverse

SH2 + Hebden
Crescent

Very Low adverse

Retention of Dry
Creek vegetation
(not part of this
consent application)

Very Low adverse

Mary Huse Grove

Low-moderate
adverse

Planting along the
site boundaries.

Low-moderate adverse

Private property

Whitechapel Grove,
Aldersgate Grove &
Eastern Hutt Rd

Low adverse (short
term)

Landscape planting

Very Low adverse
(long term)

Mary Huse Grove

Moderate adverse
(short term)

Landscape planting

Low-Moderate adverse
(long term)
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LANDSCAPE

Low (landscape
scale)

Landscape planting

Low (landscape scale)

Moderate (local
scale)

Landscape planting

Low-Moderate (local
scale)
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APPENDIX 1:

Natural Character and Landscape Effects Assessment Method
26 August 2022

Introduction

The Natural Character and Landscape Effects Assessment (NCLEA) process provides a framework for assessing
and identifying the nature and level of likely effects that may result from a proposed development. Such effects
can occur in relation to changes to physical elements, changes in the existing character or condition of the
landscape and the associated experiences of such change. In addition, the landscape assessment method
includes an iterative design development processes, which seeks to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects
(see Figure 1).

This outline of the landscape and visual effects assessment methodology has been undertaken with reference to
the Te Tangi A Te Manu: Aotearoa New Zealand Landscape Assessment Guidelines and its signposts to
examples of best practice, which include the Quality Planning Landscape Guidance Note® and the UK
guidelines for landscape and visual impact assessment’’.

<« ProjectInvestigation / Landscape Values/

. <
Inception
Ss - v 5T
- O . =8
i Design ‘Freeze’ for purposes of <> 2 5
T o — E
£ L v 55
g9 Sw
5,3 L & V Effects Assessment % 8

Figure 1: Design feedback loop

When undertaking any landscape assessment, it is important that a structured and consistent approach is
used to ensure that findings are clear and objective. Judgement should be based on skills and experience and
be supported by explicit evidence and reasoned argument.

While natural character, landscape and visual effects assessments are closely related, they form separate
procedures. Natural character effects consider the characteristics and qualities and associated degree of
modification relating specifically to waterbodies and their margins, including the coastal environment. The
assessment of the potential effects on landscape considers effects on landscape character and values. The
assessment of visual effects considers how changes to the physical landscape affect the viewing audience. The
types of effects can be summarised as follows:

Natural Character effects: Change in the characteristics or qualities including the level of
naturalness

Landscape effects: Change in the physical landscape, which may affect its characteristics

Visual effects: Consequences of change on landscape values as experienced in views

% http://www.qualityplanning.org.nz/index.php/planning-tools/land/landscape
° Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (2013) Guidelines for Landscape and
Visual Impact Assessment, 3rd Edition (GLVIA3)
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The policy context, existing landscape resource and locations from which a development or change is visible, all
inform the ‘baseline’ for landscape and visual effects assessments. To assess effects, the first step requires
identification of the landscape’s character and values including the attributes on which such values depend.
This requires that the landscape is first described, including an understanding of relevant physical, sensory and
associative landscape dimensions. This process, known as landscape characterisation, is the basic tool for
understanding landscape character and may involve subdividing the landscape into character areas or types.
The condition of the landscape (i.e. the state of an individual area of landscape or landscape feature) should also
be described together with, a judgement made on the value or importance of the potentially affected landscape.

Natural Character Effects

In terms of the RMA, natural character specifically relates to the coastal environment as well as freshwater
bodies and their margins. The RMA provides no definition of natural character. RMA, section 6(a) considers
natural character as a matter of national importance:

...the preservation of the natural character of the coastal environment (including the coastal
marine area), wetlands, and lakes and rivers and their margins, and the protection of them
from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development.

Natural character comprises the natural elements, patterns and processes of the coastal environment,
waterbodies and their margins, and how they are perceived and experienced. This assessment interprets natural
character as being the degree of naturalness consistent with the following definition:

Natural character is a term used to describe the naturalness of waterbodies and their margins. The
degree or level of natural character depends on:

° The extent to which natural elements, patterns and processes occur;
e The nature and extent of modifications to the ecosystems and landscape/seascape;

e The highest degree of natural character (greatest naturalness) occurs where there is least
modification; and

e The effect of different types of modification upon the natural character of an area varies with
the context and may be perceived differently by different parts of the community.

The process to assess natural character involves an understanding of the many systems and attributes that
contribute to waterbodies and their margins, including biophysical and experiential factors. This can be supported
through the input of technical disciplines such as marine, aquatic and terrestrial ecology, and landscape
architecture.

Defining the level of natural character

The level of natural character is assessed in relation to a seven-point scale. The diagram below illustrates the
relationship between the degree of naturalness and degree of modification. A high level of natural character
means the waterbody is less modified and vice versa.

Very High High mc;(:]erate " | Moderate lﬁ/loc\ol\c/ierate " | Low Very Low

Scale of assessment

When defining levels of natural character, it is important to clearly identify the spatial scale considered. The scale
at which natural character is assessed will typically depend on the study area or likely impacts and nature of a
proposed development. Within a district or region-wide study, assessment scales may be divided into broader
areas which consider an overall section of coastline or river with similar characteristics, and finer more detailed
‘component’ scales considering separate more local parts, such as specific bays, reaches or escarpments. The
assessment of natural character effects has therefore considered the change to attributes which indicate levels of
natural character at a defined scale.
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Effects on Natural Character

An assessment of the effects on natural character of an activity involves consideration of the proposed changes
to the current condition compared to the existing. This can be negative or positive.

N change L
current condition s o : post development condition

The natural character effects assessment involves the following steps;

e assessing the existing level of natural character;
e assessing the level of natural character anticipated (post construction); and
e considering the significance of the change

Landscape Effects

Assessing landscape effects requires an understanding of the landscape resource and the magnitude of change
which results from a proposed activity to determine the overall level of landscape effects.

Landscape Resource

Assessing the sensitivity of the landscape resource considers the key characteristics and qualities. This involves
an understanding of both the ability of an area of landscape to absorb change and the value of the landscape.

Ability of an area to absorb change
This will vary upon the following factors:

Physical elements such as topography / hydrology / soils / vegetation;
Existing land use;

The pattern and scale of the landscape;

Visual enclosure / openness of views and distribution of the viewing audience;
The zoning of the land and its associated anticipated level of development;
The scope for mitigation, appropriate to the existing landscape.

The ability of an area of landscape to absorb change takes account of both the attributes of the receiving
environment and the characteristics of the proposed development. It considers the ability of a specific type of
change occurring without generating adverse effects and/or achievement of landscape planning policies and
strategies.

The value of the Landscape

Landscape value derives from the importance that people and communities, including tangata whenua, attach to
particular landscapes and landscape attributes. This may include the classification of Outstanding Natural
Feature or Landscape (ONFL) (RMA s.6(b)) based on important physical, sensory and associative landscape
attributes, which have potential to be affected by a proposed development. A landscape can have value even if it
is not recognised as being an ONFL.

Magnitude of Landscape Change

The magnitude of landscape change judges the amount of change that is likely to occur to areas of landscape,
landscape features, or key landscape attributes. In undertaking this assessment, it is important that the size or
scale of the change is considered within the geographical extent of the area influenced and the duration of
change, including whether the change is reversible. In some situations, the loss /change or enhancement to
existing landscape elements such as vegetation or earthworks should also be quantified.

When assessing the level of landscape effects, it is important to be clear about what factors have been
considered when making professional judgements. This can include consideration of any benefits which result
from a proposed development. Table 1 below helps to explain this process. The tabulating of effects is only
intended to inform overall judgements.
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Contributing Factors

Ability to
absorb
change

The landscape context has limited existing
landscape detractors which make it highly
vulnerable to the type of change resulting
from the proposed development.

The landscape context has many detractors and can
easily accommodate the proposed development
without undue consequences to landscape character.

The value of
the landscape

Landscape
(sensitivity)

The landscape includes important
biophysical, sensory and shared and
recognised attributes. The landscape
requires protection as a matter of national
importance (ONF/L).

The landscape lacks any important biophysical,
sensory or shared and recognised attributes. The
landscape is of low or local importance.

Size or scale

Total loss or addition of key features or
elements.

Major changes in the key characteristics of
the landscape, including significant
aesthetic or perceptual elements.

The majority of key features or elements are retained.
Key characteristics of the landscape remain intact
with limited aesthetic or perceptual change apparent.

Geographical

Wider landscape scale.

Site scale, immediate setting.

Magnitude of
Change

extent
Duration and Permanent. Reversible.
reversibility Long term (over 10 years). Short Term (0-5 years).

Table 1: Determining the level of landscape effects

Visual Effects

Visual effects are a subset of landscape effects. They are consequences of change on landscape values as
experienced in views. To assess the visual effects of a proposed development in a landscape, a visual baseline
must first be defined. The visual ‘baseline’ forms a technical exercise which identifies the area where the
development may be visible, the potential viewing audience, and the key representative public viewpoints from
which visual effects are assessed.

Field work is used to determine the actual extent of visibility of the site, including the selection of
representative viewpoints from public areas. This stage is also used to identify the potential ‘viewing
audience’ e.g. residential, visitors, recreation users, and other groups of viewers who can see the site.
During fieldwork, photographs are taken to represent views from available viewing audiences.

The viewing audience comprises the individuals or groups of people occupying or using the
properties, roads, footpaths and public open spaces that lie within the visual envelope or ‘zone of
theoretical visibility (ZTV)’ of the site and proposal.

The Sensitivity of the viewing audience

The sensitivity of the viewing audience is assessed in terms of assessing the likely response of the viewing

audience to change and understanding the value attached to views.

Likely response of the viewing audience to change

Appraising the likely response of the viewing audience to change is determined by assessing the occupation or

activity of people experiencing the view at particular locations and the extent to which their interest or activity may
be focussed on views of the surrounding landscape. This relies on a landscape architect’s judgement in respect
of visual amenity and the reaction of people who may be affected by a proposal. This should also recognise that
people more susceptible to change generally include: residents at home, people engaged in outdoor recreation
whose attention or interest is likely to be focussed on the landscape and on particular views; visitors to heritage
assets or other important visitor attractions; and communities where views contribute to the wider landscape
setting.

Value attached to views

The value or importance attached to particular views may be determined with respect to its popularity or numbers
of people affected or reference to planning instruments such as viewshafts or view corridors. Important
viewpoints are also likely to appear in guide books or tourist maps and may include facilities provided for its
enjoyment. There may also be references to this in literature or art, which also acknowledge a level of recognition
and importance.

Magnitude of Visual Change

The assessment of visual effects also considers the potential magnitude of change which will result from views of
a proposed development. This takes account of the size or scale of the effect, the geographical extent of views
and the duration of visual change, which may distinguish between temporary (often associated with construction)
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and permanent effects where relevant. Preparation of any simulations of visual change to assist this process
should be guided by best practice as identified by the NZILA"".

Visual Simulations

As part of the assessment process, visual simulations have been prepared in accordance with NZILA Best
Practice Guide: Visual Simulations BPG 10.2'2. This has entailed taking digital photographs from each of the
identified viewpoints and recording their GPS locations. Preparation of visual simulations required the
preparation of a 3D model of the proposed bridge supplied by Kiwirail. The GPS coordinates for each viewpoint
were also added to the model and using the same focal length parameters as that of the camera, an image of the
3D wire frame of the proposed landform was then generated for each viewpoint. This was then registered over
the actual photograph, using known reference points to bring the two together. The surface of the proposed
landform was then rendered to approximate the likely appearance of the Site.

When determining the overall level of visual effect, the nature of the viewing audience is considered together with
the magnitude of change resulting from the proposed development. Table 4 has been prepared to help guide this

process:

Contributing Factors

Higher

Lower

Examples

maps or in art and literature.
High visitor numbers.

Infrequent visitor numbers.

Abi|ity to Views from dwellings and Views from places of employment Dwellings, places of work,
absorb recreation areas where attention is and other places where the focus is transport corridors, public
(<)) > typically focussed on the typically incidental to its landscape tracks
ISROE= change landscape. context. Views from transport
% 5 = corridors.
s <] z’ Value Viewpoint is recognised by the Viewpoint is not typically recognised Acknowledged
g 2 ) attached to community such as an important or valued by the community. viewshafts, Lookouts
s g . view shaft, identification on tourist
views

Size or scale

Loss or addition of key features in
the view.

High degree of contrast with
existing landscape elements (i.e. in
terms of form scale, mass, line,
height, colour and texture).

Full view of the proposed
development.

Most key features of views retained.

Low degree of contrast with existing
landscape elements (i.e. in terms of
form scale, mass, line, height, colour
and texture.

Glimpse / no view of the proposed
development.

Higher contrast/ Lower
contrast.

Open views, Partial
views, Glimpse views
(or filtered); No views
(or obscured)

Geographical
extent

Front on views.
Near distance views;
Change visible across a wide area.

Oblique views.
Long distance views.
Small portion of change visible.

- Front or Oblique views.

- Near distant, Middle
distant and Long
distant views

Magnitude of Change

Duration and
reversibility

Permanent.
Long term (over 15 years).

Transient / temporary.
Short Term (0-5 years).

- Permanent (fixed),
Transitory (moving)

Table 2: Determining the level of visual effects

Nature of Effects

In combination with assessing the level of effects, the landscape and visual effects assessment also considers
the nature of effects in terms of whether this will be positive (beneficial) or negative (adverse) in the context within

which it occurs.

Neutral effects can also occur where landscape or visual change is benign.

It should also be noted that a change in a landscape does not, of itself, necessarily constitute an adverse
landscape or visual effect. Landscape is dynamic and is constantly changing over time in both subtle and more
dramatic transformational ways; these changes are both natural and human induced. What is important in
managing landscape change is that adverse effects are avoided or sufficiently mitigated to ameliorate the effects
of the change in land use. The aim is to provide a high amenity environment through appropriate design

outcomes.

This assessment of the nature effects can be further guided by Table 2 set out below:

Nature of effect
Adverse (negative):

Use and Definition

The activity would be out of scale with the landscape or at odds with the local pattern and
landform which results in a reduction in landscape and / or visual amenity values

! Best Practice Guide: Visual Simulations BPG 10.2, NZILA
2 Best Practice Guide: Visual Simulations BPG 10.2, NZILA
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Neutral (benign): The activity would be consistent with (or blend in with) the scale, landform and pattern of the
landscape maintaining existing landscape and / or visual amenity values

Beneficial (positive): The activity would enhance the landscape and / or visual amenity through removal or
restoration of existing degraded landscape activities and / or addition of positive elements or
features

Table 1: Determining the Nature of Effects

Cumulative Effects

This can include effects of the same type of development (e.g. bridges) or the combined effect of all past, present
and approved future development'® of varying types, taking account of both the permitted baseline and receiving
environment. Cumulative effects can also be positive, negative or benign.

Cumulative Landscape Effects

Cumulative landscape effects can include additional or combined changes in components of the landscape and
changes in the overall landscape character. The extent within which cumulative landscape effects are assessed
can cover the entire landscape character area within which the proposal is located, or alternatively, the zone of
visual influence from which the proposal can be observed.

Cumulative Visual Effects

Cumulative visual effects can occur in combination (seen together in the same view), in succession (where the
observer needs to turn their head) or sequentially (with a time lapse between instances where proposals are
visible when moving through a landscape). Further visualisations may be required to indicate the change in view
compared with the appearance of the project on its own.

Determining the nature and level of cumulative landscape and visual effects should adopt the same approach as
the project assessment in describing both the nature of the viewing audience and magnitude of change leading to
a final judgement. Mitigation may require broader consideration which may extend beyond the geographical
extent of the project being assessed.

Determining the Overall Level of Effects

The landscape and visual effects assessment conclude with an overall assessment of the likely level of
landscape and visual effects. This step also takes account of the nature of effects and the effectiveness of any
proposed mitigation. The process can be illustrated in Figure 2:

Landscape
Resource &

. . Level of
Viewing Audience

Effect

(Sensitivity)

Figure 2: Assessment process

This step informs an overall judgement identifying what level of effects are likely to be generated as indicated in
Table 3 below. This table which can be used to guide the level of natural character, landscape and visual effects
uses an adapted seven-point scale derived from Te Tangi A Te Manu.

Effect Rating Use and Definition

Total loss of key elements / features / characteristics, i.e. amounts to a complete change of
landscape character and in views.

Major maodification or loss of most key elements / features / characteristics, i.e. little of the

. pre-development landscape character remains and a major change in views. Concise
High: Oxford English Dictionary Definition

High: adjective- Great in amount, value, size, or intensity.

Very High:

Modifications of several key elements / features / characteristics of the baseline, i.e. the
Moderate- High: pre-development landscape character remains evident but materially changed and
’ prominent in views.

Partial loss of or modification to key elements / features / characteristics of the baseline,
Moderate: i.e. new elements may be prominent in views but not necessarily uncharacteristic within
the receiving landscape.

'3 The life of the statutory planning document or unimplemented resource consents.
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Concise Oxford English Dictionary Definition

Moderate: adjective- average in amount, intensity, quality or degree

Minor loss of or modification to one or more key elements / features / characteristics, i.e.
new elements are not prominent within views or uncharacteristic within the receiving
landscape.

Low — Moderate:

Little material loss of or modification to key elements / features / characteristics. i.e.
modification or change is not uncharacteristic or prominent in views and absorbed within
Low: the receiving landscape.

Concise Oxford English Dictionary Definition

Low: adjective- 1. Below average in amount, extent, or intensity.

Negligible loss of or modification to key elements/ features/ characteristics of the baseline,
i.e. approximating a ‘no change’ situation and a negligible change in views.

Table 3: Determining the overall level of landscape and visual effects

Very Low:

Determination of “minor”

Decision makers determining whether a resource consent application should be notified must also assess
whether the effect on a person is less than minor'* or an adverse effect on the environment is no more than
minor'®. Likewise, when assessing a non-complying activity, consent can only be granted if the s104D ‘gateway
test’ is satisfied. This test requires the decision maker to be assured that the adverse effects of the activity on the
environment will be ‘minor’ or not be contrary to the objectives and policies of the relevant planning documents.

These assessments will generally involve a broader consideration of the effects of the activity, beyond the
landscape and visual effects. Through this broader consideration, guidance may be sought on whether the likely
effects on the landscape or effects on a person are considered in relation to ‘minor’. It must also be stressed that
more than minor effects on individual elements or viewpoints does not necessarily equate to more than minor
landscape effects. In relation to this assessment, moderate-low level effects would generally equate to ‘minor’
(see Table 4). Where low effects occur, it may be necessary to assess whether this is minor.

The third row highlights the word ‘significant’. The term ‘significant adverse effects’ applies to particular RMA
situations, namely as a threshold for the requirement to consider alternative sites, routes, and methods for
Notices of Requirement under RMA s171(1)(b), the requirements to consider alternatives in AEEs under s6(1)(a)
of the 4th Schedule. It may also be relevant to tests under other statutory documents such as for considering
effects on natural character of the coastal environment under the NZ Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) Policy
13 (1)(b) and 15(b).

| very low | low | low-mod | moderate | mod-high | high | very high |

T T
| less than minor | minor i more than minor

i significant®

Table 4: Determining adverse effects for notification determination, non-complying activities and significance

4 RMA, Section 95E
5 RMA Section 95D

'8 To be used only about Policy 13(1)(b) and Policy 15(b) of the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS), where the
test is ‘to avoid significant adverse effects’.
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SITE VISIT & PHOTOGRAPHY

Site photographs were taken with a Canon digital SLR camera
fitted with a 24-120mm focal length lens The lens was set at 24mm
(74 degree field of view) to capture the maximum site context. A
number of photos were taken at predetermined viewpoints, situated
on public land. The locations of each viewpoint were fixed by GPS
receiver built in to the camera.

NZILA GUIDELINES & PANORAMA PREPARATION

The illustrations have been produced in accordance with the NZILA
Best Practice Guidelines for Visual Simulations (BPG 10.2).

Camera lenses of different focal lengths capture images with
differing fields of view. As can be seen below (derived from Fig 9
of the NZILA BPG), a photo taken with a 24mm lens will provide
a horizontal field of view of 74°- using a 50mm lens will provide a
“cropped” 40° version of the same view.

Field of View - 40 degrees

Field of View - 74 degr

File Ref: BM210903_TeRangahaeata_Business_Park_Figures.indd

VISUAL ILLUSTRATIONS - METHODOLOGY

COMPOSITING

Virtual camera views were then created in 3D modelling software,
and a combination of 3D contour data, Lidar and 3D engineering
drawings turned on in each of these views.

These were then matched to the corresponding photograph, using
identifiable features in the landscape and the characteristics of
the camera to match the two together. The illustrations were then
assembled using graphic design software.

RECOMMENDED IMAGE READING DISTANCE

Viewing distance depends on the field of view of the image as well
as the printed size. It is calculated for each view.

Views which have a field of view of 74°(24mm lens) should be viewed
from a distance of 25 cm when printed at A3 where the reproduced
width of the image is 375mm.

Views which have a field of view of 40°(50mm lens) should be viewed
from a distance of 50 cm when printed at A3 where the reproduced
width of the image is 365mm.

For other combinations of focul length and printed size the image
reading distance is calculated for that image.

This will ensure that each illustration is viewed as if standing on-site
at the actual camera location, and is in accordance with Section
7.11 of the NZILA BPG (reproduced below). Users are encouraged
to print these pages on A3 transparency, go to the viewpoint and hold
at the specified reading distance in order to verify the methodology.

Image Width (in em)

Fleld of View (FoV) (in degrees)

Geometry of Image Reading Distance

This plan has been prepared by Boffa Miskell Limited on
the specific instructions of our Client. It is solely for our
Client's use in accordance with the agreed scope of work.
Any use or reliance by a third party is at that party’s own
risk. Where information has been supplied by the Client
or obtained from other external sources, it has been
assumed that it is accurate. No liability or responsibility
is accepted by Boffa Miskell Limited for any errors or
omissions to the extent that they arise from inaccurate
information provided by the Client or any external source.

Boffa Miskell

www.boffamiskell.co.nz

RESOURCE RECOVERY PARK DEVELOPMENT
VISUAL ILLUSTRATIONS - METHODOLOGY

Date: 6 December 2022 | Revision: 0
Plan prepared for Richard Burell by Boffa Miskell Limited

Figure 22

Project Manager: Bec.Ramsey@boffamiskell.co.nz | Drawn: DIr | Checked: BRa



About Boffa Miskell

Boffa Miskell is a leading New Zealand professional services consultancy
with offices in Auckland, Hamilton, Tauranga, Wellington, Christchurch,
Dunedin and Queenstown. We work with a wide range of local and
international private and public sector clients in the areas of planning,
urban design, landscape architecture, landscape planning, ecology,
biosecurity, cultural heritage, graphics and mapping. Over the past four
decades we have built a reputation for professionalism, innovation and
excellence. During this time we have been associated with a significant
number of projects that have shaped New Zealand’s environment.
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He str 15% 10 Hebe stricts Koromiko 150 106| |Hestr 15% 10 Hebestricto Koromiko 150 233 100]
Ku eri 10% 10  Kunzeaencoides Kanuka 15L 71| |Kueri 10% 10  Kunzea ericoides Kanuka 151 155
Le sco 10% 10  Leptasperoum scoparium  Manuka 15L 71| |Lesco 10% 10  leptosperoumscaparium Manuka 151 155| [area:
Me ram 15% 10 Melicytus ramiflorus Mahoe 151 106 |Meram 15% 10 Melicytus ramiflorus Mahoe 151 2330 |Mix  ser eing
Piten 15% 10 Pittasporumtenuifolium  Kohuhu 150 106{ |Piten 15% 10  Pittosporum tenuifolium  Kohuhu 1sL 23| [Cod  ber @b Spacing(m) Botanical Name Y T —— =
Ps arb S% 10  Pseudaponox orboreus Five finger 151 36 |Psarb 5% 10 b Five finger 151 78| |atjor 20% 1.5 Alnus jorullensis Mantanialier 5L =5l
709 1552| |g|den 10% 1.5 Eiaeocarpus dentatu's Hinau 5L 24
Eu nit 35% 15 Eucalyptusnitens Shining gum 5L %
i Pieug 10% 1S Pittosporum eugenioides  Tarata sL bi
Revegetation Po tot 15% 15 Podocarpus totara Totara 5L 42|
Code  Percent Spacing (m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade  Count Spacing (m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade  Count Vi luc 10% 1.5 Vitex lucens Pariri -
Ar ser 10% 10 Anistoteho serrato Makomako 15L 229 1.0 Anstotelioserrato Makomako 15L 106 : E
Co rob 10% 10  Coprosmarobusta Karamu 151 229 10  Coprosmarobusta Karamu 15L 108!
Do vis 10% 10  Dodonaea viscoso Ake ake 15L 229 10  Dodonoea viscosa Ake ake 15L 108|
Hestr 15% 10 Hebe stricta Koromiko 15L 343 10 Hebe stricta Koromiko 151 159
Ku eri 10% 10  Kunzeo ericoides Kanuka 151 229 10  Kunzeo ercoides Kanuka 151 108/
Le sco 10% 10  Leprosperoum scoporium Manuka 151 229 10 Leptosperoum scoparium Manuka 151 108/
Me ram 15% 10 Melicytus ramiflorus Mahoe 15L 343 10 Melicytus ramiflarus Mahoe 15L 159|
Piten 15% 10 Pittasporum tenuifolium  Kohuhu 15L 343 10  Pittosparumtenuifalium  Kohuhu 15L 53
Ps arb 5% 10 Pseudopanaxorboreus  Fivefi nger  15L 115 10 Pseudopanax arboreus Five finger 15L B2l
[ 289 |__zes0]
R12
Code  Percent Spacing(m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade  Count Code  Percent Spacing (m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade  Count
Ar ser 10% 10 Aristatelia serrata Makomako 15L 162| |Arser 10% 10  Aristotelioserrata Makomako 15L 77
Co rob 10% 10  Coprosmarobusta Karamu 150 162| |corob 10% 10  Coprosmo robusta Karamu 151 77
Do vis 10% 10  Dodanaeo viscosa Ake ake 151 162| [Dovis 10% 10  Dodonaea viscosa Akeake 151 77
He str 15% 10  Hebestricta Koromiko 15L 243| |Hestr 15% 10  Hebestricta Koromiko 151 115
Kueri 10% 10  Kunzeo ericoides Kanuka 15L 162| |Kueri 10% 10  Kunzeaericoides Kanuka 151 77
Le sco 10% 10  Leptosperoum scoparium Manuka 15L 162| |tesco 10% 10  Leptosperaum scaparium Manuka 151 77
Me ram 15% 10 Melicyrus romifiorus Mahoe 15L 243{ |Me ram 15% 10  Melicytusramifiorus Mahoe 151 115|
Piten 15% 10 Pittosporum tenuifolium  Kohuhu 15L 243| |Piten 15% 10 Pittosparum tenuifolium  Kohuhu L5L 115
Psarb 5% 10 Pseudo,pamx arboreus Fivefi nger 150 81 |Psarb 5% 10 Pseudopanox arboreus Five finger 150
[_toz0]
Area RS
Mix:
[Code Percent  Spacing (m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade Count
Ar ser 10% 10  Aristorelio serrato Makomako 15L 171
Co rob 10% 10  Coprosma rabusta Karamu 15L 171
Dovis 10% 10  Dodonoea viscosa Akeake 150 171
He str 15% 10 Hebe stricto Koromiko 15L 256
Ku eri 10% 10  Kunzea ericoides Kanuka 15L 171
Le sco 10% 10  Leptosperoum scoporium  Manuka 15L 171
Me ram 15% 10 Melicytusramifiarus Mahoe 150 256
Piten 15% 10 Pittosporumtenuifolium  Kohuhu 151 256
Ps arb S% 1.0 Pseudopanox arboreus _Five finger 151 8
[
Area R6
M,
Code  Percent Spacing (m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade  Count
Arser 10% 10 Aristotelio serrata Makomako 151 171
Co rob 10% 10  Coprasma robusto Karamu 15L 171
Do vis 10% 10  Dodonaea viscasa Akeake 15L 171
He str 15% 10 Hebe stricta Koromiko 15L 256
Ku eri 10% 10  Kunzeaericoides Kanuka 151 171
Le sco 10% 10  Leptosperoum scoparum  Manuka 15L 171
Meram 15% 10 Melicytusramifiarus Mahoe 15L 256
Piten 15% 1.0 Pittosporum tenuifolium  Kohuhu 150 256
Ps arb 5% 10 arboreus __ Five finger 151 65|
| 1708
Area:  R7
Mix
Code Percent  Spacing (m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade Count
Ar ser 10% 1.0  Aristotelio serrota Makomako 151
Corob 10% 10  Coprosmo rabusta Karamu 151
Do vis 10% 1.0  Dadongea viscosa Akeake 151
He str 15% 1.0  Hebestricta Koromiko 15L
Kueri 10% 1.0  Kunzeoericoides Kanuka 15L
Lesco 10% 10  Leptosperaum scoporium Manuka 15L
Me ram 15% 10 Melicytus romifiorus Mahoe 150
Piten 15% 10 Pittosporum tenuifolium  Kohuhu 150
Ps arb 5% 10 Pseudopanox arboreus _Five finger 151
RB
Percent  Spacing (m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade  Count
10% 10 Aristotelia serrata Makomako 150 49
10% 10  Coprosmo rabusta Karamu 151 49
10% 10  Dadongea viscosa Ake ake 151 49
15% 10 Hebe stricto Koromiko 15L 7
10% 10  Kunzeo encoides Kanuka 15L 49
10% 10  Leptosperaum scoporium  Manuka 151 4y
15% 10 Melicytus romiflarus Mahoe 15L 73
15% 10 Pittosporum tenuifolum  Kohuhu 150
S% 10 arboreus _five finger 151
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i Screening
Code  Percent  Spacing (m) Botanical Name CommonName Grade  Count
Al far 20% 1.5 Alnus jorullensis Mexicanaider 5L 47|
El dun 10% 1.5 Elaeocarpus dentatus Hinau 5L 24
Eu it 35% 15 Eucalyptus nitens Shining gum 5L 83
Ploug 10% 15 Pittosporum eugenioides  Tarata sL 24
Po ok 15% 1.5 Podocarpu s totara Totara SL 36|
il 10% 1.5 Vitex lucens Pariri £l 24
I 23
Arma: S5
i Screening
Code  Percent Spacing (m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade  Count
4l jar 20% 1.5 Alnus jorullensis Mexicanalder 5L 43
Ef den 10% 1.5 Elaeocarpus dentatus Hinau sL 2))
Eunic 35% 1.5 Eucalyptusnitens Shininggum 5L 76
Pl e 10% 1.5 Pltto sporum eugenioides  Tarata sL 22|
Potet 15% 1.5 Podocarpus totara Totara sL 33
Wi e 10% 1.5 Vitex lucens Pariri sL 22
2138
frwa; 56
Mix. Screening
1 codde  Percent Spacing (m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade  Count.
1 7% REA. 51 X F o \ 0 (A jor 20% 1.5 Alnus jorullens's Mexicanalder 5L
1 . o ! 4 | = / - { £ don 10% 1.5 Elacocarpus dentatus Hinau st
i < i 1 £ - . 4 RELS 35% 1.5 Eucalyptus nitens Shininggum 5L
% L 2 o y Fiog 10% 1.5 Pittosporum eugenioides  Tarata sL
) a i i . Fa e 15% 1.5 Podocarpus totara Totara £
i e 10% 1.5 Vitex lucens Pariri sL
drea: WL
i Riparian
Code Percent  Spacing (m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade  Count

A ser 10% 1 Aristatelia serrata Makomako 1.5L 92|
[ Cavir 10% 1 Carex virgata Pukio 1.5L 92
Co rob 10% 1 Coprosma robusto Karamu 1.5L 92|
o s 10% 1 Cordyline oustrolis Tikbuka 150 92
Mo ang. 10% 1 Hoherio angustifolia Narrow-leaved la 1.5L 92
e wce 10% 1 Leptospermum scoparium  Ménuka 150 92
aaty lae 10% 1 Myoporum laetum Ngain 150 92
Bh ten 10% 1 Phormiumtenax Harakeke 1.5L 92|
Pieug 10% 1 Pittosporum eugeniaides  Tarata 1.5L 92|
P reg 10% 1 i Manatu 1s5L 92|
920
[Arwan:
st Riparian
Code  Percent Spacing (m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade  Count

Ar ser 10% 1 Aristatelio serrata Makomako 1sL 85
Cavir 10% 1 Carex virgata Pukio 150 85
Corob 10% 1 Coprosma robusta Karamu 150 85
Coaus 10% 1 Cordyline oustralis Tikdika 150 85
Hoang 10% 1 Hoheria angustifalio Narrow-ieaved la 1.5L 85
Le sco 10% 1 Leptospermum scoparium Manuka 151 85
My lae 10% 1 Myoporumlaetum Ngaio 151 85
Phten 10% 1 Phormiumtenox Harakeke 150 85
Pi eug 10% 1 Pittasparum eugenioides  Tarata 150 85
Pl reg 10% 1 Plogionthus regius Manatu 150 85
850]
Mix: Riparian
Code  Percent Spacing (m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade  Count

Code
Ar ser

Ca vir
Co rob
Coaus
Hoang
Le sco
My lae
Phten
Pi eug
Pl reg

Ar ser 10% 1 Anstotela serrota Makomako 15L 99|
Cavir 10% 1 Corex virgota Pukio 1.50 99|
Co rob 10% 1 Coprosma robusta Karamu 150 99|
Coaus 10% 1 Cordyline oustralis Ti kouka 15L 99|
by | Hoang 10% 1 Haheria angustifolia Narrow-leaved la1.5L 99
Le sco 10% 1 Leptaspermum scaparium  Manuka 150 99|
My lae 10% 1 Myaporum laetum Ngaio 15L 99
Ph ten 10% 1 Phormium tenax Harakeke 150 99|
Pi eug 10% 1 Pittosporum eugenioides  Tarata 150 99|
Pl reg 10% 1 Plagi regius Manatu 150 99|
930

Percent  Spacing (m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade  Count
10% 1 Aristorelia serrata Makomako 150 87|
10% 1 Corex virgata Pukio 150 87|
10% 1 Coprosmo robusta Karamu 150 87|
10% 1 Cordyline oustralis Ti kouka 150 87,
10% 1 Hoheria ongustifolio Narrow-leaved la1.5L 87|
10% 1 teptospermum scoporium Manuka 15L 87|
10% 1 Myoporum faetum Ngaio 151 87
10% 1 Phormium tenax Harakeke 150 87)
10% 1 Pittosparum eugeniaides  Tarata 150 87,
10% 1 Plagianthus reg is Manatu 1.5L 87|
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