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1.0 Introduction

Waste Management (NZ) Ltd. seeks land use consent to establish and operate a resource recovery park
at 30 Benmore Crescent, Manor Park. The resource recovery park will provide significant assets to
minimise and manage waste within the Wellington Region. The park will include material recovery,
second-hand goods retail, a repair café, construction and demolition waste management, and a general
waste transfer station.

1.1  Purpose of Report

This report provides details of the proposal and an assessment of environmental effects, in accordance
with s88, the Fourth Schedule of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA), and City of Lower Hutt
District Plan. Information about the applicant and property that this report relates to is set out below.
Appendix 1 sets out the information requirements stated in Schedule 4 and in the City of Lower Hutt

District Plan with a link to where that information is provided within this report.

1.2  Applicant and Property Details

Applicant:

Waste Management (NZ) Ltd

Summary of
Proposal:

Construction and operation of a resource recovery park, including the sale of second-hand
goods, repair café, material recovery, construction and demolition waste sorting and general
waste transfer.

Address for
Service and
Contact for

Potentialis Limited
Mailing Address: 172 Sandwich Road, St. Andrews, Hamilton 3200
Physical Address: Level 3, Suite 7, 50 Seddon Road, Hamilton 3204

Address for
Fees:

Queries:
Contact: Angela Goodwin
angela@potentialis.co.nz
(021) 844 374

Name and | Waste Management (NZ) Ltd

Contact: Sarah Whiteman — Wellington Regional Manager
Swhiteman@wastemanagement.co.nz
027 296 1067

Occupiers of
Site:

Site Address: | 30 Benmore Crescent, Manor Park, Hutt City 5019
Legal Section 1, 6 Survey Office Plan 493901
Description:

Owners and | Te Runanga O Toa Rangatira Incorporated

Notes:
The site is vacant.
The record of title and registered instruments are attached in Appendix 2.

Designations

Site Area: 13.5192ha

Hutt City | Zone: General Rural

District Plan | Overlays:

Zone, e  Wellington Faultline Study Zone
Overlays, e  Secondary River Corridor

e  State Highway Corridor Buffer

‘\\i
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and

° Rail Corridor Buffer

Controls: Statutory Acknowledgements: No statutory acknowledgements are shown in relevant
documents. Schedule 2 Nga Taonga Nui a Kiwa of the Proposed Natural Resource Plan for the
Wellington Region; however, includes Te Awa Kairangi. The Hutt River is of significance to Mana
Whenua. The site is separated from the Hutt River only by an esplanade reserve.

Proposed Proposed Plan Change 56 Enabling intensification in residential and commercial areas:

Plan The site is outside of the area of the district subject to the Plan Change 56.

Existing Consent RM220258 was granted on 215 December 2022 for bulk earthworks, vegetation

Land Use | clearance and upgrade of culverts at 30 Benmore Crescent Manor Park.

Consents:

Summary of
Reasons for

Definition of Activity:
The City of Lower Hutt District Plan states transfer stations are a discretionary activity. ‘Transfer

Consent station’ is not defined. Resource recovery parks are the modern equivalent of a transfer station
as they minimise waste, rather than only managing it. As the District Plan does not provide a
definition of transfer station, the common meaning applies. The full range of activities proposed
do not fall within the common meaning of transfer station and it is unlikely they would have
been envisaged when the District Plan was drafted. For this reason, we have elected to take a
conservative approach and separately define each activity proposed as part of the resource
recovery park.

RESTRICTED DISCRETIONARY ACTIVITIES

TE 8B2.2(c) cafes and restaurants — a repair café forms part of the resource recovery park,

TE 14A.5.1(c) Any activity that exceeds the high trip generator thresholds specified in
Appendix 2 Transport.

DISCRETIONARY ACTIVITIES

TE 8B.2.3(a) Development exceeds the maximum height standard (8B2.1.1(c)) and maximum
site coverage standard (8B2.1.1(e)),

TE 8B.2.3(e) Transfer stations.

NON-COMPLYING ACTIVITIES

TE 8B.2.4(a) any other retailing activity — a second hand goods store forms part of the
proposed resource recovery park.

TE 8B.2.4(c) any industrial activity — resource recovery (recycling) is part of the proposed
resource recovery park as does a mechanical workshop (for the use of Waste
Management vehicles only)

Note:

TE Anassessment of the proposal against all relevant parts of the district plan is contained in
Appendix 3.

T8 Definitions are stated in Chapter 3 of the City of Hutt District Plan.

Overall Non-Complying

Activity

Status:

Other Consents are required under the Proposed Natural Resource Plan for the Wellington Region —

Consents Appeals Version. A separate application will be made for these consents.

Required:

‘\\i
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A land use consent is required for access and servicing. This application has been lodged with
Hutt City Council on the 20 January 2023 on behalf of Rosco Ice Cream Ltd. Further details are
provided in the background section of this report.

Table 1: Applicant and property details for 30 Benmore Crescent, Manor Park, Hutt City.

1.3 Contents of Report

Sections 2, 3 and 4 of this report provide further details of the location of the site, surrounding
environment, background, and proposal. This provides context to assess the environmental effects of
the proposal that is set out in Section 5. Section 6 provides an assessment of affected persons. Section
7 provides a statutory assessment and Section 8 concludes the report.

2.0 Site and Surrounding Environment

2.1 Site Location

The site, which is accessed off Benmore Crescent in Manor Park, sits at the base of a valley between
Hutt River, the rail corridor, and State Highway 2.

The figures below show the location and zoning of the wider site. Photos of the site and surrounding
environment are included in the landscape and visual assessment report, prepared by Boffa Miskell
(Appendix 4).

!ii Potentlalls www.potentialis.co.nz | 8
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Figure 1: Hutt City Council District Plan Map for the site. Source: Hutt City Council
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2.2 Site Size, Zoning and Record of Title

The total size of the site is 135,192m? and Waste Management propose to use 57,800m? of this area.
The part of the site Waste Management propose to use is shown as Area 1 in Figure 3 below.
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Figure 3: Part of the site Waste Management propose to use (Area 1)

The site is currently vacant and zoned General Rural. It is not connected to any other rural zoned land
and the site itself has been modified over time. It does not have a rural character, as State Highway 2
serves as an effective demarcation of urban and rural character. The site is generally flat and will be
contoured as a result of the bulk earthworks proposed for the site.

There are no outstanding natural features, landscapes, or special amenity landscapes on the site. The
Hutt River and hills to the west of State Highway 2; however, are identified as special amenity
landscapes in the Greater Wellington Regional Policy Statement.

The legal description of the site is Sec 1, 6 Survey Office Plan 493901. An encumbrance and fencing
covenant are registered on the record of title. Neither of these instruments constrain Waste
Management’s proposal and are attached in Appendix 2.

2.3  Wellington Faultline ‘No Build Zone’

A portion of the site is within the Wellington Faultline Study Zone, shown on Hutt City District Plan
maps. A site specific Faultline Assessment has been undertaken and is attached in Appendix 5 and the
likely Faultline location is shown in Figure 4, below. The assessment has determined a ‘no build’ zone
20m either side of the assessed position of the Faultline. This no build area is shown on the proposed
development plans and all proposed buildings are clear of the no build area.

www.potentialis.co.nz | 11
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2.4 Transport Buffer Areas

The District Plan maps show that the site is within the State Highway and Rail Corridor Buffer areas.
These overlays signify that these significant pieces of infrastructure can generate adverse amenity
effects to sensitive land uses. As the activity proposed is complementary to the effects generated by
both the Rail Line and State Highway, and not is sensitive to the effects of either, neither the State
Highway or Rail Corridor Buffer areas have impact on the proposal; nor do either of these pose any
restrictions.

2.5 Vegetation and Natural Character

The site is currently vegetated with primarily exotic vegetation with a scattering of natives. Most
vegetation will be removed as authorized by the granted consent for bulk earthworks (RM220258);
however, a 20m riparian buffer around Dry Creek will remain. As set out in the landscape and visual
assessment, this maintains an element of natural character of the site. In addition, Consent RM220258
requires pest control.

2.6 Archaeological Considerations

The site is recognized to have a medium to high likelihood of uncovering an archaeological site, as
identified on the Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC) GIS as outlined in Figure 4 below. There
is a registered archaeological item on the site but away from the area of the site Waste management
propose to use for the resource recovery park. Regarding the archaeological item Tonkin and Taylor in
the AEE for the bulk earthworks application state:

!ii Potentlalls www.potentialis.co.nz | 12
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“This assessment notes that there are no identified pre-1900 archaeological features within the development site
apart from the former historical rail route. Filling is proposed along this area. As such, the assessment concludes
that the works can be caried out safely under the provisions of an Accidental Discovery Protocol (ADP). Based on
this conclusion and considering that the rail line has previously been removed and there is no visible evidence of
the archaeological feature remaining, the adverse effects on historical features [are] less than minor.”?

: Te Awa Kairangl (Hutt River)
»

Figure 5: Archaeological Discovery Chance Map. Source: Greater Wellington Regional Council GIS

As bulk earthworks will have been undertaken on the site by the time Waste Management establish,
the chance of finding archaeological items during construction of the resource recovery park is low

2.7 Land Contamination

Whilst the site did contain elevated levels of some contaminants, this has been assessed as part of the
consent for bulk earthworks. It is therefore not a relevant consideration for the proposed establishment
of the resource recovery park.

2.8 Flood Hazards

The site is within the secondary river corridor for the Hutt River. A flood assessment report has been
prepared and concludes that after the earthworks to be undertaken under Consent RM220258 the site
will be outside of the 1 in 440-year flood plain associated with the secondary river corridor. The site is
subject to flooding from Dry Creek, as shown in the Figure 6 below. All proposed buildings and egress;
however, are outside of any area that is susceptible to flooding. The flood assessment report is attached

1 Resource consent application and assessment of effects on the environment, June 2022, Ref: 1015081.v1, Pg 37
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in Appendix 6 for reference, noting effects of undertaking bulk earthworks were assessed as part of the
bulk earthworks consent.

Replacement culv ert
Site propery boundary
Flood depth (m)
0.001 - 0.010
0.010 - 0.050
I 0.050- 0.100
I 0.100 - 0.300
I © :00- 0500
I - 0500

Figure 6: Flood Plain Map post bulk earthworks under Consent RM220258 Source: River Edge Consulting, 1 November 2022

2.9 Highly Productive Land

The National Policy Statement for Highly Productive Land (NPSHPL) requires Regional Councils to map
Highly Productive Land within their regions. Prior to these maps being prepared, any land that is
classified as Land Use Classification (LUC) 1 to 3 and within a Rural Production Zone is considered highly
productive land.

In this case, the site is not considered to contain highly productive land, as it does not contain LUC 1 to
3 land. This is discussed in greater detail in Section 8.4.1 of this report.

2.10 Mana Whenua

The site is part of ancestral lands of Mana Whenua and forms part of the Ngati Toa Rangatira Claims
Settlement Act 2014. Identification of the applicant land parcel within the Deed of Settlement is
outlined in Figure 7 below:

!ij Potentlalls www.potentialis.co.nz | 14
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Land Holding New Zealand Transport Agency
‘Agency :
P,ro'pevn_y Name | Address % = Legal Description - All Wellington Land District
260039 25 Annabell Grove 0.4546 hectares, more or less, being Section 1
Lower Hutt SO 36382. All Transfer B804994.2
260051 Between Benmore 1.4160 hectares, approximately, being Part Lots 2
Crescent and SH2 and 3 DP 5785 and Part Section 179 Hutt District.
Lower Hutt Part Gazette Notice B130217.1. Subject to survey.
260052 East of Benmore Crescent, | 17.1100 hectares, more or less, being Section 1
Lower Hutt SO 36533. All Computer Freehold Register
WN41D/467
260590 525 State Highway 1 0.7346 hectares, more or less, being Section 102
Block 1l Paekakariki SD. All Computer Freehold
L ; Register WN27D/932.

Page 159

Figure 7: Deed of Settlement Showing Applicant Site being returned to Te Runanga o Toa Rangatira?

No sites of significance or waahi tapu are shown on relevant documents or publicly available
information. No sites have been identified to date through consultation with Taranaki Whanui or Te
Rananga o Toa Rangatira. The Hutt River is listed in Appendix B of the Proposed Natural Resource Plan
for the Wellington Region as an area of significance for Mana Whenua. It is understood from Hutt City
Planning officers that land adjacent to the river has the same status as land subject to a statutory
acknowledgement for the purpose of assessments under ss 95 and 104 of the RMA 1991.

2.11 Wider Environment

The site is positioned on the western bank of the Hutt River, near the territorial boundary between Hutt
City and Upper Hutt City. To the west of the applicant site is State Highway 2, Belmont Regional Park,
Allied Concrete. and Belmont Quarry. Access to these areas is over the State Highway 2 Interchange.
Belmont Regional Park forms the western skyline to the west of site and topographically rises to 180m
above sea level (asl) over 1km from site. To the east of the site is the suburb of Stokes Valley which
forms the eastern side of the Hutt River Valley. The topography then steeply rises from approximately
17m asl at the site to 200m asl near Silversteam Landfill over 2km from site. Manor Park, Haywards
Substation and Judgeford via State Highway 58 are to the north of the site, with the greater area of
Hutt City to the south.

2.12 Receiving Environment

The receiving environment is comprised of existing activities that were lawfully established, permitted
activities and those activities for which resource consent has been granted, and that consent is
reasonably likely to be implemented. This is the environment that effects must be assessed against.

2 Deed of Settlements: Attachments 2012, p.159.
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Consent has been granted for bulk earthworks and vegetation removal. This consent is attached in
Appendix 7 with approved plans. These works and the levels proposed under the consent form part of
the receiving environment. There are no other known consents or consents in the wider environment
that are unimplemented that we are aware of.

3.0 Background

3.1 Site Suitability

There are very few alternatives available to accommodate a fit-for-purpose waste management facility.
Waste Management has been looking for a suitable site for over 15 years and none have been suitable.
Within the existing urban area, sites are not large enough or are too close to sensitive receivers. Rural
sites are constrained as they often contain wetlands or other environmental features or are not flat. To
work efficiently, a location close to the market where waste is generated is required.

There is no way to avoid the activity. The waste management facility proposed is to implement all stages
of the waste management hierarchy, as set out above. The only alternative to waste management
facilities is transfer direct to landfill or other end facility. This does not encourage re-use or reduction
of waste going to landfill. It is also not efficient and results in trucks travelling larger/longer distances.

3.2 Demand for Waste Management

The facility is designed to serve the greater Wellington Region. There is predicted demand for an
additional 103,770 households in the greater Wellington Region by 2051 with current capacity for
78,318 dwellings.® With an increase in households and businesses in the region, municipal waste and
construction and demolition waste will increase. The proposed facility will help meet part of this
demand.

The facility will incorporate measures that contribute to waste minimization. This is key to sustainable
management of resources in the region and achieving waste minimization goals and obligations under
the Waste Minimization Act 2008 (WMA)*

The Waste Minimization and Management Plan for the Wellington Region seeks to reduce the total
guantity of waste sent to Class 1 landfills from 600kg to 400kg per person per annum by 2026. The plan,
that is prepared to give effect to the WMA, considers the waste hierarchy, ensures waste does not
become a nuisance, and partially fulfils statutory obligations of Councils in the Region to manage
waste.”

3 Wellington Regional Housing and Business Development Capacity Assessment — Housing Update May 2022, Page 6
4

https://legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2008/0089/latest/DLM999802.htmI?search=ts_act%40bill%40regulation%40deemedreg_wa
ste+minimisation+_resel_25_a&p=1 As accessed on 20 January 2023.
5 Wellington Region Waste Management and Minimisation Plan 2017 - 2023
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The waste management facility proposed helps achieve waste minimization and management of waste
by including, in one place, a range of facilities that implement the waste management hierarchy. This
is in addition to meeting demand for increased waste that will result from the growth of households
and businesses in the Wellington Region.

3.3 Urban Growth Strategy

The proposal will contribute to giving effect to the Urban Growth Strategy. The Urban Growth Strategy
2012 — 2022 published by Hutt City Council in 2014 sets out challenges with providing further business
land in Hutt City as follows:

The city’s commercial and industrial land supply is largely fixed by the extent of the existing development along
with our typography and territorial authority boundaries, with only a few opportunities for expanding either.

The strategy identifies the wider parcel of land subject to this proposal and states:

The land in Manor Park is currently owned by the New Zealand Transport Agency and is zoned rural,
limiting its uses to farming purposes. Much of the land is uncompacted fill and is subject to two hazards
—the fault line and flooding from the Hutt River.

Consequently, it is not suitable for any intensive uses such as general business or residential. However,
Council is interested in exploring the possibility of using this land for limited, light industrial purposes
that are less at risk from these hazards, such as truck depots. Given the site is at the centre of the region
and is at the junction of State Highway 2 and State Highway 58, the site could lend itself very well to
such uses, especially once the Transmission Gully Motorway is built. ©

Transmission Gully is now complete and operational. The proposal efficiently uses land identified by
the growth strategy in Manor Park for business purposes. Waste management facilities require large
parcels of land to operate and provide services that minimize waste, including material recovery, and
the facilitation of recycling and re-use. The proposal has addressed the constraints identified in the
Growth Strategy and risk in relation to natural hazards is minimized by the mitigation measures
proposed.

In addition to utilizing the site in a way that is consistent with the Growth Management Strategy,
locating the proposal on the subject site avoids the need to occupy a large amount of Business Zoned
land that could be better used to meet a number of activities that do not require a large land area. In
this way, the proposal indirectly contributes to the supply of business land. This is a benefit of the
proposal, considering that business land in Hutt City is identified as a constrained resource in the
Growth Strategy.

8 Hutt City Council. 2014: Urban Growth Strategy 2012 — 2032 (p.37)
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3.4 Meetings with Hutt City Council

A pre-application was held with Hutt City Council on 10 November 2021. The outcomes of the meeting
were:
TE Regional Consent may be required for industrial and trade activity discharges and discharges to
air,

ad

{
)

That flood mitigation would be required, and suitable mitigation provided to support the
proposed activity, and

ad

Expert input into water management, civil engineering, flood, geotechnical, contaminated land,

{
)

traffic, and full development plans would be required to support the activity at resource consent
submission.

A pre-application meeting was held with Hutt City Council on 28 July 2022. The outcomes of the meeting
relevant to this application were:

ad

The upgrading of the roading that supports this development was supportable.

{
)

ad

{
)

Highlighting noise as an issue that will require specialist analysis and mitigation if required.

ad

The need to outline traffic generation caused by the activity, and

{
)

ad

If any signs were proposed as part of the development and how the stormwater is to be managed

{
)

onsite.
A further meeting was held in the latter part of December 2022 to provide an update on the progress
of the application, summarise the draft application and outline the intended approach to consent being
lodged concurrently with the land use consent application for access and servicing.

Waste Management Managers has also met with the Hutt City Council, to inform them of the proposal.

3.5 Consent RM2220258 for Bulk Earthworks and Vegetation Removal

Consent Consent RM220258 was granted on 21 December 2022 to remove vegetation and undertake
bulk earthworks on the wider site, maintaining a riparian corridor adjacent to Dry Creek. These works
are to commence as soon as possible, once pre commencement conditions have been met.

The works subject to this consent will not be given affect to until the bulk earthworks are largely
complete, as the proposed site development is reliant on the site levels created through the bulk
earthworks. Copies of consents to fill the site from both Hutt City and Greater Wellington Regional
Council are attached in Appendix 7, with approved plans that show final levels.

3.6 Concurrent Land Use Application

A consent application has been lodged with Hutt City Council for servicing and roads within the lot,
including transport network upgrades. This covers the wider site and the part of the subject to this
proposal. As Waste Management is dependent on these works; however, it is requested that the two
applications be processed concurrently. The AEE report for the concurrent land use application is
attached in Appendix 11, noting that it does not form part of this application and is attached for
reference only.
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4.0 Proposal

A Resource Recovery Park is proposed on the southwestern part of the site. The resource recovery park
will include the following activities that are shown in Figure 7:
T Secondhand goods store: A retail store selling secondhand goods, unwanted by the person that
dropped them off. This allows for re-use and upcycling. The secondhand goods area has a large
functional area for the public to drop off goods that will be under cover.

ad

Repair cafe to allow damaged goods to be repaired and sold in the secondhand goods store or

{
)

kept by the owner. The café will also serve as a café to visitors and personnel working at the Park.

ad

Material recovery facility. Recycling is sorted and may be put into bales for further processing off

{
)

site.
Transfer station: This is where waste from municipal collections and private households is stored

ad

{
)

and compacted for transfer to landfill.

To support these facilities, the following is proposed:
IE Weighbridge.
I Comprehensive water management and treatment.
TE Associated parking, EV charging, and maneuvering.
TE Offices that support the operation of the facility.
T A workshop for mechanical repairs and servicing of trucks and waste management vehicles and
equipment.
TE Bin storage and bin wash facility.
TE Truck wash facility.
TE Associated landscaping and planting.
TE Sign at the entry stating the name of the park and directional signs within the park.
T Gates and security fencing; and
T Landscaping and planting.
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Figure 8: Proposed Site Plan. Source: Harris Architects Limited

A key part of the proposal is that all high-risk or industrial and trade activities will be undertaken indoors
to reduce environmental risk. All contaminants from these activities will be removed off-site for
treatment.

The following sections of the report set out details of the proposal.

4.1 Development Stages

The proposed development will be constructed in two stages. The first stage covers the construction of
the overall resource recovery park and Stage 2 covers additional add-on requirements to aid in the
operation of the facility. The site features included in each stage are outlined in the following
subsections.

411 Stagel

Stage 1 consists of the establishment of the following activities:
Weighbridge.

Transfer station.

Construction and demolition building.

Public drop-off area associated with second-hand goods store.
Bin storage area.

Office and administration block with staff amenities.

Car parking.

Truck parking.
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ad

Pavements and roads.

{
)

I EVcharging.
T Truck wash bay.
T Bin wash bay.
TE Service connections.
I Water treatment.
I Planting.
I Dangerous goods store.
I Fencing.
TE Material recovery facility.
TE Workshop, and
TE Signage.
4.1.2 Stage2
TE Waste compactors.

ad

{
)

Further EV charging, and

ad

Any additional requirements to comply with conditions of consent or enhance site operation.

{
)

4.2 Hours of Operation

Mobile machinery on the site will operate Monday to Sunday 0700 — 1700 and these will only operate
within the proposed buildings. The resource recovery park will be open to the public Monday to Sunday,
0600 — 1800. There will be some truck movements during the night and between 0600 — 0700 to aid
the efficient operation of the Park.

4.3 Site Layout and Characteristics

Full plans of the proposed development are attached in Appendix 8. The layout has been designed to
facilitate the practical operation of the site and circulation of heavy vehicles. The layout also seeks to
segment those areas of the site open to the public from those areas that members of public will not be
permitted to enter. Clear directional signs and arrows will be installed on-site. The site layout also
responds to constraints, specifically the location of the Faultline and associated no build area and
location of Dry Creek.

Due to the activity proposed involving waste transport, high numbers of pedestrians and cyclists are
not anticipated. Pedestrian and cycling facilities are incorporated into the development's design.

Tables 2 and 3, below, sets out key characteristics of the development.

Proposed Activity Stud Height
Retail and Café Building 3m High Stud
RTS Operations Workshop 12m High Stud
C&D Operations Warehouse

MRF Operations Warehouse 10m High Stud
Office Building 8m High Stud
Workshops

Table 2: Proposed Activity v HCC Maximum Height Standard.
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It is noted that the yard setbacks exceed 12m and are unlikely to trigger consent for recession plane
requirements.

Proposed Activity Site Coverage
Retail and Café Building 950m?

RTS Operations Warehouse 3,750m?

C&D Operations Warehouse 1,575m?

MRF Operations Warehouse 2,250m?
Office Building 800m?
Workshops 550m?

Total Coverage 9,875m?

Table 3: Proposed Activity v HCC Site Coverage Standard

4.4  Electric Vehicle Chargers

Electrification of both the light and heavy vehicle fleet is a key goal for Waste Management and several
electric vehicles form part of the fleet. To facilitate the operation of these vehicles, the resource
recovery park will include several electric vehicle chargers. These will be within the truck and light
vehicle parking areas.

4,5 Water Management

Note: Water management is set out in detail in the water management report, attached in Appendix 9.

To conserve water, water re-use is proposed for truck washing and will be implemented for any other
activities where practical. All re-used water will be treated and recirculated. Water that is retained in
tanks from the roofs of buildings will be used for non-potable purposes within all buildings, including
dust/odour suppression, wash down of the transfer station floor, and bin wash. Should the tanks
contain insufficient water, they will be topped up from the reticulated network. The reticulated network
will be used for potable water. Both tank and reticulated water will be used for fire safety purposes.

Contaminants from the bin and truck wash, and from the floor of process buildings (including the waste
transfer building) will be collected by an underground storage tank. The contaminants will then be
removed and treated off-site. If this is not possible during detailed design, process wastewater will be
discharged to wastewater, controlled by a trade waste consent. The proposed workshop will be a dry
workshop, with no discharge of contaminants. The storage and removal of industrial and trade waste
avoids environmental risk and the possibility of entrainment in the stormwater network.

All proposed tanks are underground and will have an overflow to the stormwater management system,
that discharges to Dry Creek. Stormwater from the car park and impervious areas of the site will be
treated prior to discharge using a proprietary stormwater treatment device.

4.6 Landscaping

On-site mitigation to minimize visual amenity and character effects includes on-site planting, ensuring
a recessive building colour, and dispersing buildings on the site. In turn, a continuous building mass is
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avoided. A landscape plan and visual assessment included in Appendix 4 and these also show fencing.
The exterior of the buildings will be karaka green or a colour with a similar reflectivity value.

Offsite mitigation is also proposed and is the contouring and planting of land owned by Greater
Wellington Regional Council adjacent to the site, that is part of the Hutt River Trail. The location of the
proposed off-site planting is shown in Figure 9 below. Access for Greater Wellington Regional Council
to maintain the Hutt River, particularly after flood events, is provided through the site and planning
area.
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Figure 9: Planting Plan. Source: Boffa Miskell

4.7 Odour and Pest Management

A contractor will be engaged to implement pest management on site. Pest management on the wider
site, including riparian margins, will be undertaken under the conditions of the fill consent. Odour is
minimized by the transfer station being located within a building. Water can be used to suppress odour
and an odour cannon will be used if required.

4.8 Site Access and Infrastructure

The road to access the resource recovery park and upgrade to Benmore Crescent have been designed
as part of the land use consent for services and roads to be processed concurrently with this consent
(refer to section 3.4 of this report). Plans for the road are attached in Appendix 10 and access to the
site is discussed in the traffic assessment report also attached in Appendix 10. The road terminates in
a cul-de-sac to allow traffic that does not want to enter the resource recovery park to safely turn
around. This avoids traffic utilizing the resource recovery park to turn around and ensures safe
maneuvering when the resource recovery park gates are closed.

In addition to the new access road, an upgrade to Benmore Crescent is also proposed. This is required
to safely facilitate the number of vehicle movements that will be generated. Details of upgrades are
included in the traffic assessment report, along with rationale for the upgrades.

Wastewater infrastructure will be extended to the site, as will water supply. Details for this
infrastructure, which are included within the concurrent land use consent, are discussed in the Water
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Management Report in Appendix 9. The proposed stormwater management will be private and will
operate as set out in the Water Management Report.

4.9 Signs

There will be a sign at the entry of the site to state the name of the facility, hours of operation, and any
health and safety matters persons entering the site should be aware of. Within the site, there will be
directional and health and safety signage. The design of signs may be approved as a condition of
consent and all signs will comply with permitted activity criteria (set out in Appendix 3). No signs will be
placed on the facade of any building where they will be visible from the Hutt River Trail or Mary Huse
Grove.

4,10 Land Disturbance

Minor land disturbance is required for some leveling and building foundations. This work will be
undertaken with erosion and sediment controls in place until the site is stabilized. An accidental
discovery protocol will also be in place for the duration of the works.

4.11 Management Plans

The site will operate in accordance with several management plans that may be consolidated into one
environmental management plan, including the following:

ad

Hazards Management Plan

{
)

ad

Traffic Management Plan

{
)

ad

Noise Management Plan

{
)

ad

Water Management Plan

{
)

ad

Spill Response and Emergency Management Plan
Health and Safety Plan
Sustainability Plan (including complaints management).

{
)

ad

{
)

ad

{
)

4,12 Hazardous Substances

Some hazardous substances will be stored and used on-site. The quantity and types of substances are
not finalized. Should consent be required for a hazardous facility, this will be sought separately once
guantities are confirmed.

5.0 Consent Requirements

Note: Our assessment of consent requirements is based on the plans and information provided to us. In the event
of inconsistency between the plans and information provided below, the plans take precedence, including in
infringements identified, noting Council can amend or add reasons for consent and infringements should consent
be granted.

We have taken care to identify all reasons for consent. However, our assessment relates to the proposal in its
entirety (as shown on the plans and appended information) and is therefore considered wide enough to cover any
additional reasons for consent that Council may identify.
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5.1 City of Lower Hutt District Plan 1995
RESTRICTED DISCRETIONARY ACTIVITIES

TE 8B2.2(c) Cafes and restaurants: A repair café forms part of the resource recovery park.

TE 14A.5.1(c) Any activity that exceeds the high trip generator thresholds specified in Appendix
Transport 2.

TE 14H2.1(a) All structures and budlings on any site where the whole site or a portion of the site
falls within the Wellington Fault Special Study Area.

TE 141 2.2(a) Earthworks that do not comply with permitted activity conditions (over 50m* of
earthworks are necessary).

DISCRETIONARY ACTIVITIES

T 8B.2.3(a) Buildings that do not comply with the permitted standards (8B.2.1.1(c) Maximum
Height and 8B.2.1.1(e) Site Coverage)
TE 8B.2.3(e) Transfer stations.

NON-COMPLYING ACTIVITIES
TE 8B.2.4(a) Any other retailing activity: second-hand goods store forms part of the proposed
resource recovery park.
TE 8B.2.4(c) Any industrial activity: Resource recovery (recycling) is part of the proposed resource
recovery park as does a mechanical workshop (for the use of Waste Management vehicles only).

A full assessment of compliance with plan provisions is contained in Appendix 1.

6.0 Assessment of Environmental Effects

6.1 Receiving Environment

The receiving environment is as set out in Section 2.12 of this report and as described in section 2. As
set out in that section, the bulk earthworks consent (Appendix 7) is unimplemented, but is likely to be
implemented, as it is a pre cursor to development. The bulk earthworks consent forms part of the
receiving environment.

6.2 Permitted Baseline

In the General Rural Zone, activities that are not restricted discretionary, discretionary, or non-
complying and comply with stated conditions, are permitted. There is potential for activities that do
not have a rural character or relate to rural production to establish in the Rural Zone as a permitted
activity. The zone rules do not anticipate solely rural production activities.

The building standards allow a building height of up to 8m with site coverage of 1,000m?2. A 10m yard
setback is required by the conditions and various height in relation to boundary rules apply, depending
on the orientation of the boundary the recession plane is measured from (permitted activity criteria
are set out in full in Appendix 3 of this report).
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As a permitted activity, a 1,000m? building could establish that is 8m high. Such a building could be any
colour and would not require any screen planting. The outline of such a building is shown in Figure 10

below, as could be seen from Mary Huse Grove.

{

Figure 10: Potential Permitted Building from Mary Huse Grove (Boffa Miskell)

Traffic movements from activities with a floor area less than 5,000m? do not require consent as a high
trip generating activity. A truck depot or similar activity could establish on site with a relatively high
number of traffic movements.

The nature of activities that could establish in the zone, permitted activity conditions and the threshold
for high trip generating activities may form part of the permitted baseline to assess effects of the
proposed resource recovery park.

6.3 Positive Effects

The resource recovery park will assist to minimise waste and to manage waste in a fit for purpose for
facility that incorporates sustainable features. This provides a significant asset to Hutt City and the wider
Wellington Region. The resource recovery park will continue to provide employment and associated
economic benefits. The site is larger than the current site from which Waste Management currently
operates. The larger site allows for expansion when compared to the current operation and may result
in further employment.

As set out in the background section of this report (Section 3), business land in Hutt City is in short
supply. Locating the resource recovery park at Manor Park does not consume what limited supply of
business land exists. It also effectively increases the supply of business land as postured by the Hutt City
Growth Strategy.

@ Potentlalls www.potentialis.co.nz | 27

PLANNING | RESOURCE MANAGEMENT



6.4 Traffic Effects

An assessment of traffic effects has been undertaken by Stantec and a Traffic Assessment Report is
attached in Appendix 10. The adjacent road environment is shown below duplicated from the report to
provide context for the assessment that is summarised below.

b2

Figure 9: The adjacent road network environment in context of the site. Source: Prover

Upgrades are proposed to the intersection of Benmore Crescent with Manor Park Road and to the rail
level crossing. Full details of these upgrades are discussed in the servicing land use consent, to be
processed concurrently with this application. Plans are attached in Appendix 10 for reference. One
vehicle accident has been identified in vicinity of the site; however, the traffic assessment notes that
the crash record does not indicate any safety issues and notes the upgrades that are proposed.

The proposal infringes the high trip generation threshold due to the gross floor area proposed being
over 5,000m?. The traffic assessment report concludes that traffic generated from the proposal can be
accommodated by the road network, with the upgrades proposed. Sustainable transport will be
promoted by the pedestrian connection between the site and Manor Park Rail Station as well as access
to the Hutt River Trail.

Within the site, parking and manoeuvring has been designed to be sufficient for the size and number
of vehicles. Traffic routes are shown within the plan set attached in Appendix 8. The layout of the site
has been designed to separate out public and restricted areas of the site and ensure efficient traffic
flow. The assessment concludes that the site will fully accommodate parking demand.

With reference to the traffic assessment, traffic effects of the proposal are less than minor, subject to
conditions including the following:
TE The facility must not operate until road upgrades have been completed.
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ad

{
)

A traffic management plan must be prepared to guide construction and operation of the resource
recovery park.

ad

Directional signage or on-ground signage must be implemented prior to operation of the facility.

{
)

6.5 Acoustic Effects

Tonkin & Taylor has undertaken an assessment of acoustic effects and a report that sets out this
assessment is attached in Appendix 11. In summary:

TE The level of noise generated will comply with permitted activity criteria at the nearest sensitive
receivers (these are 27 Mary Huse Grove, 29 Mary Huse Grove, 31 Mary Huse Grove, 1397 High
Street, and 1404 High Street). Noise levels will be similar to the existing noise environment during
the day and is considered reasonable.

ad

{
)

There are no vibration limits in the District Plan and standard practice is to use the vibration
guideline levels in the German Vibration Standard DIN 4150-3:1999. Vibration is a concern only
during construction. It is unlikely that vibration will be perceptible during construction.

With reference to the appended acoustic assessment, the effects of noise and vibration from both
construction and operation of the resource recovery park are anticipated to be less than minor. A
condition of consent that states required noise limits is suggested.

6.6 Landscape, Character, and Visual Effects

Boffa Miskell has undertaken an assessment of landscape effects and a report setting out this
assessment in attached in Appendix 4. On-site mitigation to minimize visual amenity and character
effects includes planting on the site, ensuring a recessive building colour, and dispersing buildings on
the site. This, in turn, avoids a continuous building mass.

Offsite mitigation is also proposed and is the planting of land owned by Greater Wellington Regional
Council adjacent to the site, that is part of the River Walkway. The location of the proposed off-site
planting is shown in Figure 9. This offsite mitigation benefits the adjacent land, used as part of the river
walkway, increases biodiversity, and will offer amenity to users of the recreation land.

Regarding landscape, character and visual effects, the visual assessment concludes:
TE The site may be visible from Mary Huse Grove, Silverstream and the Hutt River Trail. A small
portion of the site may also be visible from State Highway 2. From all points but the State
Highway, the site will be seen against a backdrop of the wider area and hills behind.

ad

The natural character of Dry Creek, which is currently assessed as low to moderate, will not

{
)

change because of the proposal, as a 10m riparian margin will be maintained.

ad

The proposed development is a small part of a wider landscape and effects at the wider

{
)

landscape scale are low. Local landscape effects may be low to moderate due to the scale of the
buildings proposed.

ad

Visual effects are mixed from low to moderate. From the Hutt River Trail, the site will be

{
)

intermittently visible for approximately 500m of the trail, on either side of the river. Planting and
building colour have been designed to minimise effects for users of the Trail. The appended
landscape assessment notes that the planting is in keeping with the Hutt City Council River
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Environment Strategy and will reduce effects as experienced from the Trail. From the residential
area at Mary Huse Grove, visual effects range from low to moderate.

TE From public places views are mixed, but planting has been designed to integrate the facility into
the wider landscape.
TE Effects decrease after the five-year period for plant growth.

Plan context is important when considering landscape, character, and visual effects because the site
and zoning is unique. The subject site is not a typical rural site, as discussed in Section 2.2 of this report.
It does not have the character or amenity that a General Rural Zoned site would have, as it is isolated
from other rural land and its use for rural production is limited by its size and location. This is the context
that it is viewed within, as would be the case for any small pocket of land zoned Rural, surrounded by
Urban Zones on one side and separated from other Rural Zones by a major piece of infrastructure. The
zoning pattern means that the site cannot have a character typically associated with rural areas. Those
viewing the site as part of a wider landscape are unlikely to expect either the character or amenity one
may anticipate of other rurally zoned sites.

The amenity of the wider, surrounding area including the residential area at Mary Huse Grove has
been modified by the Rail Line Buffer Area. The rail line appears to sit approximately 2m higher than
land it adjoins. The rail corridor is a significant piece of infrastructure and Issue 13A 2.2 of the District
Plan acknowledges effects that such infrastructure can have. It states, ‘the construction, operation,
and maintenance of the transport network can have adverse effects on the surrounding environment,
including noise, vibration and visual effects.’

The District Plan defines a State Highway and Railway Corridor Buffer of 40m wide. Activities in the
corridor sensitive to noise, such as residential activities, must incorporate additional noise mitigation.
The presence of the corridor overlay and accompanying standard indicates an acknowledgement that
effects cannot be internalized within the site occupied by the rail line and State highway. As a result,
the potential amenity of these areas is lower than sites not within the corridor.

The context of the Plan and site is also important to assess effects on the Hutt River Trail and persons
using that trail. The Hutt River Trail is within the esplanade reserve for the river. There are no specific
restrictions on land uses that can be established on land that is next to esplanade reserves or the trail,
or requirements for mitigation or any screening of activities, over and above zone provisions. Indeed,
the trail passes a mix of activities, including those on General Business Zoned land. Parts of the trail are
next to the State Highway. The Plan does not seek to specifically manage visual effects of activities next
to the Hutt River Trail and land adjacent to the trail does not have any one zone, indicating that there
is no specific planned character for sites that are next to the trail.

Five hundred metres of the trail extends past the site (approximately). It is highly unlikely that users of
the trail will experience just this portion of the trail in isolation unless they were purposefully wanting
to do so. This is due to the location of exit and entrance points to the Trail. There is an entrance from
Mary Huse Grove. For those walking from this point passed the site; however, the next entrance point
is at Owen Street which is approximately 3.4km away (that is on the same side of the river). Even those
users that walk a portion of the path and then turn around and come back are unlikely to experience
just the portion of the path that goes passed the site in isolation. It is understood that currently some
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users of the pathway may walk in a loop, from Mary Huse Grove and then through the wider site and
back to Mary Huse Grove. Access through the site will not be available during works or once the site is
operational, noting it is private property and no easements for pedestrian access exist. A portion of the
trail is next to the State Highway, shown below.

Keith George
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Silverstream Retreat

¢ Ammunition @ Boulder Hill Q ®
Bunkers
Dry Creek Entrance, (2]
Belmont Regional Park @

Q

QCalxex - Stokes Valley
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Figure 10: The portion of the Hutt Valley River Trail and distance between the two available exit points. Source: Google Maps
2022

Planting is proposed and is consistent with the vision for planting along the Trail. The buildings proposed
are also recessive in colour.

The permitted baseline should also be considered when considering landscape, character, and visual
effects. The zone does allow for a range of activities that meet permitted activity criteria. Activities
could be established as of right that do not have a typical rural character or relate to rural production.
As set out in Section 5 of this report, as a permitted activity, a building of 1,000m?, of any colour and
with no screening could be established on the site, with a height of up to 8m. Some trail users or persons
viewing the site from other viewpoints could find this to be dominant.

Whilst visual effects and local landscape effects from some isolated viewpoints are assessed as
moderate for a temporary period until plants are well established, for the reasons set out above and in
the context of the planning framework, we consider landscape, character, and visual effects from the
proposal are minor. This is subject to fair and reasonable conditions to control these effects.
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Suggested conditions are:
T& All buildings must have a recessive colour palette (reflectivity value of 20% or less)

TE Before construction, a final planting and maintenance plan, in general accordance with the Boffa
Miskell planting plan, must be approved.
IE Planting identified on the landscape plan must be planted within the first planting season

following construction of the proposed buildings and maintained thereafter.

6.7 Amenity Effects

As set out above, amenity values of the receiving environment are not high, due to the extent of
modification that has taken place due to the State Highway and Rail Line. The proposal has been
designed to reduce adverse amenity effects generated from the proposed buildings and activity. This is
achieved by having most of the activities indoors, lighting being directed away from the site boundaries,
the proposed planting and pest management, and controls of hours of operation for all but low-impact
activities. The effects of the resource recovery park are consistent with immediately adjacent uses and
will not affect the amenity of the State Highway or Rail Lane, noting the conclusions of the traffic
assessment that the effect on the infrastructure network will be less than minor. Effects on amenity of
the river pathway are set out in Section 7 of this report.

From other surrounding areas amenity effects, will be less than minor, for the following reasons:
TE Nuisance effects are internalised within the site, including dust and odour.
TE Vibration is not expected to be perceptible.
TE Light will be directed within the site.
TE Signs will comply with the permitted activity criteria, and
TE Noise will comply with permitted activity criteria at residential areas at High Street and Mary

Huse Grove.

Hours of operation, control of light, odour, dust, pest control, noise levels, and implementation of
proposed planting are suggested conditions of consent.

6.8 Natural Hazard Risk and Effects

6.8.1 Flooding

The site is subject to two potential flood hazards: flooding from the Hutt River and from Dry Creek.

Hutt River

The site is within the secondary river corridor, as shown in Figure 1 of this report. Permitted activity
standard (q) that regulates development within the Secondary River requires buildings to be above 28.0
msl. The standard is based on an older flood model published by Greater Wellington Regional Council.
During previous conversations about planning for the subject site, Greater Wellington Regional Council
confirmed the modelling is outdated’. A site-specific flood assessment has been undertaken for the site
by River Edge Consulting (Appendix 6) and confirms the extent of inundation differs from that shown

’ Flood Assessment Report prepared by River Edge Consulting, Appendix 15 (p.1)
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on Greater Wellington Regional Council maps. The site is not impacted by flooding from the Hutt River
to the extent shown on the Greater Wellington Regional Council model.

The bulk earthworks authorized by consent RM220258result in a finished level for the portion of the site
Waste Management will occupy ranging from RL25%. The flood assessment concludes that following
these works the site will not be subject to inundation from the Hutt River during a 1 in 440-year event.
The assessment recommends freeboard of 0.9m for all buildings within the Hutt River Corridor and all
buildings within this part of the site have been designed to achieve this floor level.

Given the floor level design, and the location of buildings outside the area of inundation from the Hutt
River during a 1 in 440-year event, risk from flooding is low.

Dry Creek
Flooding from Dry Creek that flows through the site has also been modelled and is shown in Figure 6,

of this report. The figure shows that all proposed buildings are clear of the flood hazard and egress from
the site is not impacted.

Suggested conditions of consent are the following:
T& All buildings must be above 28 asl, and
TE Activity to proceed in accordance with the plans.

6.8.2  Stability and Geotechnical Effects

A portion of the site is within the Wellington Faultline Study Zone, shown on Hutt City District Plan maps
(Figure 1). Any building on a site where a portion of that site is within the Wellington Fault Special Study
Area is a restricted discretionary activity under Rule 14H.2.1. The single matter of discretion relevant
to Rule 14H.2.1 is:

Safe Separation Distance of Structures and Buildings from the Wellington Fault:

For all structures and buildings, an engineering report will be required to confirm that the Wellington
Fault is not within 20.0m of any proposed structure or building, or that the necessary engineering
precautions have been taken.

Asite specific Faultline Assessment has been undertaken and is attached in Appendix 5. The assessment
has determined a ‘no build’ zone 20m either side of the assessed position of the Faultline. This no build
area is shown on the proposed plans and all buildings in this case are clear of this zone. Activities within
the no build area are limited to the following that are not sensitive to seismic risk:

T&E Vehicle parking.

TE Drop off area for the secondhand goods store, and

T Bin storage.

8 Approved plans showing finished ground levels authorized by consent RM220258 attached in Appendix 6.
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It is noted that a canopy is proposed over the drop-off area and defined as a building. It is not; however,
a structure that will be occupied and is open. It is noted that accessory buildings, not for working
purposes, do not require consent in the Wellington Faultline study area.’

Conditions of consent are suggested to limit activities within the fault zone to those shown on Site Plans
and engineering plans and to require specific geotechnical design and supervision of future buildings
on the site.

6.8.3  Stability

The stability of the site has been considered as part of the assessment for the bulk earthworks consent
at conceptual level and all earthworks to implement that consent will be supervised by a suitably
qualified person. As set out above, detailed geotechnical design will be undertaken to support the
building consent applications for the buildings proposed as part of this application. Building
construction will be supervised as appropriate to ensure land stability, a suggested condition of
consent.

6.8.4 Hazard Management Policy

The site will operate in accordance with a hazard management policy. This policy will set out steps to
be taken to minimize the impact of natural hazards and immediate steps to be following in the event
of a natural hazard event, including:

I8 Floods.

I Tsunamis.

T Earthquakes, and

I Extreme weather events.

The preparation of a hazard management policy is a suggested condition of consent.

6.8.5 Environmental Risk

A dangerous goods store is required to support activities on site (e.g., workshop). All hazardous
substances will be stored and managed as per relevant regulations. Based on initial information,
consent is not expected to be required under the hazardous facility rules. If required, consents will be
sought once details of the goods required on-site have been determined. As set out below, the
environmental risks from trade waste generated from operation of the resource recovery park will be
largely avoided by this waste being transported off site for treatment or via trade waste.

6.9 Effects on the Natural Environment

A small amount of land disturbance is proposed to form building platforms and the internal parking
area and access roads. During earthworks, erosion and sediment controls will be in place, as will an
accidental discovery protocol. The provision of an erosion and sediment control plan and the protocol
are suggested conditions of consent. All controls will be in place for the duration of works and
monitored as appropriate.

° Rule 14H2.1(a) Hutt City District Plan.
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Following construction, effects on the natural environment will be no more than minor, for the
following reasons:
TE All activities, apart from parking and bin storage, are undertaken within buildings or covered. This
minimises dust and ensures that risk to the stormwater network is largely avoided.

ad

Trade activity areas are separated and contaminants from draining and washdown of these areas,

{
)

including the truck wash and bin wash, will be stored in underground tanks, and removed off-
site for treatment or discharged to trade waste (sanitary sewer).

ad

Devices will be in place to treat stormwater generated for site.

{
)

ad

The workshop will operate as a dry workshop avoiding discharges.

{
)

ad

{
)

Hazardous goods will be stored appropriately and bunded as required.

ad

{
)

The site will be operated in accordance with an environmental management plan.

ad

EV chargers are incorporated into the development.

{
)

ad

Sustainable transport modes are provided for within the development.
The site is on a platform created largely from filling the site. Aside from some strengthening

{
)

ad

{
)

works for building foundations and pavement, no cuts are proposed. Given this, groundwater is
not anticipated to be encountered during site works or adversely affected by the proposal.

6.10 Cultural Effects

It is appropriate only for Mana Whenua to determine effects on cultural values. Taranaki Whanui and
Ngati Toa have both been consulted. As set out further in Section 7.1, consultation with both is ongoing.
Taranaki Whanui have provided verbal approval in principle and have not identified any concerns.
Waste Management offers the opportunity for Mana Whenua to conduct a karakia or cultural blessing,
should they wish to do so. It is noted that the Hutt River is significant to Mana Whenua as set out in
Section 2.10 of this report. Effects on the Hutt River relevant to this application are discussed in the
natural environment effects section, above. Waste Management further anticipates Hutt City Council
will contact Iwi during processing of this consent.

6.11 Reverse Sensitivity

The site is not sensitive to any adjacent land uses that are established. It is compatible with effects
generated from both the State Highway and railway line. Reverse sensitivity effects are therefore less
than minor.

6.12 Cumulative Effects

The site is currently vacant. There are no existing activities on-site that would generate cumulative
effects in combination with the effects of the proposed resource recovery park within the wider
environment, including the Hutt River Trail, State Highway 2, or Rail Line Buffer Area. Cumulative effects
to those properties at Mary Huse Grove closest to the site are set out in Section 7.3 of this report. From
Mary Huse Grove itself, the street is sufficiently separated from the proposed site and the effects of
the resource recovery park will result in cumulative effects that are less than minor, at most.
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6.13 Precedent Effects

As a non-complying activity, it is appropriate to consider precedent effects. The subject site has unique
characteristics. It is surrounded by urban uses but zoned Rural, in between two major pieces of
infrastructure and subject to natural hazards. The proposal can utilise a site with these constraints. As
set out in Section 3.1 of this report, the Hutt City Growth Strategy does outline a requirement for better
waste management for the future. No other site with of a comparable size with the characteristics of
the site could be found reviewing cadastral maps. Other Rural Zoned land parcels do not have the
distinct characteristics that distinguish the site. For these reasons, the application is not likely to set a
precedent for the operation of industrial activities in the Rural Zone. A resource recovery park is also
distinct from other industrial activities, as it does not involve the manufacturing or processing of goods
but rather the management of waste. Indeed, the activity is unique, and this is reflected by the fact that
Waste Management has been looking for a suitable site for over 15 years.

6.14 Summary: Adverse Effects

Overall, effects of the proposal are no more than minor.

7.0 Consultation and Notification

7.1 Consultation

Consultation has been undertaken with Ngati Toa and Taranaki Whanui. This included a meeting on
site. Consultation has also been undertaken with Kiwi Rail and background to this is set out in the
attached traffic assessment reports. Consultation is ongoing with all groups.

7.2  Public Notification

Section 95A of the RMA sets out steps to decide if an application must be publicly notified.

Step 1 — Mandatory Public Notification

ad

Under Section 95A(3)(a), the application has not requested public notification of the application.

{
)

ad

{
)

Under Section 95A(3)(b), public notification is not required under Section 95C; and

ad

Under Section 95A(3)(c), the application is not made jointly with an application to exchange

{
)

recreation reserve land.
The application is therefore not subject to mandatory public notification under Section 95A(2).

Step 2 — Public Notification Precluded in Certain Circumstances

TE Under Section 95A(5)(a), the application is not subject to a rule or national environmental
standard that precludes public notification; and
TE The application is not for an activity listed in Section 95A(5)(b).
The application is therefore not precluded from public notification under Section 95A(4).

Step 3 — Public Notification Required in Certain Circumstances

TE Under Section 95A(8)(a), the application is not subject to a rule or national environmental
standard that requires public notification; and

!ii Potentlalls www.potentialis.co.nz | 36

PLANNING | RESOURCE MANAGEMENT



TE Under Section 95A(8)(b), as summarized in Section 5 of this report, the activity will not have
adverse effects on the environment that are more than minor.
Public notification of the application is therefore not required under Section 95A(7).

Step 4 — Special Circumstances

No special circumstances have been identified to require public notification of the application
pursuant to Section 95A(9). The activity proposed is not unusual. It is a common activity to service
urban areas. Notification is not anticipated to lead to information, above that provided that would
benefit the decision maker.

Public Notification: Summary

Public notification is therefore not required under Section 95A.

7.3 Limited Notification
Section 95B of the RMA is limited notification of consent applications. As with s95A, s95B prescribes
steps to be followed to determine if limited notification is required.

Step 1 — Certain Affected Groups and Persons
TE Under Section 95B(2)(a), there are no protected customary rights groups (Section 95F) relevant

to the area.

ad

Under Section 95B(2)(b), there are no protected customary marine title groups (Section 95G)

{
)

relevant to the area.

ad

{
)

Under Section 95B(3)(a), the proposed activity is not located on land that is the subject of a
statutory acknowledgement as it is owned by Ngati Toa. It is noted that land adjacent to the Hutt
River is treated in the same manner as land that is subject to a statutory acknowledgement. In
this regard, approval in principle has been provided by Taranaki Whanui verbally. Consultation is
ongoing with Ngati Toa. It is noted that the land is owned by Ngati Toa.

TE Under Section 95B(3)(b), there are no identified affected persons under Section 95E.
The application is therefore not subject to limited notification under Section 95B(4).

Step 2 — Limited Notification Precluded
TE Under Section 95B(6)(a), the application is not subject to a rule or national environmental

standard that precludes limited notification; and
TE The application is not for an activity listed in Section 95B(6)(b).
The application is therefore not precluded from limited notification under Section 95B(5).

Step 3 — Certain Other Affected Persons
TE The application is not for an activity listed in Section 95B(7); and

TE Under Section 95B(8),no persons are affected for the following reasons:

o Theraillineis not a sensitive activity. The proposed use will not give rise to reverse sensitivity
effects. All buildings are well set back from the rail corridor and maintenance of those
buildings will not result in a safety risk to the tracks. It is noted that Kiwi Rail has been
consulted about the rail-level crossing and this is as outlined in the land use consent for
servicing (the application to be considered concurrently with this application).
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o The State Highway is not a sensitive activity, and the effects of the proposal are compatible
with those of the State Highway. This will not give rise to reverse sensitivity. Regarding traffic
effects, the impact of these on the State Highway is considered acceptable. It is noted that
a fencing agreement is registered on the Record of Title. This agreement does not impact
on the area of the site Waste Management proposes to use.

o Effects on users of the Hutt River Trail are considered in the public notification section
above, as the Trail is a public space area.

Overall, no person is adversely affected. Limited notification of the application is therefore not required
under Section 95B(9).

Step 4 — Special Circumstances

No special circumstances have been identified to require limited notification of the application pursuant
to Section 95B(10). As set out above, whilst the site has unique characteristics the activity is not
particularly unusual. Limited notification to any person is not likely to provide additional information
that would be of benefit to the decision maker.

Limited Notification: Summary

Limited notification is not required under Section 95B.

7.4 Summary: Notification

Based on the assessment above, there is no reason as to why this application should be subject to public
or limited notification. As such, it is considered that this application can be processed without
notification.

8.0 Statutory Assessment

8.1 Assessment Required

Section 104 of the RMA states the matters to be assessed:

5104 Consideration of applications

(1) When considering an application for a resource consent and any submissions received, the consent authority must, subject
to Part 2, have regard to—

(a) any actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing the activity; and

(b) any relevant provisions of—

(i) a national environmental standard:

(i) other regulations:

(iii) a national policy statement:

(iv) a New Zealand coastal policy statement:

(v) a regional policy statement or proposed regional policy statement:

(vi) a plan or proposed plan; and

(c) any other matter the consent authority considers relevant and reasonably necessary to determine the application.
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This section considers each of these matters where relevant. The status of the activity is non-complying. As
such the test set out in s104D applies:

s104D Particular restrictions for non-complying activities

(1) Despite any decision made for the purpose of notification in relation to adverse effects, a consent authority may grant a
resource consent for a non-complying activity only if it is satisfied that either—

(a) the adverse effects of the activity on the environment (other than any effect to which section 104(3)(a)(ii) applies) will be
minor; or

(b) the application is for an activity that will not be contrary to the objectives and policies of —

(i) the relevant plan, if there is a plan but no proposed plan in respect of the activity, or

(i) the relevant proposed plan, if there is a proposed plan but no relevant plan in respect of the activity,; or

(iii) both the relevant plan and the relevant proposed plan, if there is both a plan and a proposed plan in respect of the activity.

8.2 Plan Context

The site is zoned Rural. The closest activity to what is proposed is a waste transfer station. A waste
transfer station is not permitted within any zone, as it is either discretionary or non-complying. This
means that in a policy context the plan does not prefer any one zone over another for this type of
activity.

The site is well suited to a resource recovery park because it is large, well separated from neighbours,
and bound by land uses that are not sensitive (the rail line, river, and motorway). As set out in Section
3 of this report, the zoning of the site and surrounding land is at odds with the objectives and policies
for the General Rural Zone. A review of zoning maps shows that no other Rural Zoned sites in the district
are isolated in the manner of this site. All other Rural Zoned sites adjoin Rural-Residential Zoned sites
or other General Rural Zone parcels or Conservation Zones.

The isolation of the site means that in the context of the plan it does not, and cannot, function as part
of the wider Rural Zone or area. Due to this, development of the site does not impact on the wider
Rural area and the character that it has. This is further set out below with reference to relevant
objectives and policies. Maps showing the zoning pattern are included below, for reference.
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Figure 12 to 16: Location of Rural Zoned Areas within the Hutt City Territorial Area. Rural Zoned area shown in dark green.
Source: HCC GIS Maps
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The Growth Strategy gives some clues as to why the zone is zoned Rural, referencing the natural hazard
constraints that the site has that at a high level without mitigation could make it less suitable for urban
uses. The proposal has addressed these constraints and the use proposed is considered appropriate.
Notwithstanding the above, the site is zoned Rural, and the assessment below includes a full
assessment against objectives and policies for the General Rural Zone.

8.3 Actual and Potential Effects on the Environment

Actual and potential effects on the environment are assessed in the Assessment of Environmental
Effects in Section 6 of this report. These are no more than minor.
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8.4 National Instruments

8.4.1 National Policy Statement for Highly Productive Land 2022 (NPSHPL)

The NPSHPL requires regional councils to map areas of highly productive land. Whilst there are
exemptions and qualifying matters in a basic sense highly productive land is any land that is zoned for
rural production and has LUC Class 1 — 3 soils and that is not shown as land indicated to be urban in the
future. Prior to the maps being completed and for the purpose of s104 assessments, any land that is
zoned Rural and has high-class soils is considered highly productive land.!® The NPS directs Council to
avoid the establishment of activities that compromise the use of highly productive land.

In this case, the site is zoned Rural; however, consent has been granted to fill the site and soils on the
site are already understood to be modified. Therefore, it does not meet the high-class soil test to be
considered highly productive land. In addition, it is discussed in the Hutt City Growth Management Plan
as being likely to be used for urban use in the future. The activity is therefore not contrary to the
NPSHPL.

8.4.2 National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020 (NPSFM)

The site is in proximity to two freshwater bodies: Dry Creek and the Hutt River. Dry Creek is currently
partly invaded by weeds and pests and has been partly modified by historic activities. ** However, as
part of the granted application to undertake bulk earthworks; however, weed and pest control is to be
undertaken, along with planting.

The proposal to establish a resource recovery park includes the following measures to reduce and
mitigate effects on freshwater quality:

ad

Undertaking all activities except for parking and bin storage indoors.

{
)

ad

Water re-use.

{
)

ad

Removal of contaminants off-site or via discharge to trade waste if this is not possible.

{
)

ad

Stormwater treatment.

{
)

ad

Stormwater detention, and

{
)

ad

Planting.

{
)

This is a land use application and, as such, assessment of the proposal against the NPSFM should
concentrate of the appropriateness of the effects the land use may have on freshwater bodies. The
fundamental concept of the NPSFM is Te Mana o te Wai — refers to the fundamental importance of
water and recognises the interrelationship between protecting the health of freshwater and health and
well-being of the wider environment. The NPS states ‘Te Mana o te Wai is about restoring the balance

between the water, the wider environment and the community’*2.

The proposal, considering the measures set out above, is not inconsistent with the objectives and
policies for the National Policy Statement for Freshwater 2022 including the fundamental concept of
Te Mana o te Wai for the following reasons:

0 MfE guidance — NPS Highly Productive Land 2022
" Tonkin and Taylor Land Use Consent Application for Fill
2 NPSFM Section 1.3

!ii Potentlalls www.potentialis.co.nz | 43

PLANNING | RESOURCE MANAGEMENT



ad

{
)

It is understood that Taranaki Whanui and Ngati Toa are Mana Whenua. Ngati Toa and Taranaki
Whanui have both been consulted during development of the project and their input sought.
They will be provided with a copy of the application upon lodgement, and it is expected that
Council will consult with them in the processing of this application. Ngati Toa are also the
registered landowner.

The site is at the lower end of the catchment, bordering the Hutt River, and Dry Creek.
Stormwater retention and treatment has been designed in an integrated manner.

ad

{
)

ad

The proposal does not threaten any significant habitats or the extent of wetlands or rivers, nor

{
)

does it have any impact on water allocation.
The treatment of stormwater and management proposed, as well as separation of contaminated

ad

{
)

water from site and removal of contaminants off-site, is consistent with maintaining and
improving water quality.

8.4.3 National Policy Statement for Urban Development 2020 (NPSUD)

The land is rural and the NPSUD is not directly applicable. The proposal, however, does contribute to
meeting the purpose of the NPSUD. The Ministry for the Environment (MfE) states that the NPS-UD
2020 ‘recognises the national significance of:

T having well-functioning urban environments that enable all people and communities to provide
for their social, economic, and cultural well-being, and for their health and safety, now and into
the future

I8 providing sufficient development capacity to meet the different needs of people and

communities®3.’

The proposal contributes to the well-functioning urban environments by providing a facility that is
essential to reducing and managing waste generation from the Wellington urban area. The activity
requires a large area of land to function adequately. The subject site avoids consuming large amounts
of industrial land and means this capacity is available to other industrial activities that support the
growth and operation of Wellington’s urban areas.

8.5 Wellington Regional Policy Statement 2013

The proposal will not be inconsistent with the Wellington Regional Policy Statement for the following
reasons:
TE The proposal assists in business land capacity through its location and supports the sustainable
growth of residential areas by providing a necessary service.

TE Air quality is maintained by the activities being conducted within buildings.

TE The resource recovery park will minimise waste in the region.

TE The quality of freshwater is maintained by the stormwater management proposed as well as
stormwater quality treatment. Risk to freshwater is minimised, as all trade waste will be removed
from site for treatment.

TE Vegetation that can be retained on-site has been incorporated into screening of the proposed

activity.

13 https://environment.govt.nz/acts-and-regulations/national-policy-statements/national-policy-statement-urban-development/
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ad

{
)

No historic heritage will be impacted by the proposal and measures are in place to address any
accidental find.

ad

The site does not contain any significant indigenous biodiversity.

{
)

ad

The site is not within any outstanding natural landscape and does not contain any outstanding

{
)

natural features. It is not within a special amenity landscape.
Natural hazard risk has been reduced through the design of the proposal, including layout and

ad

{
)

site levels.

ad

The site is not highly productive, and

{
)

ad

The applicant has engaged with Tangata Whenua, as set out throughout this document.

{
)

8.6 Operative District Plan

8.6.1 Consideration of Objectives and Policies

General Rural Zone
Objective 1.1.1 To maintain and enhance the open character and amenity values that are prevalent in

rural areas.
Policy:

(a) Toallow 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.

The explanation statement for Objective 1.1.1 and the policies that seek to achieve it states:

The rural areas have qualities that are different from urban and rural residential areas. There are a range
of factors which contribute to the open space character and amenity values of the rural area. This
includes the nature of the activities, the large sites on which they take place and the very low intensity

of buildings.

As set out in Section 2 of this report, the site's character has been modified by surrounding urban
activities. The site is bound by the railway, and State Highway 2. The site does not have a typical rural
character. The zoning of the site is unique in that no other isolated parcels of land are zoned Rural. As
shown below, the surrounding area is zoned Residential, Avalon Business, or Recreation. It is therefore
an isolated piece of land surrounded by areas that have a different planned character.

Whilst the activity proposes more built development than would be expected in the Rural Zone, as the
site is isolated and not part of a wider rural environment, it does not conflict with maintaining and
enhancing the open character and amenity values of rural areas. The site is not part of a rural area, so
the amenity of rural areas of the city are not impacted by the proposal.

The site does not have a high degree of natural character due to past land modification and filling and
as set out in the Landscape Assessment Report. The proposed planting on the Greater Wellington
Regional Council land that forms part of this proposal will contribute to natural character. Planting along
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Dry Creek due to the bulk earthworks consent will continue to contribute to the natural character of
the site, and this planting will not be impacted by the proposal.

1.1.3 Slope Stability and Soil Conservation
Objective: To ensure that adverse effects arising from activities are appropriately managed to ensure
slope stability and soil conservation.
Policy:

(a) To manage the use and land characterized by steep topography and poor soils so to ensure slope

stability and soil conservation.

The site is not steep. It is to be subject to bulk earthworks and the use is suitable for the underlying
soils. Geotechnical input during construction and detailed design will ensure the stability of the site.

1.2.1 Minimum Requirements for Sites and Buildings
Objective: To recognize those elements within the site that determine the character, amenity values and
adverse effects of flood hazards of rural areas and manage them appropriately.
Policy:
(a) To ensure the character and amenity values of rural areas are maintained and enhanced through
minimum site area conditions for dwellings.
(b) To require minimum set back requirements and maximum site coverage for all buildings.
(c) To establish appropriate minimum conditions for the size and shape of sites.
(d) To manage the siting of all buildings and structures to mitigate the effects of a flood hazard on
development.
(e) To discourage siting of buildings in the primary and secondary river corridors.
(f) To ensure that buildings and structures in the Primary or Secondary River Corridor of the Hutt
River have no more than minor adverse effects on flood protection structures.
(g) To mitigate the effects of flood hazards on buildings and structures in the primary and secondary
river corridors by managing their location, size, and scale.

The proposal utilizes a portion of the overall site. Whilst the site coverage for the zone is not met, the
ratio of buildings to open space is appropriate for the character of the area the site is a part of; noting
that the objective refers specifically to the character of the site itself.

A portion of the site where buildings are proposed is within the secondary river corridor. As discussed
in Section 6 of this report the site will not be subject to inundation in a 1 in 440-year event. With
reference to the appended flood assessment report, no proposed buildings are in an area that is subject
to flooding. The proposal does not impact on any flood protection structure.

Transport
Objective 14A.3.1

A safe, efficient, resilient, and well-connected transport network that is integrated with land use
patterns, meets local, regional, and national transport needs, facilitates, and enables urban growth and
economic development, and provides for all modes of transport.

Objective 14A.3.4
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Adverse effects on the safety and efficiency of the transport network from land use and development
that generate high volumes of traffic are managed

Objective 14A.3.5
Adverse effects on the safety and efficiency of the transport network from on-site transport facilities
(vehicle access, parking, manoeuvring, and loading facilities) are managed.

Policy 14A 4.5

Any activity that is a High Trip Generator must be assessed on a case-by-case basis. Adverse effects of
High Trip Generators on the safety and efficiency of the transport network should be managed through
the design and location of the land use, subdivision, or development.

Policy 14A 4.6
Vehicle access, parking, manoeuvring, and loading facilities should be designed to standards that ensure
they do not compromise the safety and efficiency of the transport network.

Policy 14A.4.7
The transport network, land use, subdivision and development should provide for all transport modes.

Policy 14A 4.2
Land use, subdivision and development should not cause significant adverse effects on the connectivity,
accessibility, and safety of the transport network, and, where appropriate, should:

IE seek to improve connectivity within and between communities; and

IE enable walking, cycling and access to public transport.

Comment:
The proposal is consistent with these objectives and policies for the following reasons:
T All modes are provided for, including walking and cycling. Electric vehicle charging is provided.

i

& With reference to the traffic assessment, the road network will be able to cater for the number

lf

of vehicles proposed, subject to the upgrades proposed.

ad

No issues have been identified regarding traffic safety which are not addressed by the proposed

{
)

upgrades.

ad

Internal circulation and parking provision is sufficient.

{
)

Natural Hazards

14H 1.1.1 Objective:

To avoid or reduce the risk to people and their property from natural hazards associated with seismic
action, landslides, flooding, and coastal hazards.

Policy:

(a) That the area at risk from fault rupture causing permanent ground deformation along the
Wellington Fault be managed by the Wellington Fault Special Study Area to address the effects of
subdivision and development on the safety of people and their property.

(b) That suitable engineering and emergency management measures be adopted to safequard
people and their property from liquefaction, ground shaking and tsunami hazards.
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(c) That where areas susceptible to landslide have been identified, appropriate conditions of
compliance will be provided to mitigate the adverse effects of subdivision and development on
the vulnerability of people and their property.

(d) That suitable engineering, emergency management and land use control measures be adopted
to reduce the vulnerability of people and their property to flood hazards.

(e) That suitable engineering, emergency management and land use control measures be adopted
to reduce vulnerability of development along the coast.

Comment:

As set out in Section 6.8.1 of this report, the layout of the site has been designed so that buildings avoid
the fault line hazard area and no-build area. The flood hazards are reduced through site levels and
proposed floor levels of the buildings.

Earthworks
141 1.4 Objective:

To ensure earthworks in the Primary or Secondary River Corridor of the Hutt River do not affect adversely
flood protection structures.

Policy

To ensure that earthworks in the Primary or Secondary River Corridor have no more than minor adverse
effects on flood protection structures.

Comment:

Due to the bulk earthworks, the level of the site is outside the 1 in 440-year flood plain. The earthworks
proposed as part of this application are for building foundations and leveling only. This is minor and will
not affect any flood protection structure.

8.6.2 Conclusion: s104D (RMA)

The proposal satisfies both parts of the ‘gateway’ test. As set out in Section 6 of this report, effects of
the proposal are no more than minor. This report concludes that the proposal is not inconsistent with
the relevant objectives and policies of the planning framework.

8.7 Other Matters

Section 104(1)(c) requires a consent authority to have regard to any other matter it considers relevant
and necessary to determine an application for a resource consent. In this case, the activity is non-
complying, and the integrity of the plan may be considered as an ‘other’ matter as may lwi
Environmental Management Plans.

8.7.1 Integrity of the City of Hutt District Plan

As set out above, the site is distinct from other rural sites and for this reason the proposal is unlikely
to compromise the integrity of the Plan.
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8.7.2 He Kakano - An Introduction to the Ngati Toa Iwi Environmental Management Plan

He Kakano sets the context for a future Iwi Environmental Management Plan for Ngati Toa. The
objective of Ngati Toa that enables environmental leadership is Te Ao Turoa: Nurturing a resilient
environment to sustain future generations.

The document states, “our plan for the future is built on the footprints of the past” and this means;
e Reconnecting with the ancestral landscape — the original activities, traditions, tikanga, values
associated with places.
e Confronting errors of the past —addressing harmful historical activities that have compromised
te taiao.
e Planning for the future to enable the reconnect with the ancestral landscape and confront
challenges such as climate change.*

The document also describes what an Iwi Environmental Plan is and questions and issues the Plan will
seek to address.

As set out above, Ngati Toa is the registered landowner and consultation with them has been ongoing.
Elements are incorporated into the development to lessen the environmental footprint of the activity,
both through the mitigation measures proposed and through the features of the site; EV Chargers,
facilities that encourage waste reduction, solar panels, and water management.

8.8 PartllRMA

The planning instruments referred to above are generally comprehensive in the way that they give
effect to Part Il matters under the RMA, although the Lower Hutt District Plan is dated, particularly as
it does not directly envisage resource recovery parks. Section 8B.2.3.1 of the District Plan also states
that Part Il matters will be specifically considered in the assessment of applications. For this reason, an
assessment against Part Il of the RMA is set out below.

8.8.1 Section5

Regarding s5, the proposal provides an essential waste management facility to meet the need of the
community to provide for social and economic wellbeing and health and safety. The project effectively
sustains the urban land resource and contributes to sustainability in a wider sense by facilitating waste
reduction and implementation of the waste management hierarchy. The proposal does not impact on
safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, water, soil, or ecosystems. It has incorporated several
measures, these of which have been discussed throughout this report; to avoid, remedy, or mitigate
adverse effects. Overall, the proposal is consistent with the purpose of the RMA that is to promote the
sustainable management of natural and physical resources.

8.8.2 Section 6

Under s6, the proposal recognises and provides for relevant matters of national importance.
Specifically:

4 He Kakano, Page 3 as accessed on 25 January 2023,
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/61a403b442b8840d9ed2143a/t/61e6755137970d62dea7aaba/1642493343646/He+Kaka
no.pdf
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ad

Planting proposed maintains natural character of the area in general, taking into account the

{
)

context of the site. The proposal is not an inappropriate use or development (s6(a)).

ad

Public access to the Hutt River is maintained and not impacted by the proposal (s6(d)).

{
)

ad

Ngati Toa and Taranaki Whanui have been consulted during the preparation of the proposal. The

{
)

site is ancestral land. No waahi tapu items are identified in relevant planning documents, nor
have any been identified by Mana Whenua during consultation to date (s6(e)).

ad

{
)

The proposal has been designed to reduce the risk from natural hazards and the remaining risk
is not significant. Specifically, management of natural hazards is achieved by locating all buildings
above the 1 in 440-year flood level and avoiding any building within the identified no-build area
associated with the Wellington Faultline (s6(h)).

8.8.3 Section?7

Under s7, the proposal has regard to other matters. Specifically:
TE The proposal includes measures to reduce and mitigates effects on the environment and this has
regard to kaitaikitanga, the ethic of stewardship, and the maintenance and enhancement of the
quality of the environment (s7(a), 7(aa), and 7(f))

ad

The site utilises a piece of land that would be unsuitable for many other purposes efficiently
(s7(b)).
Urban land is a natural and physical resource that is finite in Wellington, due to topographical

{
)

ad

{
)

constraints. The proposal has regard to the finite nature of industrial land by locating on what is
effectively a greenfield site (s7(g)).

ad

Due to separation distances from sensitive activities and mitigation incorporated into the

{
)

proposal, amenity values are maintained (s7(c)).

8.8.4 Section 8

The proposal takes into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi. As discussed throughout this
report, the consultation has been undertaken with both Taranaki Whanui and Ngati Toa. . No concerns
have been identified by Ngati Toa to date, with further comment expected during the processing of this
consent. Through consultation, the proposal has taken into account the principles of the Treaty of
Waitangi.

9.0 Conclusion

Waste Management NZ propose a modern, fit-for-purpose resource recovery park to be accessed from
Benmore Crescent, Manor Park, referred to as Te Rangihaetea. Waste Management has been looking
for a site to establish a resource recovery park for over 15 years. The subject site is well suited for the
proposal, asitis a large vacant site that is close to the urban area and avoids the consumption of existing
urban-zoned land. The proposal incorporates several environmental initiatives.

The site is too small to be used for rural production purposes and has been modified over successive
years. It is not overly suitable for residential use, given the land sits over the Main Wellington Faultline,
is within the buffer corridor for both the Rail Line and State Highway, and is in proximity to the Hutt
River Secondary River Corridor. The resource recovery park, however, can be designed to avoid the no-
build line and reduces risk by proposing non-habitable activities. By reducing the effects of natural
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hazards, the proposal can efficiently use a piece of land that is central to the urban area of Wellington
and may otherwise remain underutilised. Urban land is an important resource that is coming under
increasing pressure and is decreasing in supply, as recognised by national policy and direction. It also
utilises the site in a way generally consistent with the Hutt City Growth Strategy.

The proposed resource recovery park will not only manage waste but will actively contribute to
reducing waste in the area it serves. It includes activities such as the repair shed and second-hand goods
store that encourage re-use and upcycling. Material recovery is also proposed. The facility will directly
contribute to achieving objectives of the Waste Minimisation Act 2008 and reduce overall effects
associated with waste generation in the Wellington Region.

The proposal has been carefully designed to reduce and mitigate effects. Several mitigation measures
are included in the proposal: including comprehensive water re-use, removal of any trade waste off-
site for treatment, stormwater treatment and retention, and planting. Hours of operation control
amenity effects that, due to the location of the site and design of the proposal, are minor. The buildings
will be visible from some viewpoints. To reduce visual effects planting and use of recessive colours are
proposed. The roads that will serve the park have been designed by an appropriately qualified expert
who has determined that traffic effects are acceptable. As stated above, natural hazards are well
managed through the proposal's design. Overall effects are no more than minor.

The proposal maintains consistency with the objectives and policies of the planning framework,
including national policy direction. It does not compromise highly productive land, will ensure the
capacity of land available for urban activities and manages effects on freshwater. Mana Whenua have
been consulted during the development of the proposal and consultation is ongoing. Environmental
effects have been managed as set out above and risk from natural hazards is reduced. The proposal
provides a facility that will meet the needs of both current and future generations

The proposal adequately gives effect to matters of national significance and takes into account matters
of importance, stated in Part Il of the RMA. The proposal has considered the principles of Te Tiriti o
Waitangi and achieves the sustainable management of resources both by the nature of the activity
proposed and through management of effects on site.

Overall, the proposal satisfies both parts of the s104D test and consent is warranted subject to
appropriate conditions.

10.0 Limitations

We draw your attention to the following notes and limitations on our liability:
TE This report has been prepared based on information supplied by our client; Waste Management
(NZ) Ltd, and their expert advisors.
TE Inthe event of anyinconsistency between the plans submitted as part of this application and this
report, the plans take precedence including calculations and dimensions provided.
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ad

{
)

This report and application are based on planning provisions dated at the time of
writing. Planning provisions may change over time. If there is delay in lodging this application,
part of the application may become inaccurate.

We have taken care to identify all reasons for consent. Our assessment is based on the appended
plans and information and is therefore sufficient to address any reasons for consent that may
not have been identified or that have arisen because of any delay between the completion of

ad

{
)

this report and it being lodged.
This report has been prepared for Waste Management (NZ) Ltd our client, and their advisors for
the purpose of applying for resource consent. We do not accept liability for use of this report for

ad

{
)

any other purpose or by any other party.

www.potentialis.co.nz | 52

"Wa Potentialis

PLANNING | RESOURCE MANAGEMENT



Appendix 1: Schedule 4 Assessment
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WASTE MANAGEMENT (NZ) LTD — SCHEDULE 4 ASSESSMENT

SCHEDULE CLAUSE REQUIREMENT LOCATION IN AEE REPORT
(2) Information required in all | (1) An application for a resource consent for an activity (the activity) Sections1.1and 1.2, p. 7
applications must include the following: Section 4 (Sections 4.1 to 4.3), p. 17 to 22
(a) a description of the activity:
(b) a description of the site at which the activity is to occur: Section 2 (Sections 2.1 to 2.4), p. 8 to 14
(c) the full name and address of each owner or occupier of the site: Table 1, Section 1.1, p. 6

(d) a description of any other activities that are part of the proposal to | Table 1, Section 1.1, p. 8
which the application relates:

(e) a description of any other resource consents required for the | Table 1, Section 1.1, p. 8
proposal to which the application relates:

(f) an assessment of the activity against the matters set out in Part 2: Section 8.9, p. 44 to 45

(g) an assessment of the activity against any relevant provisions of a | Section 8.4 (Sections 8.4.1 to 8.4.3), p. 38 to 39
document referred to in section 104(1)(b). Section 8.5, p. 39 to 40
Section 8.6, p. 40 to 43
(2) The assessment under subclause (1)(g) must include an assessment | Section 8.6, p. 40 to 43

of the activity against—
(a) any relevant objectives, policies, or rules in a document; and

(b) any relevant requirements, conditions, or permissions in any rules in | Section 5, p. 22
a document; and

(c) any other relevant requirements in a document (for example, in a | Section 8.4 (Sections 8.4.1 to 8.4.3), p. 38 to 39
national environmental standard or other regulations).

(3) An application must also include an assessment of the activity’s | Section 6 (6.1 to 6.14), p. 22 to 31
effects on the environment that—

(a) includes the information required by clause 6; and

(b) addresses the matters specified in clause 7; and

(c) includes such detail as corresponds with the scale and significance of

the effects that the activity may have on the environment.

Based on operative planning provisions as at 20 January 2023 1



WASTE MANAGEMENT (NZ) LTD — SCHEDULE 4 ASSESSMENT

SCHEDULE CLAUSE REQUIREMENT LOCATION IN AEE REPORT
Section 6 (6.1 to 6.14), p. 22 to 31
Section 7 (7.1t0 7.4), p. 31to 34

Section 8.3, p. 37 to 38

(6) Information required in (1) An assessment of the activity’s effects on the environment must

assessment of environmental | ;, |,de the following information:

effects (a) if itis likely that the activity will result in any significant adverse effect
on the environment, a description of any possible alternative locations
or methods for undertaking the activity:

(b) an assessment of the actual or potential effect on the environment
of the activity:

(c) if the activity includes the use of hazardous installations, an
assessment of any risks to the environment that are likely to arise from
such use:

(d) if the activity includes the discharge of any contaminant, a
description of —

(i) the nature of the discharge and the sensitivity of the receiving
environment to adverse effects; and

(ii) any possible alternative methods of discharge, including discharge
into any other receiving environment:

(e) a description of the mitigation measures (including safeguards and
contingency plans where relevant) to be undertaken to help prevent or
reduce the actual or potential effect:

(f) identification of the persons affected by the activity, any consultation
undertaken, and any response to the views of any person consulted:

(g) if the scale and significance of the activity’s effects are such that
monitoring is required, a description of how and by whom the effects
will be monitored if the activity is approved:

(h) if the activity will, or is likely to, have adverse effects that are more
than minor on the exercise of a protected customary right, a description
of possible alternative locations or methods for the exercise of the
activity (unless written approval for the activity is given by the protected

customary rights group).

Based on operative planning provisions as at 20 January 2023 2



WASTE MANAGEMENT (NZ) LTD — SCHEDULE 4 ASSESSMENT

SCHEDULE CLAUSE REQUIREMENT LOCATION IN AEE REPORT

(2) A requirement to include information in the assessment of

environmental effects is subject to the provisions of any policy
statement or plan.

(3) To avoid doubt, subclause (1)(f) obliges an applicant to report as to
the persons identified as being affected by the proposal, but does not—
(a) oblige the applicant to consult any person; or

(b) create any ground for expecting that the applicant will consult any
person.

(7) Matters that must be
addressed by assessment of

Section 6 (6.1 to 6.14), p. 22 to 31
Section 7 (7.1t0 7.4), p. 31to 34
Section 8.3, p. 37 to 38

(1) An assessment of the activity’s effects on the environment must
address the following matters:

environmental effects (a) any effect on those in the neighbourhood and, where relevant, the
wider community, including any social, economic, or cultural effects:
(b) any physical effect on the locality, including any landscape and visual
effects:

(c) any effect on ecosystems, including effects on plants or animals and
any physical disturbance of habitats in the vicinity:

(d) any effect on natural and physical resources having aesthetic,
recreational, scientific, historical, spiritual, or cultural value, or other
special value, for present or future generations:

(e) any discharge of contaminants into the environment, including any
unreasonable emission of noise, and options for the treatment and
disposal of contaminants:

(f) any risk to the neighbourhood, the wider community, or the
environment through natural hazards or hazardous installations.

(2) The requirement to address a matter in the assessment of
environmental effects is subject to the provisions of any policy

statement or plan.
Appendix 1: A list of the relevant Schedule 4 information requirements under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) in relation to the Lower Hutt Council District Plan and their location
within the AEE report.

Based on operative planning provisions as at 20 January 2023 3
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RECORD OF TITLE
UNDER LAND TRANSFER ACT 2017

FREEHOLD
Guaranteed Search Copy issued under Section 60 of the Land
Transfer Act 2017
B, Muir
Registrar-Genceral
ol Land
Identifier 738223 Part-Cancelled
Land Registration District Wellington
Date Issued 14 April 2016
Prior References
737900
Estate Fee Simple
Area 13.5192 hectares more or less

Legal Description  Section 1, 6 Survey Office Plan 493901
Registered Owners

Te Runanga O Toa Rangatira Incorporated

Interests
Subject to Part IVA Conservation Act 1987
Subject to Section 11 Crown Minerals Act 1991

B645270.1 Gazette Notice (1997/1066) declaring that portion of State Highway 2 adjoining hereto to be a Limited Access
Road - 8.1.1998 at 1.52 pm

11032732.1 Gazette Notice (2018- In 656) declaring Section 6 SO 493901 to be set apart for Local Purpose Reserve(Soil
conservation and river control purposes) and shall remain vested in Her Majesty the Queen - 16.2.2018 at 11:49 am (CIR
826818 issued)

Fencing Covenant in Transfer 11676592.2 - 5.3.2020 at 2:08 pm
11676592.3 Encumbrance to New Zealand Transport Agency - 5.3.2020 at 2:08 pm

Transaction ID 465288 Guaranteed Search Copy Dated 26/01/23 8:45 am, Page 1 of 2
Client Reference Quickmap Register Only
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View Instrument Details

Instrument No 11032732.1 Toitia Te Whenua
Status Registered Land Infermation
Date & Time Lodged 16 February 2018 11:49 MWew Tealand

Lodged By Douglas, Bruce Robert

Instrument Type Guzette Notice/Ovder In Council/Proclamation

Affected Computer Registers  Land District
TI8223 Wellington

Annexure Schedule: Contains | Page.

Signature

Signed by Joanna Dorothy Cassidy as Crown or Territorial Authority Representative on 16/02/2018 10:50 AM

*¥* End of Report *%+
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Annexure Schedule; Page:1 of |

NEW ZEALAND GAZETTE

Land Set Apart for Local Purpose Reserve (50il Conservation and River Control
Purposes)—State Highway 2, Manor Park, Hutt City

Pursuant to section 52{1}(d) of the Public Works Act 1981, and 1o a delegation fram the Minister for Land
Information Kavya Shrivastava, Land Information New Zealand, declares the land described in the Schedule to this
notice to be set apart for local purpose reserve (soil conservation and river control purpose), subject to section 23
of the Reserves Act 1977 and shall remain vested in the Crown on the date of publication hereof in the

New Zealand Gazette,

Wellington Land District—Hutt City
Schedule
Land Set Apart for Local Purpose Reserve

Area L
9 Description
m

3071 Part Section 1 SO 36533, shown as Seclion 6 SO 493801, subject to Certificale 9861836.1
(l'art Computer Freehold Register 738223},
Dated at Wellington this 9th day of February 2018.
KAVYA SHRIVASTAVA, for the Minister for Land Information.
{(LINZ CPC/2012/16665)

20159-ln656 12-02-20496 11.54
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View Instrument Detalils

Instrument Type Transfer

Instrument No 11676592.2

Status Registered

Date & Time Lodged 05 March 2020 14:08
Lodged By Bevan, Sophie Mia Tui
Affected Records of Title Land District

738223 Wellington
Transferors

Her Majesty the Queen

Transferees

Te Runanga O Toa Rangatira Incorporated

Clauses, Conditions or Intent

The transferee shall be bound by a fencing covenant as defined in Section 2 of the Fencing Act 1978 in favour of the transferor
738223 is being transferred pursuant to Section 42 of the Public Works Act 1981 subject to:

1. Part IVA of the Conservation Act 1987 2. Section 11 of the Crown Minerals Act 1991

Transferor Certifications

I certify that I have the authority to act for the Transferor and that the party has the legal capacity to authorise me to v
lodge this instrument

I certify that I have taken reasonable steps to confirm the identity of the person who gave me authority to lodge this v
instrument

I certify that any statutory provisions specified by the Registrar for this class of instrument have been complied with v
or do not apply

I certify that I hold evidence showing the truth of the certifications I have given and will retain that evidence for the v
prescribed period

Signature

Signed by Carolyn Anne Faulknor as Transferor Representative on 05/03/2020 09:22 AM

Transferee Certifications

I certify that I have the authority to act for the Transferee and that the party has the legal capacity to authorise me to v
lodge this instrument

I certify that I have taken reasonable steps to confirm the identity of the person who gave me authority to lodge this v
instrument

I certify that any statutory provisions specified by the Registrar for this class of instrument have been complied with v
or do not apply

I certify that I hold evidence showing the truth of the certifications I have given and will retain that evidence for the v
prescribed period

Signature

Signed by William David Bevan as Transferee Representative on 04/03/2020 01:44 PM

Client Reference: Quickmap Dated 26/01/2023 8:52 am, Page 1 of 2
© Copyright: Land Information New Zealand
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*%%* End of Report ***

Client Reference: Quickmap Dated 26/01/2023 8:52 am, Page 2 of 2
© Copyright: Land Information New Zealand



View Instrument Details

Instrument No 11676592.3 §% Toita Te Whenua
Status Registered Fey Land Information
Date & Time Lodged 05 March 2020 14:08 - NE"-"-' I[:;1|.'||1.d
Lodged By Bevan, Sophie Mia Tui
Instrument Type Encumbrance

Affected Records of Title Land District

738223 wellington

Anncxure Schedule Contains 7 Pages.

Encumbrancer Certifications
I certify that 1 have the authority 1o act for the Encumbrancer and that the party has the legal capacily to authorise ~

me (o lodge this instrument

[ certify that [ have (aken reasonable sieps 1o confinm the identity of the person who gave me authority to lodge |
this instrument

[ certily that any statutory provisions specificd by the Registrar for this class of insirument have been compliced |
with or do not apply

[ certifs that I hold evidence showing the trath of the certifications 1 have given and will retain that evidence for %]
the prescribed peried

Signature
Signed by William David Bevan as Encumbrancer Representatise on 04/43/2020 01: 44 PM

Encumbrancee Certifications

[ certify that [ have the anthority 1o act for the Encumbrancee and that the party has the legal capaciny 10 authorise %
me 10 lodge this instrument

I certifs that | have taken reasonable sieps (o confirm (he identity of the person who gase me authority to lodge M
this imstrument

[ certifs that any statwiory provisions specified by the Registrar for this class of instrument have been complied P
with or do not apply

I certify that | hold evidence showing (he (ruth of ihe certifications 1 have given and will retain that evidence lor %
the prescribed period

Signature

Sipned by Carolyn Anne Faulknor as Encumbrancee Representative on 03/3/2020 09:22 AM

*%% End of Report *%#

L Coprright: Land Infbrmeation New Lealand iateed 105 63 202600 2108 pin Page Tof 1
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Form 18

Encumbrance Instrument

{Seclion 100 Land Transfer Act 2017)

__Land registration district

Wellington
Record of Title {unique identilier} Allfpart AreaiDescription of part
acord of 1 " . ]
I
738223 All (
Encumbrancer Surnamel(s) must be undenined

TE RUNANGA O TOA RANGATIRA INCORPORATED

Encumbrancee

| NEW ZEALAND TRANSPORT AGENCY

Estate or interest to be encumbared Insert &.g. Fee simple: Leasehotd in Lease No. etc.

Fee simple

_ Encumbrance Memarandum Number

Not applicable

Nature of security . State whether surm of money, annuity or renichamge and amount

Rent charge of TEN DOLLARS ($10.00) per annum, and such other sums of mohey as are
{_payable by the Encumbrancer to the Encumbrancee pursuant to this Encumbrance Instrument,

Encumbrance Defete words in [ ], as approoriate

: The Encumbrancer encumbers for the benefit of the Encumbrancee the land in the

above record(s) of title with the above sum of money, annuity or rentcharge, to be raised and
! paid in accordance with the terms set out in the Annexure Schedule and so as to incorporate
in this Encumbrance the terms and other provisions set out in the Annexure Schedule for the
better securing to the Encumbrancee the payment(s) secured by this Encumbrance, and
compliance by the Encumbrancer with the terms of this encumbrance,




Annexure Schedule: Page:2 of 7

Continue in additional Annexire Schedule, if reguirad

Terms

1 Lengfh' of term 999 years
24 Payment date(s} See below
3 Rate{s) of interest Nil

| 4 Event(s) in which the sum, annuity or rentcharge becomes pavable See below

5 Event(s) in which the sum, annuity, or rentcharge ceases Lo be payable See below

Covenants and conditions Continue in Annsxure Schedule(s), i required

Payment date(s) and event{s}) in which the sum, annuity, or rentcharge bccoh‘:es payable:
(a) Inrespect of the rent charge, 1 January in each year; and

(b} In respect of other sums of monay, ten working days after written demand is made
by the Encumbrancee to the Encurnbrancer.

Continued on the attached annexure schedule.

Modification of statutory provisions Contirue in Annexire Schedufe(s), i required

Sections 23, 203-205, 289-290 and 3201-302 of the Property Law Act 2007 and Section
12 of the Contracts and Commercial Law Act 2017 shall apply to this Encumbrance
Instrument but otherwise {and without prejudice to the Encumbrancee’s rights of action
at common law &s a rent-chargee) the Encumbrancee shall not be entitled to any of the
powers and remedies given to encumbrancees by the Land Transfer Act 2017 and the
Encumbrancee and its successors and assigns shall not be entitled to any of the powers
and remedies given to mortgagees under the Land Transfer Act 2017 or the Property Law |
Act 2007,

73141681
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Continue 11 adoitional Annexure Schedie, if required

BACKGROUND

A TE RUNANGA O TOA RANGATIRA INCORPORATED (together with their SLCCessors,
assignees, tenants, lessees and persons under its control) {(Encumbrancer) are registered as
proprietor of an estate in fee simple in all that parcel of land described on the front page of this
Encumbrance Instrument (Land).

| B The Land is in the vicinity of State Highway 2 (State Mighway),

c Linder sections 61(1) and 80(1) of the Government Roading Powers Act 1989, the Encumbrancee
has sole powers of control for all purposes of all State highways and motorways.

D For valuable consideration the Encumbrancer has agreed to encumber the Land for the benefit
of the Encumbrancee with the security specified on this front page of this Encumbrance
Instrument, and to covenant with the Encumbrancee to secure compliance by the Encumbrancer
with the agreements set out in this Encumbrance Instrument.

OPERATIVE PROVISIONS

1 If, on the due date for payment of the rent charge imposed under this Encumbrance Instrument,
the Encumbrancer has fully complied with all of the obligations imposed pursuant to this
Encumbrance Instrument, then the rent charge payable on that day shall not be required to be
paid by the Encumbrancer.

2 The Encumbrancer acknowledges that the covenants in this Encumbrance Instrurment are of a
permanent nature, and the Encumbrancer shall not be entitled to a discharge of the
Encumbrance Instrument during the term, whether by payment of the totai security or
otherwise.

3 The Encumbrancer covenants with the Encumbrancee that the Encumbrancer will ensure that:

3.1 f{a} any new buildings or alterations to existing buildings containing noise sensitive
activities, in or partly within 40 metres from the State Highway edgeline must be
designed, constructed and maintained to achicve road-traffic vibration levels
complying with class C of NS B176E:2005;

(b)  any new buildings or alterations to existing buildings containing noise sensitive
activities, in or partly within 100 metres from the State Highway edgeline must be
designed, constructed and maintained to achieve the indoor design noise levels
from road-traffic set out in the table contained in the Schedule to this
Encumbrance Instrument;

{cy if windows must be closed to achieve the design neise levels set out in the table
contained in the Schedule to this Encumbrance Instrument, the building must be
designed, constructed and maintained with a ventilation and cooling system. For |
habitable spaces a ventilation ccoling system must achieve the follawing:

ventilation must be provided to meet clause G4 of the New Zealand Building
Code. At the same time, the sound of the system must not exceed 30 dB
LAeq(30s) when measured 1 m away from any grille or diffuser;

i. the occupant must be able to control the vantilation rate in increments up
to a high air flow setting that provides at least 6 air changes per hour. At
the same time, the sound of the system must not exceed 35 dB LAeq{30s)
when measured 1 m away from any grille or diffuser; and

T314168.1
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Gontirite in additional Annexure Scheculs, if required

jii. the system must provide cocling that is contrellable by the occupant and
can maintain the temperature at no greater than 25°C. At the same time,
the sound of the system must not exceed 35 dB LAeq(30s) when measured
1 m away fram any grille or diffuser;

(d} 3 design report prepared by a suitably gualified and experienced acoustics
specialist must be submitted to the Encumbrancee demonstrating noise and
vibration campliance prior to the construction or alteration of any building
centaining a noise sensitive activity in or partly in the State Highway buffer area
or effects area. The design must take into account the future permitted use of the
state highway; for existing roads this is achieved by the addition of 3 dB to
existing measured or predicted noise levels,

3.2 all lighting on the Land must be designed, installed and maintained so that it is shislded
from or directed away from the State Highway, to ensure that artificial lighting does not
result in illumination or glare on transport corriders which may dazzle or distract
transport corrider users; and

3.3 any signage on the Land that faces or is directed at traffic on the State Highway, or is
otherwise visible to traffic on the State Highway, requires prior written approval of the
Encumbrancee. This is to ensure that inappropriate signage along the State Highway
does not distract transport corridor users.

4 The Encumbrancer acknowledges and accepts that the Land is capable of being adversely
affected by effects (including without limitation noise, vibration, dust, emissions, visual,
fandscape or amenity effacts) (Effects) arising from the construction, operation, upgrading and
maintenance of the State Highway (State Highway Activities), whether such Effects arise
during or after such State Highway Activities, and accordingly the Encumbrancer, in
consideration of having received valuable consideration, agrees:

4.1 not to object to, hinder, or ctherwise obstruct the grant, confirmation or alteration
pursuant to the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) of any authorisations under the
RMA which in any way relate to the State Highway Activities and to sign written approvals
in relation to any such authorisation if requested to by the Encumbrancee;

4.2 not to do, permit to be done, or omit to do, any act, matter or thing where that act,
matter, thing or amission is intended to restrict, or has the effect of restricting, the State
Highway Activities in any way whatsoever, inciuding taking any civil action and/or any
enforcement proceedings pursuant to the RMA or any other statute or common law,
whether for nuisance, damage to Land, negiigence, ¢r interference with Land or
otherwise, but only where such act, matter ar thing relates to any such Effects;

F314168,1
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Continue in additicnal Annexure Schedufe, if required

4.3 not to claim any compensation in refalion to any such Effects arising from State Highway
Activities;

4.4 nottofund, encaurage or otherwise be involved in, any act, matter or thing that if carried
out by the Encumbrancer itself would breach paragraphs 4.1 to 4.3 above;

4.5 to provide a copy of this Encumbrance to all tenants, lessees, and holders of unregistered
interests in the Land (each a third party) who acquire rights in the Land while the
Encumbrancer is the registered proprietor of the Land:

(2)  where the Encumbrancer grants the rights in the Land to that third party, prior to
the Encumbrancer doing so; or

{t) in all other cases, as soon as practicable after the Encurnbrancer becomes aware
of that third party acquiring any rights in the Land.

5 This Encumbrance Instrument shall be binding on all transferees, tenants (to the extent
permitted by law), lessees, mortgagees, chargeholders and their respective successors in titie
and assigns of any estate or interest in the Land.

6 Where this Encumbrance Instrument binds or benefits a party, it shall bind or benefit that party
jointly and severally.

7 The Encumbrancer covenants with the Encumbrancee:

7,1 to pay all legal costs and disbursements in the preparation, execution, registration,
enfercement and any uitimate release of this Encumbrance Instrument, in regpect of any
consents sought by the Encumbrancer from the Encumbrancee to the registration of any
instrurnent, and in respect of the performance and observance by the Encumbrancer of
this Encumbrance Instrument including legal costs on a solicitor/dlient basis: and

7.2 to atherwise indemnify the Encumbrancee against any claims, loss and expense of
whatever kind incurred by the Encumbrancee as a consequence of the Encumbrancer
failing to comply with this Encumbrance Instrument provided always that this clause
7.2 shall not apply during any period that the Encumbrancer is the Crown ac defined in
section 2(1) of the Public Finance Act 1589.

8 The Encumbrancer will only be liable for breaches actually committad by the Encumbrancer
itself, and net by any successor ar other party, unless those breaches arise wholly or partly duc
to a breach by the Encumbrancer of clause 4.5.

g Mo delay or failure by the Encumbrancee to enforce performance of any of the covenants set
out in this Encumbrance Instrument and no indulgence granted to the Encumbrancer by the
Encumbrancee shatl prejudice tha rights of the Encumbrancee to enforce any of the covenants
or previsions of the Encumbrance Instrument.

73141081
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Continue in sdditional Annexure Schedule, if required

10 In this Encumbrance Instrument a reference to legislation or te a provision of legislation
includes a modification or re-enactment of it, a legislative provision substituted for it,
and a regulation or statutory instrument issued under it.

11 In this Encumbrance Instrument, working day means (a) in relation to any time period
specified under the Property Law Act 2007, has the meaning given in that Act, or {b) in
ali cther cases, means any day that is not a Saturday, Sunday, day between 23
December in one year to 10 January in the next year (hoth days inclusive) or statutory
holiday in the area where the Land is located.

12 If at any time any part or provision of this Encumbrance Instrument is or becormes
invatid, void, illegal or unenforceable in any respect whatsoever, then:

12.1 that part or provision shall be severed from this Encurnbrance Instrument;

12.2 such invalidity and severing shall not in any way affect or impair the validity,
legality and enforceability of any other part or provision of this Encumbrance
Instrurment; and

12.3 the parties shall enter into appropriate substitute instrument(s) to give full and
proper effect to the agreements and understandings in this Encumbrance
Instrument.

13 The Encumbrancer:
13.1 acknowledges that this Encumbrance Instrument:

{a) has been granted for valuable consideration received, in full compensation
for the grant of this Encumbrance Instrument; and

(b} Is intended to charge the Land and bind the Encumbrancer {and
successors) to perform the Encumbrancer's obligations for the pericd of
time set out in this Encumbrance Instrument: and

13.2 therefore covenants with the Encumbrancee:

{a} not to seek to discharge, surrender, lapse, vary, amend, withdraw or
remove in any manner whatsoever this Encumbrance Instrument prior to
the expiry of that period of time, whether by payment of the total security
or otherwise;

(b) to preserve for the period of time set out in this Encumbrance Instrument
the integrity of the agreements in this Encumbrance Instrument; and

{c) always to act in good faith and do all acts and things and enter into and
execute all documents, instruments (including any replacement
encumbrance) and/for easement or land covenant whenever reasonably
required by the Encumbrancee and otherwise obtain any necessary
consents all of which may be reasonably necessary and appropriate to give
full force and effect to the intentions and understandings of the
Encumbrancer and the Encumbrancee.

14 The Encumbrancee will, upon request by the Encumbrancer, discharge this Encumbrance
Instrument from any part of the Land that is to be vested as road or reserve in the relevant
local authority.

TI1d4168.1
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Conlinue in additional Annexure Schedule, if required

i 15 7~ For the purposes of the Property Law Act 2007 and the Land Transfer Act 2017, the
Encumbrancee consents to the following dealings affacting the Land:

{a) creation, variation or surrender of an easement or covenant {but not including any
covenants contained in this Encumbrance Instrument);

{b) registration of a mortgage instrument, variation of a meorftgage instrument or
mortgage priority instrument where the priority of mortgages does nat involve or

concern this Encumbrance Instrument;

{¢}  registration of a lease, lease variation instrument or surrender of g lease; and

{d}y any other instrument which is expressed as being subject toc this Encumbrance
Instrument or which ranks after this Encumbrance Instrument;

and the Encumbrancee's further consent to any such dealings shall not be required.

SCHEDULE
{Refer clause 3.1 {b))
BUILDING OCCUPANCY/ACTIVITY MAXIMUM
1YPE INDOOR DESIGN
NOISE LEVEL
Lanqiz4n;
Residential Living spaces, steeping spaces (including 40 dB
visitor accommodation and retirement
accommaodation)
Assembly halls 35 dB
Conference rooms, drama studios i 40 dB
Lecture rooms and theatres, music studios 35 dB
Education Libraries 45 d@
Sleeping areas in educational facillties ;4-0 db
Teaching areas 40 dB
‘ Health Overnight medical care, wards 40 d8
Clinies, consulting rocms, theatres, nurses’ 45 Db
stations
Cultural Places of worship, marae 35 dB
| buildings

Naote: Excfudes areas not deemed to be habitable spaces as defined by scnedute 1 of the Building

Regulations 1992

73141681
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L .t from MZ Gazette, B May 1997, No. 45, p. 1066

Declaring State Highway to be Limited
Access Road: State Highway No. 2,
Silverstream to Petone

It is notified that Transit New Zealand, by resolution dated

3 March 1997, and pursuant to section 88 (1) of the Transit

New Zealand Act 1989, hereby declares that part Lot 3,

DP. 7415 (at RP 946/13. 27) and proceeding in a T&.D ,sgq
sputh-westerly direction, for a distance of approximately

14.27 kilometres, to the south-eastern boundary of part

Lot 1, D.P. 790 (at RP 962/12.16) as more particularly ¢ {72
shown in Plan LAR %92/11 and accompanying Schedule

held in the office of the Regional State Highway Manager,

Transit New Zealand, Wellington and there available for

public inspection, to be a limited access road.

Dated at Wellington this 29th day of April 1997.

M. K. LAUDER, State Highway Operations Manager,

Transit New Zealand. ‘
w2i49

GN BB45270 1 Gazelte

s — (126, 30/03/04,16:04

i

roell F1MIREATE

Notice No. 2849



CT 40A /431
o

CT 40A /431

(&

CT 40B/716
<

T 40B /848

CT 41A /669

28

CT 41B/358

1
v

CT 41D /467

Yy

L

CT41D/470

\\\

CT 42B/157

Yy

CT 42B/548
| \ ..\\

CT 42B/54%

.

New Zealand Railways Cdrp1oration T
New Zealand Railways Corporation
Robert Mason & Susan Violet Mason
Rakish Chand & Korocawiri Vakatovolea '
Alan Yames MCLuskie & Isobel Elizabeth McLuskie -
Landcorp Investments Limited

COMMISSIONER OF CROWN LANDS &

Wilfred Gregory Poole

New Zealand Railways Corporation -
Catherine Lesley Sheppard, John Patrick Sheppard

John Anthony Gibb, Judith Lesley Gibb & Lindsay <"
Montgomery Wilson




Anﬁf’;;ﬂ’{l-
~CT 36D/932 Manor Park Golf Club Inc. —
Ve
CT 377/198 Maureen Mary Collins & Anthony Kenneth Lyte " i
| \;I
CT 379/183 Mark Stephen Brown -Thomas e
\
CT37A/914 Alasdair Donald McVeth, Ann Louise Thompsen, Gray
0 Stratton Thompson, Bruce Charles Davidson
CT 37B/580 Christine Marise Ngawai Matangi e
N
CT37C/249 Mainfreight Transport Limited <~
\&
S
CT 390/283 Craig Robert Lilley
N
)
~CT39C/696 . - Henry William Alfred Clinch | "tz
N -
CT39D/84 Jannine Carole Berridge & Kevin Wayne Sarney s
\ N\
o
CT 408/104 Roger James Robins & Beatrice June Robing  #
y

- -
-

)New Zealand Railways Corporation. H bor

e

-/CT 40A /431

.r’




CT 42B/671 The Wellington Diocesan Board of Trustees o

-
S
CT 42D/910 Gregory Nigel Carden & Christine Ann Carden
CT 42D/911 Merlene Burnett [re
CT 435/90 Inge Junge f.,-”/
CT 437/275 David James Trotter & Lesley Winifred Shepherd
4
CT 44A/346 Casata Limited )
CT 4A /346 Casata Limited e
CT 44B/466 Manor Park Golf Club Inc.
CT 450/15 Kapiti Roadmakers & Contractors Limited ..
s
R
CT 451/25 COMMISSIONER OF CROWN LANDS
\,. ““'.\
/CT 451/25 -~ COMMISSIONER OF CROWN LANDS jesh, -

A

e L




CT 11A/1319
:
CT11B/1212

=

CT11D/1333

b

CT 11D/208

1
1

CT12A/435

N

CT 12C /1500

CT 12C/477

| !

|

CT 13D/893
"

CT 14A /1408
"

CT 14A/907

‘\-.

CT 14B/465

\, \ \\\I‘

e

Allan Robin Brown

Phillip Henry Bothamley & Michelle Marie Bothamley e
Alpha Specialised Movers Limited

Jennifer Ann Benson & John David Benson

Alec George Day

Allan Robin Brown

Marita Frances Dougherty & Wayne Dougherty

John Nixon & Karen Cecily Barclay

Lynden Hodge, Shayne Patrick Hodge & Nigel Munro
Moody

Govind Parbhu Savita Parbhu, Brian Kevin Beyer, David
Bernard Robinsen ’

Hutt City Council




CT 150,91 Hutt City Council

PR
ET177/192 /Brenda Helen Van Maastricht 7 ( w 5
’ e T
CT177/192 Brenda Helen Van Maastricht Ny
VY
CT 186/97 Jean Juniot & Rachel Anne Juniot o
)
CT 18A/103 Noeline Elizabeth McCarthy o
H
\
CT 18D/324 Claire Michelle Page Hanify -
A
CT20D/1212 Fiona Gaye Norris
N \
CT20D/1353 Paul Joseph Persico .-~
CT 20D /406 Hutt City Council  ~*
CT 20D/612 Alan Columban Devine .
CT 21C/373 Hutt City Couneil




CT:z:C/b34

e A

CT21D/118

T
|' :

CT 22C /570

CT22C/772

CT22D/807

CT 245/189

N

A

CT 24B/75

[

(T 25B/384
CT 27C /500
CT 285/253

-,

CT 28C/237

.1
e

Michaela Frances Stevens & Bernard John Harnett —

Alison Joy Milner & Wilfred John Milner o

John Fairley Wadham & Charmaine Isobel Wadham .~

Hutt City Council

Hutt City Council

Maureen Elsie Segessenmann

Neville Jordan & Diane Jordan

Hutt City Council

Hutt City Council

Grant Segessenmann & Maureen Elsie Segessenmann

William Chun, Marie Chun & Jeffery Tong J




Unit CT 31B/472
Stratum Title
31B/474

Unit CT 31B/472
Stratum Title
31B/474

Unit CT 31B/473
Stratum Title
31B/474

Unit CT 31B/473
Stratum Title
31B8/474

Unit CT 43B/413
Stratum Title
43B/416

Unit CT 43B/414
Stratum Title
43B/416

Unit CT 43B/415
Stratum Title
43B/416

Rich Red Wine Company Limited,\

%

Rich Red Wine Company Limited > =

Morrow Equipment Company L.L.C. "
Morrow Equipment Company L.L.C. >

Peter Bernard Olsen & Elizabeth Frances Olsen
Peter Bernard Qlsen & Elizabeth Frances Olsen

Peter Bernard Olsen & Elizabeth Frances Olsen

td
w



Unit CT 20C /48
Stratum Title
20C/50

Unit CT 20C /49
Stratum Title
20C/50

Unit CT 20C /564
Stratum Title
20C/50

Unit CT 20C /565
Stratum Title
20C /50

Unit CT 20C /566
Stratum Title
20C /50

Unit CT 200 /207
Stratum Title
20C /50

Unit CT22A /411
Stratum Title
20C /50

~—

— e T

Unit CT 22A /412
Stratum Title
20C/50 . '

Unit CT 22A/413
Stratum Title
20C /50

Unit CT 22A /414
Stratum Title
20C /50

Unit CT 22A/415
Stratum Title
20C /50

Michael Stennett Harle

Arnna Vasquez

Diana East -

Teresa Joan Cheyne -

Derry Teck Chye Tan & Lisa Seet Leng Tan

Penelope Jane Anstis & Ross Francis Anstis

i

]ulie__.:;Anne Margaret Yardley & William Leslie Gee &

Margaret Ellen Gee

Geoffrey Bernard O'Cormor

Katrina Maree Harding & Thomas James Harding

Stuart Ernest Hewer & George Angus Heyer

'[._eon James Ure & Linda Sheena Ure




CT D3/854
%.

CTD3/872

1y

i

CT D4/1278

N

CTD4/1446
"\

CT E1/241

\
l_l

CTE3/954

V)

CTF1/240

Yoy
“CTF1/893

CTF3/34
Ny

CT35D/955

N

Unit CT 20C /47
Stratum Title
20C/50

Ronald Albert Wright & Doris Wright

Richard George Rhoades & Diana Jean Rhoades =7

Manu Ranchod & Puspa Ranchod “

Pia Gronning Osborne & William Michael Osborne

Winifred Ann Ross

Brian Dwayne Smith & Raymond James Palmer

John Charles Davidson & Carol Margaret Scott

- -

Erica Margaret Hema ‘:K

Peter James Feakin & Judith Maud Feakin ~~ -

Darryl John Ingham & Elizabeth Helen Ingham

Elizabeth Anne Bouzaid




iU 22A /416
Siratum Title

200 /50 }H

Unit CT 22A/417
Stratum Title
20C /50

Unit CT 22A /418
Stratum Title
20C/50

Unit CT 22A /419
Stratum Title
20C /50

Unit CT 31B/463
Stratum Title
31B/474

Unit CT 31B/463
Stratum Title
31B/474

Unit CT 31B /464
Stratum Title
31B/474

Unit CT 31B/464
Stratum Title
31B/474

Unit CT 31B /465
Stratum Title
31B/474

Unit CT 31B/465
Stratum Title
31B/474

Unit CT 31B /466
Stratum Title
31B/474

Maya Beddie-Geiser rd

Tamn Anderson /'

y

Irene Joyce Pickford
Yoong Siong Lim & Geik Nooi Lim

Edna Ethel Hartson, Michael William Hartsorf\,

!

i
Edna Ethel Hartson, Michael William Hartson 1

/

s

Highway Holdings Limited -
Highway Holdings Lirnited >
Adam Enterprises 1988 Limited

\
Adam Enterprises 1988 Limited \)

Adam Enterprises 1988 Limited /




Unit CT 31B/466
Stratym Title

Unit CT 31B/467
Stratum Title
31B/474

Unit CT 31B /467
Stratum Title
31B/474

Unit CT 31B /468
Stratum Title
31B/474

Unit CT 31B /468
Stratum Title
31B/474

Unit CT 31B /469
Stratum Title
31B/474

Unit CT 318/469
Stratum Title
31B/474

Unit CT 31B /470
Stratum Title
318/474

Unit CT 31B/470
Stratum Title
31B/474

Unit CT 31B/471
Stratum Title
31B/474

Unit CT 31B/471
Stratum Title
31B/474

Lui See Chung, Yeung Ching Kwong

Lui See Chung, Yeung Ching Kwong

Biro Bic New Zealand Limited

Biro Bic New Zealand Limited

Roger Severs Moore

Roger Severs Moore

Peter James Cottier, Dale Frances Monk, Ross Frederick

Monk

Peter James Cottier, Dale Frances Monk, Ross Frederick

Monk

Retort Holdings Limited

Retort Holdings Limited

OpJ.. n

-,

[

(

%

J

: i
Adam Enterprises 1988 Limited 1~/

i

v




CT 101/295
f‘z

CT 10A /725
'CT 10A/726
CT 10A/748

CT 10A/750

I

CT 10A /751

CT10A/752

s‘n

CT 10A/753

1 -

Loy,

CT 10A/754

CT10B/382 -

e?\ R (' i

. .COMMISSIONER OF CROWN LANDS -~

Ullrich United Holdings Limited

Schedule A

@

* . Ullrich United Holdings Linited

Ullrich United Holdings Limited =~ s
e ._L.:_.
Dennis Mark O'Sullivan & Bernard G_ax}_a:r.}\_g_'sullivén -

James McGrath Mcintyre

Ullrich Unjted Holdings Limited =

Hutt City Council .
Hutt City Council
L
" Hutt City Council =~ s



1 292/145 Ian Graeme Stuart
LA

j

“CT 292/200 / Leonard Frederick Bonner & .+ 3, -

________ . R
CT 296/67 COMMISSIONER OF CROWN LANDS o
CT 30D /915 Stanley William Dobson
CT 31A/398 Mainfreight Transport Limited ..~
CT 32C/89 Bryan Lawrence Russell T
CT 32C/90 Charles Peter Anderson, Colleen Jane Anderson & Peter John
= McLeod
N B
CT 32D/208 Ian Gordon McKinnon & Jennifer Rose McKinnon "
ho
CT 34A /813 Sarah Ann McCallum & William Hamilton McCallum
O
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Appendix 3: Lower Hutt District Council Relevant Standard Assessment
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WASTE MANAGEMENT (NZ) LTD — RESOURCE RECOVERY PARK COMPLIANCE WITH DISTRICT PLAN RULES

Rule

Requirement of Rule

Compliance

General Rural Zone — (Chapter 8)

8B 2.1.1(a) — Dwellings

Maximum of two dwellings provided that each
must have a net site area of 15ha

Dwellings are defined in the district plan as
buildings used for housing, no building proposed
is intended for housing. Not applicable

8B 2.1.1(b) — Minimum Yard Requirements

Principal Buildings: 10m

Accessory Buildings: 5m

30m minimum setback from waterbodies >3m
wide bank-to-bank

3m minimum setback from waterbodies <3m
wide bank-to-bank

The minimum setback provided from site
boundaries is 12m and more than 3m from any
waterbody. [Complies]

8B 2.1.1 (c) — Maximum Height

8m maximum height

The RTS Operations Building (11.4m), the B&C
Operations building (11.8m), the MRF Operations
Building (11.4m), Workshops (9.0m) and Office
Building (9.0m) exceed this maximum building
height [Does not comply]

8B 2.1.1 (d) — Recession Planes

North Facing Boundary 2.5m + 45°
North-east and north-west facing boundaries:
2.5m +41°

For all other site boundaries: 2.5m + 37.5°

Due to the buildings positioning being >11m away
from each boundary, all buildings are well within
these planes [Complies]

8B 2.1.1 (e) — Maximum Site Coverage

1000 m?

RTS Operations Warehouse — 3,750m?
MRF Operations Warehouse — 2,250m?
B&C Operations Warehouse — 1,575m?
Retail, Workshop, Café Building — 990m?
Office Building — 440m?

Workshops — 600m?

Canopy Covered Areas — 1175m?

Total Site Coverage — 10,780m?

[Does not comply]

Based on operative planning provisions as at 20 January 2023




WASTE MANAGEMENT (NZ) LTD — RESOURCE RECOVERY PARK COMPLIANCE WITH DISTRICT PLAN RULES

8B 2.1.1 (f) — Dust

All outside areas shall be surfaces, or managed
appropriately so that there shall be no dust
nuisance at or beyond the boundary of the site.

The vast majority of the site shall be paved,
resource recovery activities shall be undertaken
indoors and as such, dust shall be minimised. It is
expected that there shall be no dust nuisance at
or beyond the site boundary. [Complies]

8B 2.1.1 (g) - Odour

All activities shall be carried out in such a manner
so as to ensure that there is not an offensive
odour at or beyond the site boundary.

Resource recovery shall be conducted within
warehouses and controlled so that any odour is
not offensive [Complies]

8B 2.1.1 (h) — Lightspill and Glare

(i) Artificial light shall not result in
added illuminance in excess of 8 lux
measured at the window of a
dwelling on a neighbouring site.

(ii) All activities shall be undertaken so as
to avoid all unreasonable light spill
beyond the site boundary

(iii) All activities, buildings and structures
shall avoid glare (light reflection)
beyond the site boundary

All lighting will be designed to comply with this
condition with a final lighting plan provided as a
suggested condition of consent. [Complies]

8B 2.1.1 (i) — Vibration

All activities that cause vibration shall be carried
out in such a manner that no vibration is
discernible beyond the site boundary

Acoustic site assessment undertaken by Tonkin
and Taylor indicates that there shall be no
vibration discernible beyond the site
boundaries.[Complies]

8B 2.1.1 (j) — Home Occupations

Not applicable

8B 2.1.1 (k) — Piggeries

Not applicable

8B 2.1.1 (I) - Commercial Forestry

Not applicable

Not applicable

8B 2.1.1 (n) — Visitor Accommodation

Not applicable

Not applicable

(
(
(1) —
8B 2.1.1 (m) — Recreation
(
(
(

)—
8B 2.1.1 (o) — Prospecting and Exploration
)—

8B 2.1.1 (p) — General Rules

Compliance with all matters in the General Rules
—see Chapter 14

Chapter 14 Compliance is outlined in a following
table

8B 2.1.1 (q) — Benmore Cres, Manor Park, Section
1S5S0 36533

Development of buildings and structures may
only occur on land above 28.0 msl (mean sea
level)

Rosco Ice Cream Limited are conducting site
improvement works that will raise the site so that

Based on operative planning provisions as at 20 January 2023




WASTE MANAGEMENT (NZ) LTD — RESOURCE RECOVERY PARK COMPLIANCE WITH DISTRICT PLAN RULES

future developments (including Waste
Management) are above 28.0 msl. [Complies]

8B 2.1.1 (r) - Baring Head, Pt 1A2 Parangarahu

Not applicable

8B 2.1.1 (s)— DP 72284

Not applicable

8B 2.1.1 (t) — Primary and Secondary River
Corridors

All new buildings and structures or additions in
the Primary or Secondary River Corridor with a
gross floor area of 20m? or less and setback 20m
or more from a flood protection structure

The site is not within a Primary Corridor but is
within the Secondary Corridor. Buildings exceed
20m? [Does not comply]

General Rules (Chapter 14)

14A 5.1 — Transportation

Complies with the Standards listed in the
Transport Appendix

Transportation assessment conducted by Stantec
outlines improvements to the roading
surrounding the site. The proposed land use will
exceed the 5,000m? GFA for industrial activities.
[Does not comply]

14B 2.1 - Signs Permitted Activities

Signs in all Activity Areas

Signs shall meet the permitted activity standards
for the proposed land use for the General Rural
Zone and being within 50m of a State Highway.
No signs shall be located on a roof.[Complies]

14C 2.1 — Noise in General Rural Activity Area

Maximum 50dBA (7am — 10pm)
Maximum 40dBA (10pm — 7am)

Operating hours are nominated to be 7:30am to
6:00pm with expected operational dBA maximum
as observed by neighbouring sensitive receivers of
48dBA. [Complies]

14D 2.1 — Hazardous Facilities

The proposed activity does not expressly meet
the definition of hazardous facility [Complies]. It
is noted that any consents required for hazardous
substances will be sought separately.

14E 2.1 —Significant Natural, Cultural and
Archaeological Resources

The site is not within an identified Natural,
Cultural and Archaeological area

14F — 2.1 Heritage Buildings and Structures

The site does not contain heritage registered
buildings or structures

14G — 2.1 Notable Trees

The site does not contain any notable trees. The
consent to authorise bulk earthworks includes
tree removal.

Based on operative planning provisions as at 20 January 2023




WASTE MANAGEMENT (NZ) LTD — RESOURCE RECOVERY PARK COMPLIANCE WITH DISTRICT PLAN RULES

14H — 2.1 Natural Hazards

Restrict Discretionary Activities
(a) All Structures and buildings on any site
where the whole site or portion of the
site falls within the Wellington Fault
Special Study Area, excluding the
following
e Proposed accessory buildings
which are not required for
habitable or working purposes,
e  Utilities including associated
uninhabited buildings which are
Permitted Activities
Note: This rule prevails over Rule 17.2.2

The site includes the Wellington Fault Special
Study Area. This have further been investigated to
narrow down the Wellington fault zone area. No
working purpose buildings are proposed within
the fault zone area, proposed buildings are
outside of this zone. Areas within the fault zone
shall only be used for uninhabited buildings,
storage, manoeuvring and parking. [Does not
comply]

141-2.1.1 (a) Ground Level

The natural ground level may not be altered by
more than 1.2m, measured vertically

Development of the site will not result in altering
the ground level beyond 1.2m vertically.
[Complies]

141—2.1.1 (b) Quantity

Maximum volume of 50m3

Works to establish the warehouses and sealed
surfaces onsite will exceed 15,000m?3. [Does not
comply]

141 -2.1.1(c) Baring Head, Pt 1A2 Parangarahu

Not applicable

141 -2.1.1(d) In the Primary and Secondary River
Corridors

Earthworks must be a minimum distance of 20m
from a flood protection structure.

Works onsite will be within 20m of the Hutt River
stop banks but will be on a surface that is above
predicted 1% AEP. [Does not comply]

14) — Temporary Activities

The proposed development does not propose any
temporary activities as described in this section.

14K — Filming

The proposed development does not propose any
filming

14L — Renewable Energy Generation
14L 2.1.2 — Roof mounted Solar Panels

May exceed the permitted height of an activity
area by no more than 1m

May exceed the recession plan standard for an
activity area by no more than 1m

Proposed solar panels do not increase proposed
building height by >1m. [Complies]

Appendix 1: Assessment against Relevant Rules and Regulations — City of Lower Hutt District Plan

Based on operative planning provisions as at 20 January 2023




Appendix 4: Landscape and Visual Assessment, Visual Simulations and Planting
Plan — Boffa Miskell
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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.

Boffa Miskell Ltd | Resource Recovery Park Proposal | Assessment of Landscape

Effects | 19 December 2022 |



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

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



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.
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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

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



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)
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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
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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.
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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
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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)

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

29






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
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- O . =8
i Design ‘Freeze’ for purposes of <> 2 5
T o — E
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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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Figure 9

Viewpoint Details
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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
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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
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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.

www.boffamiskell.co.nz
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Figure 9

Viewpoint Details
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Figure 10

Viewpoint Details
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Viewpoint Details




File Ref: BM210903_TeRangahaeata_Business_Park_Figures.indd

the specific instructions of our Client. It is solely for our Horizontal Field of View 1 74°

Client’ i d ith th d f k. i . . . . . o
lent's Use In accordance with the agreed scope of wor NZTM Northing : 5441240mN Vertical Field of View : 25 DRAFT VS4: Mary Huse Grove

Any use or reliance by a third party is at that party’s own X X . )
Elevation/Eye Height :28.8m/1.6m Projection :NA

Date of Photography :2:16pm 4 September 2022 NZST Image Reading Distance @ A3 is 25 cm Date: 6 December 2022 | Revision: 0

B .Ff N\‘ k ” This plan has been prepared by Boffa Miskell Limited on NZTM Easting 1765479 mE RESOURCE RECOVERY PARK DEVELOPMENT
ot1ra IMIsSKe '

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 Plan prepared for Richard Burell by Boffa Miskell Limited
omissions to the extent that they arise from inaccurate Data Sources:

www.boffamiskell.co.nz information provided by the Client or any external source. Project Manager: Bec.Ramsey@boffamiskell.co.nz | Drawn: DIr | Checked: BRa

Figure 11

Viewpoint Details




Boffa Miskell

www.boffamiskell.co.nz

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.

STAWE W

S
A

1:10,000 @ A3

Data Sources: Eagle Technology, LINZ, StatsNZ, NIWA, Natural
Earth, © OpenStreetMap contributors., Eagle Technology, Land
Information New Zealand, GEBCO, Community maps contributors,
BML

Projection: NZGD 2000 New Zealand Transverse Mercator

Special Amenity Landscapes
[/ Belmont Hills

LN Hutt River/ Te Awa Kairangi
[ Site Boundary

File Ref: BM21 0903.arx/ BM21 0903_Tenan_O1_Landscaeontext_ A3L

P & <

TE RANGIHAEATA TENANCY DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION

Site location and landscape context

Date: 11 January 2023 | Revision: 0
Plan prepared for Richard Burell by Boffa Miskell Limited
Project Manager:Bec.Ramsey@boffamiskell.co.nz | Drawn: KMa | Checked: BRa




Boffa Miskell

www.boffamiskell.co.nz

This plan has been prepared by Boffa Miskell Limited on
the specfic instructions of our Client It is solely for our
Client's use in accordance with the agreed scope of work.
Any use or refiance by a third parly is at that party's own
rsk. Where information has been supplied by the Client
o oblained from other external scurces, it has been
assumed that It is accurate. No liability or responsibllity is
accepted by Boffa Miskell Limited for any errors or
omissions to tho extent that thoy arise from inaccurate
Information provided by the Client or any external sourcs.

0 40m
0 1:3,000 @ A3

Data Sources: Eagle Technology, LINZ, StatsNZ, NIWA, Natural
Earth, © OpenStreetMap contributors., Eagle Technology, Land
Information New Zealand, GEBCO, Community maps contributors,
Spencer Holmes Limited

Projection: NZGD 2000 New Zealand Transverse Mercator

LEGEND

20m wide stream restoratio

Dry Creek

Road

Batter
— — " Edge to No Build Zone (indicative)
1 Proposed Tenancy Areas (indicative)
[ Site Boundary

[ 1 Parcels

TE RANGIHAEATA TENANCY DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION

Proposed Development

Date: 12 January 2023 | Revision: 0
Plan prepared for Richard Burell by Boffa Miskell Limited
Project Manager:Bec.Ramsey@boffamiskell.co.nz | Drawn: KMa | Checked: BRa




[H Area Area:
Wi tion Mix: Screening
Code  Percent Spacing (m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade  Count Code  Percent Spacing (m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade  Count Code  Percent Spacing (m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade  Counmt
Ar ser 10% 10 Aristotelioserrato Makomako 151 92| |Arser 10% 10  Aristotelioserrata Makomako 151 1214 Al jor 20% 1.5 Alnuss jorullens's Mexican alder 5L 77
Co rob 10% 10  Coprosma robusta Karamu 15L 92| |corob 10% 10  Coprosmarabusta Karamu 15L 1214 |Elden 10% 1.5 Eiaeocarpus dentatus Hinau sL 39
Do s 10% 10  Dodancea viscom Akeake 151 92| |Dovis 10% 10  Dodonaea viscosa Akeake 151 1214] |Eunit 35% 15 Eucalyptus nitens Shininggum 5L 134
He str 15% 10  Hebestricta Koromiko 15L 138 |Hestr 15% 10  Hebestricta Koromiko 151 1821 |Pieug 10% 15 Pittosporum eugenioides  Tarata 5L 39
Ku eri 10% 10  Kunzeo ercoides Kanuka 151 92| |Kueri 10% 10  Kunzea ericoides Kanuka 151 1214 |Potot 15% 15 Podocarpus totara Totara sL 58
Le sco 10% 1.0 Leptosperoum scoparum Manuka 15L 92| |Lesco 10% 10  Leptosperoum scoparium Manuka 151 1214] |Viluc 10% 1.5 Vitex fucens pariei 5L e
Me ram 15% 1.0 Melicytus ramiflorus Mahoe 150 138| |Me ram 15% 1.0 Melicytusromifforus Mahoe 150 1821 1 EI‘
Pi ten 15% 10 Pittasporum tenuifolium  Kohuhu 15L 138{ |Piten 15% 10 Pittosparum tenuifolium  Kohuhu 151 1821
Psarb 5% 10 arboreus _ Five finger 1.5L 46! |Psarb 5% 10  Pseudopanaxarboreus _Fivefinger 151 607! [area:
12140] |Mix: Screening
Code  Percent Spacing (m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade  Count
R10 Al jor 20% 15 Alnus jorullensis Mexican alder 5L 20
tation El den 10% 1.5 Eiaeocarpus dentatus Hinau SL 10}
Code  Percent Spacing (m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade  Count Code  Percent Spacing (m) Botanical Name Common Name Grade  Court Eu nit 35% 15 Eucalyptus nitens Shininggum 5L £
Ar ser 10% 1.0 Aristotelia serrata Makomako 15L 71| |Arser 10% 10  Aristotelioserrata Makomako 151 155| |Pieug 10% 1.5 Pittosporum eugenioides  Tarata sL 10|
Co rob 10% 10  Coprosma robusta Karamu 151 71| |Corob 10% 10  Coprosmarobusto Karamu 151 155 [Potot 15% 1.5 Podocarpus totara Totara sL 13
Do vis 10% 10  Dodonaea viscosa Ake ake 151 71| |Dovis 10% 10  Dodonaeo viscosa Akeake 151 155| Vi luc 10% 1.5 Vitex lucens. Pariri sL 10}
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:
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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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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|
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P reg 10% 1 i Manatu 1s5L 92|
920
[Arwan:
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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
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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|
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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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ﬁh?' Tonkin+Taylor

Job No: 1015081
7 July 2021
Rosco Investments
111 Brougham Street
Mt Victoria,
Wellington 6011

Attention: Richard Burrell

Dear Richard

Te Rangihaeata / Manor Park Development
Wellington Fault Investigation Report

1 Introduction

Tonkin & Taylor Ltd (T+T) have undertaken an investigation at the proposed Manor Park
development site to constrain the likely location of the Wellington Fault. This work has been
completed in accordance with our letter of engagement of 7 August 2020 and variation of 3
September 2020.

The Manor Park development site is located within the Hutt City Council (HCC) ‘Wellington Fault
Special Study Area’ as presented in hazard maps of the HCC District Plan. A primary geotechnical
issue concerning future development of the site is the proximity to the Wellington Fault, and the
consequences of fault rupture. Specifically:

Fault rupture presents a risk of severe damage to future building development; and

b Rule 14H2 of the HCC District Plan states: ‘All structures and buildings on any site where the
whole site or a portion of the site falls within the Wellington Fault Special Study Area’, is a
restricted discretionary activity i.e., requires resource consent.

Clause 14H 1.1.1 states: ‘Subdivision and development will be managed to ensure that no
building is constructed within 20 metres of the fault line, and that no subdivision results in an
allotment being created which is unusable for development purposes. An engineering report
will be required prior to any development, to ensure that any buildings proposed are not within
20 metres of the fault line. The level of investigation required will depend on the particular
circumstances and this could include a range of methods necessary to determine the position
of the fault. The buildings will need to be constructed to New Zealand Building Code
specifications. This will ensure that buildings are constructed in a safe manner and at a safe
distance from the area susceptible to permanent ground deformation.’

Exceptional thinking togeth www.tonkintaylor.co.nz

+

Tonkin & Taylor Ltd | Harbour Tower, Level 4, 2 Hunter Street, Wellington 6011, New Zealand | PO Box 2083, Wellington 6140
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This report presents the results of the investigation and defines a zone depicting the likely location
of the Wellington Fault through the site for the purposes of meeting local council regulatory
requirements. Other District Plan rules may also be relevant to the proposal however we have only
considered the requirements in relation to the Wellington Fault Special Study Area. Also, other
geotechnical considerations e.g., liquefaction, lateral spreading, settlement, bearing capacity etc.,
have not been considered as part of this report, but are expected to be considered during next
stages.

2 Previous fault investigations and mapping

The following section presents a review of previous investigations of the Wellington Fault in the
vicinity of the site.

2.1 Begg & Mazengarb (1996)

In Begg & Mazengrab (1996)%, the Wellington Fault through the Manor Park site was mapped as
‘concealed’ due to an overburden of alluvial deposits, and therefore the precise location was not
well understood. This lineament through the site is based on interpretation of the geomorphology
and aligns with surface exposure of the fault to the northeast and southwest of the site. This
approximate location is shown in Figure A1, Appendix A.

2.2 Beetham et. al. (2008)

Beethem et. al. (2008)? carried out fault investigations in the vicinity of the Manor Park site to guide
the planning and design of the major interchange between SH58 and SH2. The investigations
completed included a fault trench immediately to the south of the site, and three micro-gravity
survey profiles (one of which is located through the site, and two to the northeast). The investigation
constrained the likely location of the Wellington fault to a narrow (35 to 60 m wide) zone through
the site as shown in Figure A1, Appendix A. Two of the three survey profiles are also shown in Figure
Al.

2.2.1 Fault trench

A 15 m long fault trench on the western (true right) side of the Hutt River was excavated through
alluvial gravels to Greywacke rock. The location of this trench was surveyed and is shown in Figure
A1, Appendix A. We note that the river has subsequently eroded away the land where the trench
was excavated.

A sub-horizontal rock bench was exposed at the base of the trench consisting of fault breccia i.e.,
disintegrated fault rock (also known as Cataclasite). The excavation also exposed a sub-vertical step
(of at least 1 m) in the rock generally parallel with the Wellington Fault trace (strike 044°/dip 78° SE).
Close to this step, the rock quality deteriorated from ‘hard, grey fault breccia to moderately soft,
dark brecciated argillite’. A thin (c. 1 cm) layer of soft gouge material consisting of angular rock
fragments in a dark, clay-rich matrix was plastered against the face of the step. No deformation of
the overlaying alluvial gravels was observed.

The report concludes that this step is either the primary fault plane of the Wellington Fault, or at
least its westernmost possible location.

1 Begg, J.G., Mazengarb, C., 1996. Geology of the Wellington area, scale 1:50 000. Institute of Geological & Nuclear Sciences
geological map 22. 1 sheet + 128 p. Lower Hutt, New Zealand. Institute of Geological & Nuclear Sciences Limited.
2 Beetham et. al. (2008). Investigation and location of the Wellington Fault at Manor Park, Report 2008/36. GNS Science.
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2.2.2 Micro-gravity survey

A micro-gravity survey was carried out through the site located perpendicular to the inferred fault
alignment.

A small variation in the gravity profile through the site was modelled as a vertical, 30 m high step in
the greywacke basement rock, inferred to represent the location of the Wellington Fault.

2.3 Van Dissen (2020)

Observations of the Wellington Fault within the Hutt River bed and on the western (true right)
riverbank were made in 2010 and 20143, are have recently been presented to T+T by Van Dissen
(2020). These observations were made immediately to the south of the Manor Park site as shown in
Figure Al, Appendix A.

In 2010, a subvertical rock outcrop on the western (true right) riverbank exposed 30 to 50 cm thick
fault gauge comprising dark brown clay and gravel and was inferred to be the Wellington Fault.
Either side of the fault gauge was dark grey crushed and sheared greywacke which aligned with
brecciated rock exposed in the riverbed about 50 m downstream. In 2014, the outcrop was
examined again after further erosion had exposed more of the subvertical rock scarp.

3 Recent investigations

3.1 Methodology

Prior to commencing investigations, a series of fault investigation options were reviewed, and these
are presented in our fault study and investigation options report®. These options were also discussed
with GNS>.

It was considered unlikely that the location of the Wellington Fault could be obtained by traditional
fault trenching due to the significant depth of overlying fill and alluvial deposits (c. 10 m) that have
not seen displacement of the fault i.e., the last displacement of the fault pre-dates deposition of the
alluvium. It was also noted that evidence (if any) of fault displacement in river gravels is not always
well preserved.

Therefore, as agreed with you, we have progressed fault investigations in stages, after interrogation
of past information and latest results. The following investigations have been completed:

. Three seismic refraction lines perpendicular to approximate fault trace to determine the rock
head profile and the presence of low velocity zones within the rock;

) Four vertically drilled boreholes to verify the depth to rock obtained by seismic refraction
surveys; and

. Two inclined machine drilled boreholes to verify low velocity signature obtained by the
seismic refraction surveys i.e., drill through the inferred location of the Wellington Fault.

3.2 Seismic refraction survey

Three seismic refraction survey profiles (SL1, SL2 and SL3) were undertaken and assessed using the
Plus-Minus method by A J Sutherland Consulting between 10 November and 16 December 2020. The
start and end locations of SL1, SL2 and SL3 were surveyed by Spencer Holmes on 22 December 2020.

3 Russ Van Dissen (2020). Wellington Fault at Manor Park, presentation notes. GNS.

4 Tonkin + Taylor (14 December 2020). Manor Park Development — Wellington Fault Desktop Study and Investigation
Options.

5 Meeting of 23/09/2020, Russ Van Dissen (GNS), Tim Haxell (T+T) and Nick Peters (T+T)

Tonkin & Taylor Ltd 7 July 2021
Te Rangihaeata / Manor Park Development Job No: 1015081
Wellington Fault Investigation Report

Rosco Investments



A plan showing the location of the profiles are presented in Figure Al, Appendix A, and the final A J
Sutherland Consulting report is included in Appendix C.

Table 3.1: Seismic refraction survey summary

Seismic Start Location (NZTM)* End Location (NZTM)? Total length Geophone
Line Easting (m) | Northing (m) | Easting (m) | Northing (m) (m) spacing (m)
SL1 1765067 5441260 1765183 5441143 165 2.5
SL2 1765208 5441372 1765279 5441289 110 52
SL3 1765316 5441460 1765387 5441375 110 52

1Start and end locations were surveyed by Spencer Holmes (Total Station GPS).
2 The geophone spacing was reduced to 1m over the low velocity zone to improve the data resolution.

3.3 Machine boreholes

Four vertical and two inclined boreholes was drilled over the period between 25 February 2021 and
23 March 2021. The works were carried out using a rotary coring drilling rig, supplied, and operated
by Webster Drilling and Exploration.

All drilling works were completed under the supervision of an engineering geologist from T+T. The
recovered drill core was photographed and logged to NZGS ‘Field Description of Soil and Rock’
guidelines. The borehole locations are presented in Figure A1, Appendix A. Borehole logs and core
photographs are presented in Appendix B and summary details are presented in Table 3.2 below.

Table 3.2: Machine borehole summary

Inclination Location (NZTMm)! Ground surface Total depth
BHID from ) ) elevation drilled

horizontal Easting (m) Northing (m) RL (m)? (m)
SL1-A 90° 1765108 5441219 26.1 12.5
SL1-B 90° 1765118 5441208 25.5 11.8
SL1-C 45° - NW 1765127 5441199 25.5 48.0
SL3-A 90° 1765339 5441433 32.8 14.6
SL3-B 90° 1765348 5441423 32.2 14.8
SL3-C 45°- NW 1765355 5441415 32.3 48.5

1Borehole locations were surveyed by Spencer Holmes (Total Station GPS).
2 Ground level obtained by Wellington LiDAR 1m DEM (2013), from Land Information NZ.

34 Interpretation of results

34.1 Seismic refraction survey

A 5 m wide low velocity zone with a signal time loss of 4 and 6 milliseconds was observed in SL1 and
SL2, respectively. We infer that the signal time loss is attributed to highly disintegrated material i.e.,
fault gauge of the Wellington Fault, which has a significantly reduced seismic velocity than the
surrounding greywacke rock (which was measured between 2750 and 2900 m/s). Additionally, an
attenuation of the maximum geophone signal amplitude at SL2 was observed within the low velocity
zone.
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A less-well defined, 3 m wide low velocity zone with a signal time loss of less than 1 milliseconds was
observed in SL3. A small attenuation of the maximum geophone amplitude was also measured
within the low velocity zone in this location. We infer that at this location, the fault width narrows
and therefore the low velocity zone is less distinct than observed in SL1 or SL2. It is understood that
the Wellington Fault zone varies in width along its length.

When extrapolating the low velocity zones between the seismic refraction surveys and the
exposures observed by Van Dissen to the south of the site, the inferred alignment of the fault is
relatively consistent through the site (azimuth ~048°).

No significant step in bedrock was identified that corroborates the 30 m step modelled by GNS (as
described in Section 2.2.2 above). We infer that downcutting of the Hutt River has planed off any
evidence of a step in bedrock at this location. It should be appreciated that due to the sensitivity of
micro-gravity processing and modelling, other models of the bedrock profile i.e., without a 30 m high
step, may still reconcile a small variation measured in the gravity survey.

3.4.2 Machine boreholes

Two cross sections presenting our interpretation of the ground model at SL1 and SL3 are shown in
Figure A2 and A3, Appendix A. The depth to rock beneath the ground surface, obtained by seismic
refraction survey, was verified by vertically drilled machine boreholes and is generally between 8
and 10 m below ground level. All boreholes encountered markedly crushed and broken greywacke
rock i.e., cataclasite, formed by near-fault stresses.

No significant clay gouge thickness was encountered in the inclined (SL1-C and SL3-C) boreholes that
were drilled through the inferred location of the Wellington Fault. It is expected that any softened
material was washed away by the drilling process. At SL1-C and as shown in Figure A2, there is
compounding evidence that confirms the existence of a low velocity zone and the likely location of
the Wellington Fault. Specifically, within the low velocity zone we noted the following drilling
observations which are recorded on Figures A2 and A3:

. Up to 1.4 m of core was loss (negligible core loss outside of the low velocity zone);

° Rock samples were more crushed and disintegrated;

. Drill core lengths were reduced by the driller due to an increase in pump pressure; and
. Driller noted ‘soft’ between 29.7 to 30 m (although no material was recovered).

The inclined (SL3-C) borehole provided less evidence to confirm the low velocity zone, however
there was up to 0.7 m of core was loss within low velocity zone. There was negligible core loss
outside of the low velocity zone.
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4 Development considerations

Based on the previous and recent investigations discussed in Sections 2 and 3, we infer that the zone
that constrains the likely location of the Wellington Fault through the site is highlighted yellow in
Figure Al, Appendix A.

There are several uncertainties that have been allowed for when defining this zone, specifically:

. Deformation at the surface may not be a simple single plane rupture. During fault rupture,
horizontal and vertical displacement through bedrock may distribute through overlying alluvial
gravels and result in a wider zone of disturbance. It is unlikely that any additional investigation
will reduce this uncertainty;

. Uncertainties in the measurement associated with seismic refraction survey and machine
boreholes; and

. Limited investigation data the north of SL3. An additional seismic refraction survey could be
completed to reduce this uncertainty however this would need to be completed outside the
property boundary, adjacent to Manor Park Road.

The HCC District Plan requires that proposed buildings should not be located within 20 m of fault
line. Therefore, any proposed buildings should not be within 20 m of the zone highlighted yellow in
Figure A1, Appendix A.

The nature and continuity of the subsurface conditions away from the borehole locations and
seismic refraction lines are inferred. It must be appreciated that strain along the Wellington Fault
may exploit multiple other planes of weakness within the basement rock and overlying soils (that
have not been investigated), and surface rupture may occur outside of the inferred zone presented
in this report.
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5 Applicability

This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of our client, with respect to the particular brief
given to us and it may not be relied upon in other contexts or for any other purpose, or by any
person other than our client, without our prior written agreement.

We understand and agree that our client will submit this report as part of an application for resource
consent and that Hutt City Council as the consenting authority will use this report for the purpose of
assessing that application.

Tonkin & Taylor Ltd
Environmental and Engineering Consultants

Report prepared by: Authorised for Tonkin & Taylor Ltd by:

- T 9 74
LA

Tim Haxell Richard Cole
Engineering Geologist Project Director

Report Reviewed by:

Nick Peters

Senior Engineering Geologist

TH

\\ttgroup.local\corporate\wellington\tt projects\1015081\issueddocuments\1015081 t+t manor park wellington fault study -
restructure.docx
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Appendix A:  Figures

o Figure A1 Wellington Fault investigation location plan
° Figure A2 Cross Section SL-1

. Figure A3 Cross Section SL-3



LEGEND:

— INFERRED WGTN FAULT LINE (BEGG & MAZENGARB, 1996)
~= INFERRED WGTN FAULT ZONE (GNS, 2008)
S INFERRED WGTN FAULT ZONE WITHIN THE SITE (T+T, 2021)
A \ ’ - 2021 T+T VERTICAL BOREHOLE
e s ' % 2021 T+T INCLINED BOREHOLE
. : 2 4, SEISMIC REFRACTION LINE
- el o [| | @ LOW VELOCITY ZONE
GNS 2008 trench. Note that significant erosion in d g Sy GNS 2008 MICRO-GRAVITY SURVEY
tl?|s area has moved the riverbank to the north - B \ \ " s | — PROPERTY BOUNDARIES (LINZ)

TE RANGIHAEATA / MANOR PARK DEVELOPMENT

FILE : \ttgroup.local\corporate\Wellington\TT

praecs 015 WELLINGTON FAULT INVESTIGATION PLAN

-
Tonkln +Taylnr PROJECTN 13000 FIG. N

| -




JobNo: 1015081

File:

office; WGTN

08/04/2021

Computed:DAHE  08/04/2021

Checked: NCP

Revised:

Project: Manor Park
Development

Taylor

in+

'ﬁ.ﬁ' Tonk

20
20

Description: Figure A2: Sketch Cross Section of Seismic Line 1

Sheet No.

Checked:

Northwest

SL1-A |

Low velocity zone
identified by seismic
refraction survey

Inferred fault zone
(indicative only)

40 m

48 m
EOH

A\

—_— -

20m

SL1-B

& Southeast

LEGEND:

Full length core runs (1.5 m)
Coreruns:1m<L<15m
Coreruns:L<1m

Core Recovery: 50% < R < 80%

I
= Core Recovery: R 280%
msssmsmsm Core Recovery: R < 50%

Wash boring with no recovery
e PQ3/HQ3 boring

Core recovered as gravel/sand
mmmmm——— Cataclasite (fault rock)

mmmmmmmm Sheared/broken siltstone and
mudstone

Core loss

Ground surface
------ Inferred rock head

0 2 4 6 8 12m
Scale is approximately 1:200 at A4.




JobNo: 1015081

File:

office; WGTN

08/04/2021

Computed:DAHE  08/04/2021

Checked: NCP

Revised:

Project: Manor Park
Development

Taylor

in+

'ﬁ.ﬁ' Tonk

20
20

Description: Figure A2: Sketch Cross Section of Seismic Line 3

Sheet No.

Checked:

SL3-A
SL3-B

Northwest

Low velocity zone
identified by seismic
refraction survey

Inferred fault zone
(indicative only)

N

Southeast

LEGEND:

Full length core runs (1.5 m)
Coreruns:1m<L<15m
Coreruns: L<1m

Core Recovery: R =280%
Core Recovery: 50% < R < 80%
Core Recovery: R < 50%

Wash boring with no recovery
PQ3/HQ3 boring

Core recovered as gravel/sand
——— Cataclasite (fault rock)

e Sheared/broken mudstone and
siltstone

Core loss

Ground surface
------ Inferred rock head

0 2 4 6 8 12m
Scale is approximately 1:200 at A4.




Appendix B: Borehole logs

o BH SL1-A
o BH SL1-B
e BH SL1-C
° BH SL3-A
° BH SL3-B

. BH SL3-B



BOREHOLE No.:

BOREHOLE LOG SL1-A

Tonkin +Tay|or DRILLED BY: Cody Longstaff

LOGGED BY: TH

General Log - 6/05/2021 1:15:48 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

PROJECT: Manor Park Development CO-ORDINATES: 544121911 mN[R.L. GROUND: 26.10m
P (NZTM2000) 1765107.63 mE RL COLLAR: CHECKED: NCP
JOB No.: 1015081.0000 e START DATE: 25/02/2021
LOCATION: East side of culvert, adjacent to DIRECTION: DATUM: NzvD2016 .
: - . FINISH DATE: 26/02/2021
abandoned paintball stall and pedestrian access. ) .| SURVEY: Total
ANGLE FROM HORIZ.: -90°| station\Surveved CONTRACTOR: Webster Drilling
DESCRIPTION OF CORE ROCK DEFECTS
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6 ROCK: Weathering, colour, fabric, name, strength, cementation &) E o [G] ‘o w g g:’ & Additional Observations LI_J_ = = o
5 318 57
55255 [ng0gszz gsges gge
0.00m: Wash boring with no sample recovered. [
[ 1
L&
- 2 -
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[ 3 |
[&
4]
RN
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o
- N
7
Lo i
lo 8 - -
8.00m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, grey CATACLASITE. . A
Moderately strong. Comprises fine to coarse, angular sandstone, Sls | | o
siltstone and mudstone gravel within a matrix of pale grey clay. el A
8.30 - 8.36m: Shear zone. 60° from horizantal. 60 mm across. Hard, L T ‘, |
@ - dark grey. I " y|
© | 8.25m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, dark grey A
2 | CATACLASITE. Moderately strong. Comprises fine to coarse, - L 9] A
2 | angular sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel within a matrix o3 - k S
§ of dark grey clay. &
9.10m: Core loss to 9.7 m.
9.70m: Dark grey CATACLASITE as described at 8.25 m. A N
A

COMMENTS: 1) Groundwater level not recorded. 2)Due to the significant crushing and shearing throughout the length of the core, no specific defect data has been recorded.

Hole Depth
12.5m

Scale 1:50 Rev.:B




BOREHOLE No.:

BOREHOLE LOG SL1-A

Tonkin +Tay|or DRILLED BY: Cody Longstaff

LOGGED BY: TH

General Log - 6/05/2021 1:15:49 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

PROJECT: Manor Park Development CO-ORDINATES: 544121911 mN[R.L. GROUND: 26.10m
P (NZTM2000) 1765107.63 mE RL COLLAR: CHECKED: NCP
JOB No.: 1015081.0000 e START DATE: 25/02/2021
LOCATION: East side of culvert, adjacent to DIRECTION: DATUM: NzvD2016 .
: - . FINISH DATE: 26/02/2021
abandoned paintball stall and pedestrian access. ) .| SURVEY: Total
ANGLE FROM HORIZ.: -90°| station\Surveved CONTRACTOR: Webster Drilling
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COMMENTS: 1) Groundwater level not recorded. 2)Due to the significant crushing and shearing throughout the length of the core, no specific defect data has been recorded.
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General Log - 6/05/2021 1:15:49 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

BOREHOLE No.: SL1-A

Hole Location: East side of culvert, adjacent to

C O RE P H OTOS abandoned paintball stall and pedestrian access.

Tonkin+Taylor
PROJECT: Manor Park Development LOCATION: JOB No.: 1015081.0000
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(NZTM2000) 1765107.63 mE
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BOREHOLE No.:

BOREHOLE LOG SL1-B

Tonkin +Tay|or DRILLED BY: Jacob Fuller

LOGGED BY: TH

General Log - 6/05/2021 1:16:42 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

PROJECT: Manor Park Development CO-ORDINATES: 5441208.38 mN[R.L. GROUND: 25.50m
P (NZTM2000) 1765118.18 mE RL COLLAR: CHECKED: NCP
JOB No.: 1015081.0000 e START DATE: 24/02/2021
LOCATION: On driveway to abandoned paintball DIRECTION: DATUM: NZVD2016 FINISH DATE: 26/02/2021
stall on a the vacant lot. ) .| SURVEY: Total '
ANGLE FROM HORIZ.: -90°| station\Surveved CONTRACTOR: Webster Drilling
DESCRIPTION OF CORE ROCK DEFECTS
E g = olx
5 2 2 2l = = S 5 (e}
2 5| 2 [2|8] o |2 E|S £ >3 5 |2
z 8| & [=|¢g| g E S| o2 2E |~ 21812 5 |3
1S} . - : ’ ; - = ~ o| § 5 - | |2 2 =X it o ~ |al = |@
© | SOIL: Classification, colour, consistency / density, moisture, plasticity = S £ g 3 — a -g_ = °2 | Description = I} © S
Ie) S e} Sle fid x ) s |3 S35 | o % |O 173 <4
6 ROCK: Weathering, colour, fabric, name, strength, cementation &) @ (% o o a ‘o w 8 g:’ & Additional Observations L|_=_ = £ 8
g 3|3 5100
532323 |020g233 EEEER (-3
0.00m: Wash boring with no sample recovered. -
"
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B
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B 3 |
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! 5 ] o
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o
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[ ] g
&
B 6]
=
- 7 -
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B 8 |
L=
8.50m: 8.5 to 8.6 m: Core loss. S g y °
8.60m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, dark grey x -
CATACLASITE. Moderately strong. Comprises fine to coarse, 9t A
% angular sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel within a matrix oo r 7] 4
;,._-, of dark grey clay. g S A IS
E '_g _L ‘.
& & -
A o
. A

COMMENTS: Due to the significant crushing and shearing throughout the length of the core, no specific defect data has been recorded.

Hole Depth
11.8m

Scale 1:50 Rev.:B




BOREHOLE No.:

BOREHOLE LOG SL1-B

Tonkin +Tay|or DRILLED BY: Jacob Fuller

LOGGED BY: TH

General Log - 6/05/2021 1:16:42 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

PROJECT: Manor Park Development CO-ORDINATES: 5441208.38 mN[R.L. GROUND: 25.50m
P (NZTM2000) 1765118.18 mE RL COLLAR: CHECKED: NCP
JOB No.: 1015081.0000 e START DATE: 24/02/2021
LOCATION: On driveway to abandoned paintball DIRECTION: DATUM: NzvD2016 .
. FINISH DATE: 26/02/2021
stall on a the vacant lot. ) .| SURVEY: Total
ANGLE FROM HORIZ.: -90°| station\Surveved CONTRACTOR: Webster Drilling
DESCRIPTION OF CORE o ROCK DEFECTS
= = < <
z £ § |38 -
5 21 g |£l5 =2 B g1z s |2
2 S| a3 |21 2 |E E|lz|s|2E]| 21318 2 |3
© | SOIL: Classification, colour, consistency / density, moisture, plasticity E 5 E’ § g : ﬁ -g_ j ‘g 2 § Description 3 5 |8 ‘=,E s3]
S . . . S| & |g|lz| ¢ |* &|&|8|£88 2|lE° 2|8
6 ROCK: Weathering, colour, fabric, name, strength, cementation 14 Ele ] ‘o % g & Additional Observations L|_=_ = = o
8 #|38 I
232z g8 28R
FE A
W 3 -
L2 M J
2 A ]
E o
g A :
E A S R
3 ‘. é
(Y A
A i
11.8m: END OF BOREHOLE 3 12
2]
L 13
N
L 14 ]
L 15 ]
[2 ]
L 16 ]
o
- 17_
(=]
L 18 ]
~
L 19 ]
L i

COMMENTS: Due to the significant crushing and shearing throughout the length of the core, no specific defect data has been recorded.

Hole Depth
11.8m

Scale 1:50 Rev.:B




General Log - 6/05/2021 1:16:42 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

BOREHOLE No.: SL1-B

Hole Location: On driveway to abandoned

C O RE PH OTOS paintball stall on a the vacant lot.

Tonkin+Taylor
PROJECT: Manor Park Development LOCATION: JOB No.: 1015081.0000
CO-ORDINATES: 5441208.38 mN DRILL TYPE: Tractor-Mounted Rig HOLE STARTED: 24/02/2021

(NZTM2000) 1765118.18 mE

R.L: 25.50m
DATUM: NZVvD2016

HOLE FINISHED: 26/02/2021
DRILLED BY: Webster Drilling

LOGGED BY: TH CHECKED: NCP

DRILL METHOD: RC

e [O1SOB L
sk ST .

oue:| 26 02 20

100

w Manor Pack

1

2 |~ 188" [we

| ) Tonkin &Taylor
[ Ppee——— e
300 400 500 Scale: mm 600

S e &

8.50-11.40m

| g [01SOBL w Manor Pack
e SLL-B 0% - w8 AT
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BOREHOLE No.:

BOREHOLE LOG SL1-C

Tonkin +T8Y|OI' DRILLED BY: Cody Longstaff

LOGGED BY: DAHE

General Log - 6/05/2021 1:17:12 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

PROJECT: Manor Park Development CO-ORDINATES: 5441199.09 mN[R.L. GROUND: 25.50m
P (NZTM2000) 1765127.21 mE CHECKED: NCP
JOB No.: 1015081.0000 RL. COLLAR: START DATE: 01/03/2021
LOCATION: In line with SL1-A and SL1-B, onthe | DIRECTION: 3150 |DATUM: NZVD2016 FINISH DATE: 10/03/2021
driveway to the abandoned paintball stall on the ) .| SURVEY: Total ’
vacant lot. ANGLE FROM HORIZ.: -45 Station\Surveved CONTRACTOR: Webster Drilling
DESCRIPTION OF CORE o ROCK DEFECTS
- c < I
= £ § |3l _
5 2l 5 |55 _ =8| ® S 5 |2
3 8| & (2|8 2 | E| 2|25 ¢E|- 2|1 3l2 £ |3
© | SOIL: Classification, colour, consistency / density, moisture, plasticity E 35 E’ § E : %. 'E_ jé ‘?EE‘ 3\‘:/ Description S EJ g ‘=3 E
1 S _ _ sl & |g|lz| v |® &|g|8:| &£ |g . . S1E1° g |3
o ROCK: Weathering, colour, fabric, name, strength, cementation 14 Elo O |v¢ S |1S & Additional Observations =2 = o
T |5 ok %) o [
& 210 d
55255 [ng0gszz gsges gge
0.00m: Wash boring with no sample recovered.
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COMMENTS: Due to the significant crushing and shearing throughout the length of the core, no specific defect data has been recorded.

Hole Depth
48m

Scale 1:50 Rev.:B




BOREHOLE No.:

BOREHOLE LOG SL1-C

Tonkin "‘Tay|0r DRILLED BY: Cody Longstaff

LOGGED BY: DAHE

General Log - 6/05/2021 1:17:13 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

PROJECT: Manor Park Development CO-ORDINATES: 5441199.09 mN[R.L. GROUND: 25.50m .
(NZTM2000) 1765127.21 mE CHECKED: NCP
JOB No.: 1015081.0000 RL. COLLAR: START DATE: 01/03/2021
LOCATION: In line with SL1-A and SL1-B, onthe | DIRECTION: 3150 | PATUM:  NZVD2016 FINISH DATE: 10/03/2021
driveway to the abandoned paintball stall on the ANGLE FROM HORIZ - 45° SURVEY: Total
vacant lot. . B Station\Surveved CONTRACTOR: Webster Drilling
DESCRIPTION OF CORE ROCK DEFECTS
[= 21 ¢ |ols
5 2| 2|8l o = sls °
2 g £ [2[8] = |= E| S |of| oF 1 sls| & |2
5 g & = £ E Z| 2 s| S £ = 2 S |el s 3
© | SOIL: Classification, colour, consistency / density, moisture, plasticity > 3 E’ 9 ] _ 3| § 25| 82 |2 Description S 5 |8 = @
S S| & |gle| & |* &| &8 8|5 2|lE° 2|8
6’ ROCK: Weathering, colour, fabric, name, strength, cementation [v4 E o O |o¢ g g & Additional Observations E = - o
g a8 °F| ©
532323 |020g233 EEEER g8
10.50m: Core loss. L2 ]
[s2]
10.65m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, grey ¢ R F A o
CATACLASITE. Moderately strong, crushed. Fine to coarse, F 11 A
angular sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel in a pale grey F '_‘ i |
clay matrix. L ry
: 1 A
11.60 - 11.75m: Recovered as fine to coarse, angular gravel. F
[se) o | 2,
glo o
o - -
12.00 - 12.80m: Bands of dark grey argillite within the siltstone dip L= 12 £
at approximately 45°. The bands are estimated to be subvertical | 5]
when in situ. &
[ 2
3 | e
[ 3
12.80 - 13.10m: Crushed siltstone is dark grey with argillite 2
inclusions. I 13
o |lo r
glo o
g2 o A
i 1 A
I A‘ i
[ 4]l & L
€
R Y 8
[ A 3
14.55 - 14.65m: Argillite bands dip at approximately 45° in the core. L "‘—A *‘!
Bands are estimated to be subvertical when in-situ. oo L ﬁ <
14.75 - 14.80m: Large argiliite band within siltstone. gle | e | e I
0 L 15_L ‘
s I i
O -
's [ A
©
= L h s .‘ |
¢ i
15.75 - 15.95m: Thick, subvertical argillite band. Argillite is I
moderately weathered, dark grey, weak. I 16
fse] i <
2|8 - ° §
r =
I 8
F hs
16.80 - 17.00m: Argillite bands dip at approximately 45° in the core. L “;
Bands are estimated to be subvertical when in-situ. | 17 R
AE ! o
I ¥ —
A A
- . -‘ Q
17.60m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, grey = A
CATACLASITE. Moderately strong, crushed. Fine to coarse, 18 3 A .
angular sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel in a pale grey to el 3 18T
dark grey clay matrix. Colour varies along the length of the core. L A
. A
L A §
‘ -
L E — @
I 2
- 19 L ‘ i
o 7] 3
E - A o
al- L A
1 A
I I
i A L
. w

COMMENTS: Due to the significant crushing and shearing throughout the length of the core, no specific defect data has been recorded.

Hole Depth
48m

Scale 1:50 Rev.:B




General Log - 6/05/2021 1:17:13 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

BOREHOLE LOG

Tonkin+Taylor

BOREHOLE No.:

SL1-C

SHEET: 3 OF 5

DRILLED BY: Cody Longstaff
LOGGED BY: DAHE

PROJECT: Manor Park Development CO-ORDINATES: 5441199.09 mN[R.L. GROUND: 25.50m
P (NZTM2000) 1765127.21 mE RL COLLAR: CHECKED: NCP

JOB No.: 1015081.0000 e START DATE: 01/03/2021

LOCATION: In line with SL1-A and SL1-B, onthe | DIRECTION: 3150 | PATUM: NZVD2016 FINISH DATE: 10/03/2021

driveway to the abandoned paintball stall on the ) .| SURVEY: Total :

vacant lot. ANGLE FROMHORIZ.:  -45%| gtation\Surveved CONTRACTOR: Webster Drilling

DESCRIPTION OF CORE ROCK DEFECTS

E g’ £ s |

2 s| 2 |22 = 2|3 °

o £ ¢ |8|2 o |~ | 8.5 3 A s |2

) el a3 (2|5 £ |E Z| 2|8 5E | o gl 2|8 5 |3

® | SOIL: Classification, colour, consistency / density, moisture, plasticity = 3 E’ S 3 | 3| § - 2l o2 s Description 4 5 |8 o Q

o] £ g |g8|x = x of & |9:[ &35 [a z |5 |9 2 |8

6‘ ROCK: Weathering, colour, fabric, name, strength, cementation [v4 E g o O | g w g.;_ g & Additional Observations E = = 8

8 LA RS o8

s gggss gy
[ A B
: 3 -‘
IR ||
[ A ]
I r ‘. g
3|8 ro213k d o 3
o |- L ‘ 2
1 a
L A —
E A -
ol o k .‘
[~ 2k d -
I A
22.20m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, dark grey I ”““H
MUDSTONE and SILTSTONE. Weak to moderately strong, |
extremely closely spaced joints. Sheared rock. Discontinuities | =
are filled with pale grey quartz. § ‘g | ° £
23.10 - 23.25m: Recovered as fine to coarse, angular gravel. I E A
23.25m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, grey L Y ‘g
CATACLASITE. Moderately strong, crushed. Fine to coarse, 3 {& - Q
angular sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel in a pale grey to 3
dark grey clay matrix. Colour varies along the length of the core. L A i
23.40 - 23.60m: Recovered as fine to coarse, angular gravel. | ” ‘
I _l ‘
§ 4 I " ‘ o
[ A
I 1 A

o | ©

& | 24.75m: Core loss. F

2 25 -

2| 25.00m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, grey Slo A .

5 CATACLASITE. Moderately strong, crushed. Fine to coarse, a — £
angular sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel in a grey clay § 8 I IS) 2
matrix. - r — 3
25,20m: Core loss. § 5 I ﬂ;” o ]

~
25.50m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, dark grey L ¥ | 3
CATACLASITE. Weak, crushed. Fine to coarse, angular gl L 63 4 1© | 2
sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel in a dark grey clay o L~ A
matrix. g8 L | A o
25.60 - 25.70m: Sheared mudstone and siltstone. Moderately strong, L
extremely closely spaced joints. Abrupt transition at 45°. Transition is - | 1
estimated to be subvertical when in-situ. g o
25.70 - 26.30m: Cataclasite becomes dark grey and moderately i —
strong Slo [ 27 °
26.30 - 26.50m: Cataclasite is black, slightly weathered and weak. o I 1
Transition to black material is abrupt and at a 45°. Transition is T | o L =
- estimated to be subvertical when in-situ. o | [o]
26.50m: Core loss. - o A
27.30m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, dark grey gle - e
CATACLASITE. Weak, crushed. Fine to coarse, angular F ||
sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel in dark grey clay FRIE 3 A o
matrix. Recovered as angular, fine to coarse gravel. —+= F 28 A — £
e
27.58m: Core loss. zf= I "" y 1° | g
27.80m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, dark grey _ A §
CATACLASITE. Weak to moderately strong, crushed. Fine to | E 5
coarse, angular sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel in a | . A ]
dark grey clay matrix. sls
28.76 - 28.85m: Recovered as fine to coarse, angular gravel. SRS [ o 29 e
28.85 - 29.30m: Becomes more broken. Fine, white infill in joints. B
29.30 - 29.70m: Recovered as fine to coarse, angular gravel and I
sand. F
g’ o I o
29.70m: Core loss. —4= I %
T o =a

COMMENTS: Due to the significant crushing and shearing throughout the length of the core,

Hole Depth
48m

no specific defect data has been recorded.

Scale 1:50

Rev.:B



BOREHOLE No.:

BOREHOLE LOG SL1-C

Tonkin "‘Taylor DRILLED BY: Cody Longstaff

LOGGED BY: DAHE

General Log - 6/05/2021 1:17:13 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

PROJECT: Manor Park Development CO-ORDINATES: 5441199.09 mN[R.L. GROUND: 25.50m
P (NZTM2000) 1765127.21 mE RL COLLAR CHECKED: NCP
JOB No.: 1015081.0000 L. :
START DATE: 01/03/2021
LOCATION: In line with SL1-A and SL1-B, onthe | DIRECTION: 3150 | PATUM:  NZVD2016 FINISH DATE: 10/03/2021
driveway to the abandoned paintball stall on the ANGLE FROM HORIZ - 45° SURVEY: Total !
vacant lot. . B Station\Surveved CONTRACTOR: Webster Drilling
DESCRIPTION OF CORE o ROCK DEFECTS
= —
z HEBEREHE _ = .
3 £ s |g|2 =l &1 ¢ € 2le c |2
2 8| 5 (2|8 2 | E|<|ef| 2|~ g13lg 2 |3
© | SOIL: Classification, colour, consistency / density, moisture, plasticity E 3 E’ § E = i -E_ - B ?2 2 B Description S & ] = f
9| rock: weanen . . g1 & |g|2| = |® &| 8| &% |9 " . sle|°| 2|8
° OCK: Weathering, colour, fabric, name, strength, cementation 4 £ g O |z2 g | & Additional Observations i = o
& @38 0F
532323 |020g233 EEEER g8
- | <
g o E o
31] |
TS =)
31.10m: Slightly weathered, dark grey CATACLASITE. Weak to - I A
moderately strong, crushed. Fine to coarse, angular sandstone, I [ A °
. . . k
siltstone and mudstone gravel in a dark grey clay matrix. % |
31.50m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, grey MUDSTONE § § o &
and SILTSTONE. Weak, extremely closely spaced joints. = | ] ~
Sheared rock. gle o @
31.75m: Core loss. s ° &
o
32.00m: Slightly weathered, dark grey CATACLASITE. Weak to < I 3
moderately strong, crushed. Fine to coarse, angular sandstone, S1g o =
siltstone and mudstone gravel in a dark grey clay matrix. al- F |
32.00 - 32.60m: Recovered as fine to coarse, angular gravel with gle i
some fine to coarse, angular sand. ol o
33.05 - 33.10m: Recovered as fine to coarse, angular gravel. g 2 e
N —
33.35 - 33.50m: Recovered as fine to coarse, angular gravel with § § S £
some fine to coarse, angular sand. || e
3|8 o g
3k °]
L e
3
[}
34.15m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, dark grey to black & § )
SILTSTONE and MUDSTONE. Moderately strong, crushed and &
sheared, extremely closely spaced joints. Discontinuities are -
o | filledwith pale grey quartz. o |
o
e g8 °
g
ﬁ —
@
B 3
&
©
3|8 o e
gl I 3
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COMMENTS: Due to the significant crushing and shearing throughout the length of the core, no specific defect data has been recorded.

Hole Depth
48m

Scale 1:50 Rev.:B




General Log - 6/05/2021 1:17:13 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

Tonkin+Taylor

BOREHOLE LOG

BOREHOLE No.:

SL1-C

SHEET: 5 OF 5

PROJECT: Manor Park Development
JOB No.: 1015081.0000

LOCATION: In line with SL1-A and SL1-B, on the
driveway to the abandoned paintball stall on the

CO-ORDINATES:
(NZTM2000)

DIRECTION:

5441199.09 mN
1765127.21 mE

R.L. GROUND: 25.50m
R.L. COLLAR:

DATUM: NzZVvD2016
SURVEY: Total

315°

DRILLED BY: Cody Longstaff
LOGGED BY: DAHE
CHECKED: NCP

START DATE: 01/03/2021
FINISH DATE: 10/03/2021

. ° -
vacant lot. ANGLE FROM HORIZ.: -45 Station\Surveved CONTRACTOR: Webster Drilling
DESCRIPTION OF CORE o ROCK DEFECTS
= c - =
s HERHE A s | .
2 E s |82 ~ | 81|.s € A s |2
g S| & |=|2| 2 |E 2|2 |2 8E |2 gl 2|8 5 |3
© | SOIL: Classification, colour, consistency / density, moisture, plasticity E § E’ 9 E L‘T{’ i -E_ gé ‘g 2 (& Description S ol § E a
9 [ A = 2| s s £ |a k=) k) 2 |5
6‘ ROCK: Weathering, colour, fabric, name, strength, cementation ,g © ‘% o e o %g v <3 g & Additional Observations E = = 8
& e|3 °F °
3323 gsges gge
| :
? 3
B — b
3|8 — o 8
o~ kg
I]‘[[l]]l’ é
Al
41 ==H |
318 o
al=
L+
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g|s (=}
o~ 5
o
b
S
<
¥
— 3
o
9
318 o
al=
)
=
g
©
2
o
©
3 ] g
)
o @ g
o - >
E > 3
)
&
45.00m: SILTSTONE and MUDSTONE become slightly
weathered and weak. L
3|8 5
x|+
~
— £
15
L N
5
S
<
<
ol|o 3
g2 © ° =
i H
3
&
48m: END OF BOREHOLE r
@
49 |

Hole Depth
48m

COMMENTS: Due to the significant crushing and shearing throughout the length of the core, no specific defect data has been recorded.

Scale 1:50

Rev.:B



General Log - 6/05/2021 1:17:13 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

BOREHOLE No.: SL1-C

Hole Location: In line with SL1-A and SL1-B,

on the driveway to the abandoned paintball stall
on the vacant lot.

Tonkin +Taylor

PROJECT: Manor Park Development LOCATION: JOB No.: 1015081.0000
CO-ORDINATES: 5441199.09 mN DRILL TYPE: Atlas Drill Rig HOLE STARTED: 01/03/2021
(NZTM2000) ~ 1765127.21 mE DRILL METHOD: RC HOLE FINISHED: 10/03/2021
R.L.: 25.50m ’ DRILLED BY: Webster Drilling
DATUM: NZVvD2016 LOGGED BY: DAHE CHECKED: NCP

£
o
3
.
1
W
24

e SFOFSOT D
SBl-=sC

BH No:

1 o320

s [O1SOB

o stt=c g el e pg ) l‘+8$

o] Q320
100 200 \ 300 400 500 soleimm 600

Lo Tgon
12.80-14.85m

Tonkm &Taylor




General Log - 6/05/2021 1:17:13 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

Tonkin+Taylor

CORE PHOTOS

BOREHOLE No.: SL1-C

Hole Location: In line with SL1-A and SL1-B,
on the driveway to the abandoned paintball stall
on the vacant lot.

SHEET: 2 OF 9

PROJECT: Manor Park Development

LOCATION:

JOB No.: 1015081.0000

CO-ORDINATES:  5441199.09 mN
(NZTM2000) 1765127.21 mE

R.L.: 25.50m

DATUM: NZVvD2016

DRILL TYPE: Atlas Drill Rig

DRILL METHOD: RC

HOLE STARTED: 01/03/2021
HOLE FINISHED: 10/03/2021
DRILLED BY: Webster Drilling
LOGGED BY: DAHE

CHECKED: NCP

v 101SOBI

BHNo VSL‘;C_—»

oo 10320 ]

(o1508 I
WSLE=iC

Project No:
BH No:

. 03 2t

100

w Manor Park.
Depth From: \1_0
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General Log - 6/05/2021 1:17:13 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

Tonkin+Taylor

CORE PHOTOS

BOREHOLE No.: SL1-C

Hole Location: In line with SL1-A and SL1-B,
on the driveway to the abandoned paintball stall
on the vacant lot.

SHEET: 3 OF 9

PROJECT: Manor Park Development

LOCATION:

JOB No.: 1015081.0000

CO-ORDINATES:  5441199.09 mN

(NZTM2000) 1765127.21 mE
R.L.: 25.50m
DATUM: NZVvD2016

DRILL TYPE: Atlas Drill Rig

DRILL METHOD: RC

HOLE STARTED: 01/03/2021
HOLE FINISHED: 10/03/2021
DRILLED BY: Webster Drilling

LOGGED BY: DAHE CHECKED: NCP

Project No: _

: (01508
e 5 e ()

<3 2!
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w5t g C

S ]

°

03 21 1
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General Log - 6/05/2021 1:17:13 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

Tonkin+Taylor

CORE PHOTOS

BOREHOLE No.: SL1-C

Hole Location: In line with SL1-A and SL1-B,
on the driveway to the abandoned paintball stall
on the vacant lot.

SHEET: 4 OF 9

PROJECT: Manor Park Development

LOCATION:

JOB No.: 1015081.0000

CO-ORDINATES:  5441199.09 mN

(NZTM2000) 1765127.21 mE
R.L.: 25.50m
DATUM: NZVvD2016

DRILL TYPE: Atlas Drill Rig

DRILL METHOD: RC

HOLE STARTED: 01/03/2021
HOLE FINISHED: 10/03/2021
DRILLED BY: Webster Drilling

LOGGED BY: DAHE CHECKED: NCP

(101508 (

Project No:
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ark.

s SIS -—8C ‘7 “ oonren )3 G | % 2¢.0l AR 4
m = Tonkin &Taylor
e |03 20 — o ee— s
g o 100 200 300 «‘» i 600 e
23.50-26.00m
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General Log - 6/05/2021 1:17:13 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

Tonkin+Taylor

CORE PHOTOS

BOREHOLE No.: SL1-C

Hole Location: In line with SL1-A and SL1-B,
on the driveway to the abandoned paintball stall
on the vacant lot.

SHEET: 5 OF 9

PROJECT: Manor Park Development

LOCATION:

JOB No.: 1015081.0000

CO-ORDINATES:  5441199.09 mN
(NZTM2000) 1765127.21 mE

R.L.: 25.50m
DATUM: NZVvD2016

DRILL TYPE: Atlas Drill Rig

DRILL METHOD: RC

HOLE STARTED: 01/03/2021

HOLE FINISHED: 10/03/2021

DRILLED BY: Webster Drilling

LOGGED BY: DAHE CHECKED: NCP
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Tonkin+Taylor

CORE PHOTOS

BOREHOLE No.: SL1-C

on the vacant lot.

SHEET: 6 OF 9

Hole Location: In line with SL1-A and SL1-B,
on the driveway to the abandoned paintball stall

PROJECT: Manor Park Development

LOCATION:

JOB No.: 1015081.0000

CO-ORDINATES:  5441199.09 mN
(NZTM2000) 1765127.21 mE

R.L.: 25.50m
DATUM: NZVvD2016

DRILL TYPE: Atlas Drill Rig

DRILL METHOD: RC

HOLE STARTED: 01/03/2021

HOLE FINISHED: 10/03/2021

DRILLED BY: Webster Drilling

LOGGED BY: DAHE CHECKED: NCP
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Tonkin+Taylor

CORE PHOTOS

BOREHOLE No.: SL1-C

Hole Location: In line with SL1-A and SL1-B,
on the driveway to the abandoned paintball stall
on the vacant lot.

SHEET: 7 OF 9

PROJECT: Manor Park Development

LOCATION:

JOB No.: 1015081.0000

CO-ORDINATES:  5441199.09 mN
(NZTM2000) 1765127.21 mE

R.L.: 25.50m
DATUM: NZVvD2016

DRILL TYPE: Atlas Drill Rig

DRILL METHOD: RC

HOLE STARTED: 01/03/2021

HOLE FINISHED: 10/03/2021

DRILLED BY: Webster Drilling

LOGGED BY: DAHE CHECKED: NCP

= r‘#‘wj!nm}wm\vh

aiecls .

40.71-42.82m
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CORE PHOTOS

Tonkin+Taylor

BOREHOLE No.: SL1-C

Hole Location: In line with SL1-A and SL1-B,
on the driveway to the abandoned paintball stall
on the vacant lot.

SHEET: 8 OF 9

PROJECT: Manor Park Development

LOCATION:

JOB No.: 1015081.0000

CO-ORDINATES:  5441199.09 mN
(NZTM2000) 1765127.21 mE

R.L.: 25.50m
DATUM: NZVvD2016

DRILL TYPE: Atlas

DRILL METHOD: RC

Drill Rig HOLE STARTED: 01/03/2021

HOLE FINISHED: 10/03/2021
DRILLED BY: Webster Drilling

LOGGED BY: DAHE CHECKED: NCP

42.82-45.00m
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Tonkin+Taylor

CORE PHOTOS

BOREHOLE No.: SL1-C

Hole Location: In line with SL1-A and SL1-B,
on the driveway to the abandoned paintball stall
on the vacant lot.

SHEET: 9 OF 9

PROJECT: Manor Park Development

LOCATION:

JOB No.: 1015081.0000

CO-ORDINATES:  5441199.09 mN
(NZTM2000) 1765127.21 mE

R.L.: 25.50m
DATUM: NZVvD2016

DRILL METHOD: RC

DRILL TYPE: Atlas Drill Rig HOLE STARTED: 01/03/2021
HOLE FINISHED: 10/03/2021
DRILLED BY: Webster Drilling

LOGGED BY: DAHE CHECKED: NCP
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BOREHOLE No.:

BOREHOLE LOG SL3-A

Tonkin +Tay|or DRILLED BY: Jacob Fuller

LOGGED BY: DAHE

General Log - 6/05/2021 1:18:47 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

PROJECT: Manor Park Development CO-ORDINATES: 544143276 mNR.L. GROUND: 32.80m
P (NZTM2000) 1765339.49 mE RL COLLAR: CHECKED: NCP
JOB No.: 1015081.0000 e START DATE: 02/03/2021
LOCATION: At far western corner of the DIRECTION: DATUM: NzvD2016 .
. : . FINISH DATE: 04/03/2021
northernmost vacant industrial lot. . .| SURVEY: Total
ANGLE FROM HORIZ.: -90°| station\Surveved CONTRACTOR: Webster Drilling
DESCRIPTION OF CORE > ROCK DEFECTS
= = < <
= s 5 [3|2 :
5 21 5 5|5 _ =2 £ £l 5 |2
g 0 a [=]¢ 2 E S[ 2|2 tE |~ I 312 % |3
o . ) ) : - = | 8 = - <c| g8 32 9 - 3 215 & |8
® | SOIL: Classification, colour, consistency / density, moisture, plasticity - 3 g8 2 — 3 S| = °2 | Description = 3 |w ] f
S ) ) . S| & |l = [ &1 2|8]|&% |9 Tl =(° 2 |5
6 ROCK: Weathering, colour, fabric, name, strength, cementation 14 Ele ] ‘© % g:’ & Additional Observations L|_=_ = = o
3 518 I
55223 |0g0g2EE gggss gy
0.00m: Wash boring with no sample recovered.
L&
1]
LS
2 -
3
3] B
L&
4 |
L&
5 |
I~
N
6 |
L&
7
[ &
| 8 1
RN
9]
F o
- N

COMMENTS: Due to the significant crushing and shearing throughout the length of the core, no specific defect data has been recorded.

Hole Depth
14.6m

Scale 1:50 Rev.:B
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BOREHOLE No.:

BOREHOLE LOG SL3-A

Tonkin +Tay|or DRILLED BY: Jacob Fuller

LOGGED BY: DAHE

PROJECT: Manor Park Development CO-ORDINATES: 544143276 mNR.L. GROUND: 32.80m
P (NZTM2000) 1765339.49 mE RL COLLAR: CHECKED: NCP
JOB No.: 1015081.0000 e START DATE: 02/03/2021
LOCATION: At far western corner of the DIRECTION: DATUM: NzvD2016 .
. : . FINISH DATE: 04/03/2021
northernmost vacant industrial lot. . .| SURVEY: Total
ANGLE FROM HORIZ.: -90°| station\Surveved CONTRACTOR: Webster Drilling
DESCRIPTION OF CORE ROCK DEFECTS
E 2 £ <
Z = = olR
=} 2 2 2 =) = 9 = o
2 5| 2 [2|8] o |2 E|S £ 12| & |2
S gl 3 |2|12| £ |E Z|2|8|58|s o g13 |5l = |8
® | SOIL: Classification, colour, consistency / density, moisture, plasticity - 3 E’ 8 2 — 3 5 j © 2 s Description = 5 |8 ] a
3 S ¢ |5l = x 2| 8|53 8&8s|a z 3|9 2 |§
6 ROCK: Weathering, colour, fabric, name, strength, cementation § E o O |2 - 8 & Additional Observations L|_=_ = = [&]
g 3|3 5100
55255 [ng0gszz gsges gge
L&
[ 11
11.60m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, dark grey I - A | ]
CATACLASITE. Weak. Comprises fine to coarse, angular r N A
sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel within a matrix of dark Sls | 127 o
grey clay. I+ [ ' |
12.00 - 12.15m: Pale grey vein. Weak. Subvertical. 5 to 10 mm F ‘
across. : A ||
12.40m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, black L 14
CATACLASITE. Very weak to weak. Comprises fine to coarse, @ r A
: o : o F o
o |\ angular sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel within a matrix gle < A o
S |\ of dark grey clay. Breaks down to silt and fine to coarse sand and 3 13
2 | \gravel [ 1 A |
E 12.70m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, grey F A
& CATACLASITE. Weak. Comprises fine to coarse, angular [ ‘
sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel within a matrix of pale 3 {1 A €
to dark grey clay. Colour of material varies along the core [ W J 3
mple. oo [ A ¥
13.25 - 13.45m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, pale grey % ) [ o 8
CATACLASITE cobble. Moderately strong. Comprises fine to coarse, L 14'; ‘ =
angular sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel within a matrix of + ;
pale grey clay. r " 4 8
C A H
[ F ‘
14.6m: END OF BOREHOLE I o
[ 15
: =
I 16 ]
[e
L 17]
[
L 18]
[
I 19 ]
: b
COMMENTS: Due to the significant crushing and shearing throughout the length of the core, no specific defect data has been recorded.
Hole Depth
14.6m
Scale 1:50 Rev.:B



BOREHOLE No.: SL3-A

Hole Location: At far western corner of the

CORE P HOTOS northernmost vacant industrial lot.

Tonkin +Taylor

PROJECT: Manor Park Development LOCATION: JOB No.: 1015081.0000
CO-ORDINATES: 5441432.76 mN DRILL TYPE: Tractor-Mounted Rig HOLE STARTED: 02/03/2021
(NZTM2000)  1765339.49 mE DRILL METHOD: RG HOLE FINISHED: 04/03/2021
R.L.: 32.80m ’ DRILLED BY: Webster Drilling
DATUM: NZVvD2016 LOGGED BY: DAHE CHECKED: NCP

General Log - 6/05/2021 1:18:47 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc
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BOREHOLE No.:

BOREHOLE LOG SL3-B

Tonkin +Tay|or DRILLED BY: Jacob Fuller

LOGGED BY: TH

General Log - 6/05/2021 1:19:06 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

PROJECT: Manor Park Development CO-ORDINATES: 544142277 mN[R.L. GROUND: 32.20m
P (NZTM2000) 1765347.82 mE RL COLLAR: CHECKED: NCP
JOB No.: 1015081.0000 e START DATE: 01/03/2021
LOCATION: At far western corner of the DIRECTION: DATUM: NZVD2016 FINISH DATE: 02/03/2021
northernmost vacant industrial lot. ) .| SURVEY: Total '
ANGLE FROM HORIZ.: -90°| station\Surveved CONTRACTOR: Webster Drilling
DESCRIPTION OF CORE o ROCK DEFECTS
= = < <
= s 5 [3|2 :
5 21 5 5|5 _ =2 £ £l 5 |2
s o a [=]¢ 2 E S[ 2|2 tE |~ I 3 (2 % |3
o . ) ) : - = | 8 = - <c| g8 32 9 - 3 215 & |8
® | SOIL: Classification, colour, consistency / density, moisture, plasticity - 3 g8 2 — 3 S| = °2 | Description = 3 |w ] f
2 : - : S| & |g|e| = |® &[&|8|£5 |8 s [0 2 |8
6 ROCK: Weathering, colour, fabric, name, strength, cementation [v4 1S o [G] ‘° o g:’ & Additional Observations L|_=_ = = o
3 518 I
55223 |0g0g2EE gggss gy
0.00m: Wash boring with no sample recovered. F o
™
1
&
2 -
L8
3 |
L&
4]
L&
5]
L&
6]
L&
7 -
L&
8 |
RN
9 ]
F o
- N

COMMENTS: 1) Groundwater level not recorded.2) Due to the significant crushing and shearing throughout the length of the core, no specific defect data has been recorded.3)
—|Hole Depth Borehole is vertical so angles of shear zones represent the angle from horizontal.
14.8m

Scale 1:50 Rev.:B



BOREHOLE No.:

BOREHOLE LOG SL3-B

Tonkin +Tay|or DRILLED BY: Jacob Fuller

LOGGED BY: TH

General Log - 6/05/2021 1:19:06 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

PROJECT: Manor Park Development CO-ORDINATES: 544142277 mN[R.L. GROUND: 32.20m
P (NZTM2000) 1765347.82 mE RL COLLAR: CHECKED: NCP
JOB No.: 1015081.0000 e START DATE: 01/03/2021
LOCATION: At far western corner of the DIRECTION: DATUM: NzvD2016 .
. : . FINISH DATE: 02/03/2021
northernmost vacant industrial lot. . .| SURVEY: Total
ANGLE FROM HORIZ.: -90°| station\Surveved CONTRACTOR: Webster Drilling
DESCRIPTION OF CORE ROCK DEFECTS
E 21 ¢ |ols
3 s | 2 (2% z |3 2
5 £| 5 5|z ~ | 8 € E |3 5 |2
2 8| & |2]¢ 2 |E S| o2l eE g1 318 5 |3
o ) . ) ) : - = - | 8 = = <c|l g8 35| - & - |zl = (8
® | SOIL: Classification, colour, consistency / density, moisture, plasticity - S g8 2 — 3 S| = °2 | Description = 3 |® ] °
S S| & [glg| = |® &|5|8|&% |8 glE°l 2 |8
6 ROCK: Weathering, colour, fabric, name, strength, cementation 14 (% o ] ‘° 5 g & Additional Observations L|_=_ = = o
g 3|3 5100
55255 [ng0gszz gsges gge
L&
11
RN
11.50m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, grey Sl A ? ]
CATACLASITE. Moderately strong. Comprises fine to coarse, I|“ r A
angular sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel within a matrix [ ¥ 1
of pale grey clay. 23 d
2 (A
3 ‘
3 3 "“‘ o
12.70 - 12.73m: Shear zone at 80°. 3 mm across. Hard, dark grey. * -
3 ‘
13
13.00m: Core loss. .
13.30m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, grey A |
CATACLASITE. Moderately strong. Comprises fine to coarse, b A
angular sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel within a matrix Gl L ¥ o
of pale grey clay. |- i €
121 g
8 ¥
[ © - ‘ 1 =)
14.20 - 14.23m: Shear zone at 80°. 3 mm across. Hard, dark grey. ol ‘ i °
2 A o 3
I~ b o
3 ‘ —
L & 4
14.8m: END OF BOREHOLE 3 15
~
16 ]
©
17]
©
18]
L3
19 ]
[

COMMENTS: 1) Groundwater level not recorded.2) Due to the significant crushing and shearing throughout the length of the core, no specific defect data has been recorded.3)
—|Hole Depth Borehole is vertical so angles of shear zones represent the angle from horizontal.
14.8m

Scale 1:50 Rev.:B
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Tonkin+Taylor

BOREHOLE No.: SL3-B

Hole Location: At far western corner of the
northernmost vacant industrial lot.

CORE PHOTOS

SHEET: 1 OF 1

PROJECT: Manor Park Development

LOCATION: JOB No.: 1015081.0000

CO-ORDINATES:  5441422.77 mN

(NZTM2000) 1765347.82 mE
R.L.: 32.20m
DATUM: NZVvD2016

HOLE STARTED: 01/03/2021
HOLE FINISHED: 02/03/2021
DRILLED BY: Webster Drilling
LOGGED BY: TH

DRILL TYPE: Tractor-Mounted Rig
DRILL METHOD: RC
CHECKED: NCP
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BOREHOLE No.:

BOREHOLE LOG SL3-C

Tonkin +T8Y|OI' DRILLED BY: Cody Longstaff

LOGGED BY: DAHE

General Log - 6/05/2021 6:07:49 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

PROJECT: Manor Park Development CO-ORDINATES: 544141459 mN[R.L. GROUND: 32.30m
P (NZTM2000) 1765355.11 mE RL COLLAR: CHECKED: NCP
JOB No.: 1015081.0000 e START DATE: 12/03/2021
LOCATION: At far western corner of the DIRECTION: 310° DATUM: NzvD2016 .
. ; . . . FINISH DATE: 23/03/2021
northernmost vacant industrial lot. In line with SL3-A ) .| SURVEY: Total
and SL3-B ANGLE FROM HORIZ.: -45 Station\Surveved CONTRACTOR: Webster Drilling
DESCRIPTION OF CORE o ROCK DEFECTS
- c < I
= £l § [3]|8 -
2 £l 8 |53 _ el 8|l . E S s |2
Ee 8| & |2|g| 2 |E £ 2 |2%| eE |~ 2802 2 |3
(SN ) N - z| 2 |33l £ [£ | ¢ [8E]| 22 . el 2 lsl & |8
® | SOIL: Classification, colour, consistency / density, moisture, plasticity = ] c|8 3 | 32| § |=g| 2| Description 4 S |® ] °
9 ) ) ) S| & |eg|x| F |® & &|8:| &5 |9 Tl =(° 2 |5
6‘ ROCK: Weathering, colour, fabric, name, strength, cementation 4 E o O |52 3 g‘:l & Additional Observations E = = 3
] a|3 Q% (7]
o (]
55255 [ng0gszz gsges gge
0.00m: Dark. Wash boring with no sample recovered.
LS
1]
L&
2_
3 |
L3
L 4]
. ]
N
5 ]
[z °1
7 @
E
L& ] 2
3
8]
Al
K 5
L 9] 8

COMMENTS: 1) Due to the significant crushing and shearing throughout the length of the core, no specific defect data has been recorded.2) Measurements of groundwater
m| level on 5th and 8th March were both taken on the mornings of those days.
pth
48.5m

Scale 1:50 Rev.:C



BOREHOLE No.:

BOREHOLE LOG SL3-C

Tonkin ""Taylor DRILLED BY: Cody Longstaff

LOGGED BY: DAHE

General Log - 6/05/2021 6:07:49 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

PROJECT: Manor Park Development CO-ORDINATES: 544141459 mN[R.L. GROUND: 32.30m
P (NZTM2000) 1765355.11 mE ] CHECKED: NCP
JOB No.: 1015081.0000 RL. COLLAR: START DATE: 12/03/2021
LOCATION: At far western corner of the DIRECTION: 310° DATUM: NzvD2016 .
. : . . . FINISH DATE: 23/03/2021
northernmost vacant industrial lot. In line with SL3-A ) .| SURVEY: Total
and SL3-B ANGLE FROM HORIZ.: -45 Station\Surveved CONTRACTOR: Webster Drilling
DESCRIPTION OF CORE o ROCK DEFECTS
E £ £ <
5 2l 2 (8|S o = sls °
2 S| 2 |35 o |= E| S |of| oF R 5 |2
< 3 @ =g 2 E S| 3o |28| 2E [~ 21212 5 |3
o = 5} = = < 2 £ =1 ) . 8 o =}
® | SOIL: Classification, colour, consistency / density, moisture, plasticity = 3 E’ S 3 | 3| § - 2l o2 s Description 4 5 |8 o Q
9 9 S |alx = x o o |92 &5 |a s | 8|0 B |2
6‘ ROCK: Weathering, colour, fabric, name, strength, cementation & @ E o o ] “g 2 w S g & Additional Observations E = = 8
g 3|38 o 7
55255 [ng0gszz gsges gge
L&
[ 11]
N
12]
13 ]
[se]
- N
Y
L& 1
14.80m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, grey 15 A |
CATACLASITE. Moderately strong. Comprises fine to coarse, N A
angular sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel within a matrix ¥
of pale grey clay. - 3 A
<k {A o
W 3
I B
L~ 16] A |
1. L A i
gle W © 8
16.40 - 16.42m: Colour changes to dark grey. Band of dark grey ‘ ~
mudstone across sample. 1 A 1 2
b <
A <
3lg 1714 ° 3
2 & . A
£ [z A4
© i 14 ||
©
] . A
17.80 - 17.85m: Colour changes to dark grey. Band of dark grey -‘ ‘
mudstone across sample. 18 ] A
al. - 1 A
a| A °
18.45 - 18.75m: Colour changes to dark grey. Matrix composed of 1 ‘ c
dark grey clay. Weak. ‘ I
k >
o 2
- A 3
19 & || =
k ‘. é
A
19.55 - 19.65m: Dark grey, weak. B ] “ e
3
¥
i _

COMMENTS: 1) Due to the significant crushing and shearing throughout the length of the core, no specific defect data has been recorded.2) Measurements of groundwater
m| level on 5th and 8th March were both taken on the mornings of those days.
pth
48.5m

Scale 1:50 Rev.:C



BOREHOLE No.:

BOREHOLE LOG SL3-C

Tonkin "‘Tay|0r DRILLED BY: Cody Longstaff

LOGGED BY: DAHE

General Log - 6/05/2021 6:07:49 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

PROJECT: Manor Park Development CO-ORDINATES: 544141459 mN(R L. GROUND: 32.30m
(NZTM2000) 1765355.11 mE CHECKED: NCP
JOB No.: 1015081.0000 RL. COLLAR: START DATE: 12/03/2021
LOCATION: At far western corner of the DIRECTION: 310° DATUM: NzvD2016 FINISH DATE: 23/03/2021
northernmost vacant industrial lot. In line with SL3-A ) .| SURVEY: Total )
and SL3-B ANGLE FROM HORIZ.: -45 Station\Surveved CONTRACTOR: Webster Drilling
DESCRIPTION OF CORE . ROCK DEFECTS
= c o -
=z = E=] =S
5 51 =) ol - = _
2 €1 2 |83 o |= |8 |of| oF Sl 5 |2
g gl a3 (22| £ E | 2|8 2E |5 o 81312l 5 |8
© | SOIL: Classification, colour, consistency / density, moisture, plasticity > 3 E’ 9 ] _ 3| § - el © 2 = Description S 5 |8 = f
o S g |g8|x = ¥ g 5|82 &5 |a 2 (& |9 & |§
6’ ROCK: Weathering, colour, fabric, name, strength, cementation [v4 E o O |o¢ g g & Additional Observations E = - o
g 3|38 o 7
s gggss gy
20.20 - 20.50m: Colour changes to dark grey. Matrix composed of 8 S L@ ‘
dark grey clay. o~ | 3 ‘
20.50 - 21.10m: Material becomes weak. Partially recovered as fine + -‘ d —
to coarse sand and fine to coarse gravel; dark grey. L ‘
I k .‘
r 21 _“ 4 &
I
gle I A ° &
- L k o
: A o
L= A &
i o 3
[ 2 d —
22.05 - 22.25m: Dark grey. Cataclasite with dark grey matrix. Weak. +
Abrupt transition. L ‘
L o 3
i A 4
oo I ‘
glo L o
C k .‘ c
[© 28 ~
L e & i e
[ A g
F k ‘. &
I A — p
- ‘ o
[ o 3
“a
oo . A
g|oS o
el [ © k ‘
.
2 I A
5 S A
: 25.00 - 25.20m: Partially recovered as fine to coarse, angular gravel L —
s and sand. | e £
T @«
14 25.30 - 25.45m: Rock is recovered as fine to coarse, angular gravel + ) &’
and sand. L ? S
25.45 - 25.90m: Colour darkens to dark grey. | ‘ Q
25.60 - 25.62m: Pale grey band of cataclasite at 45°. Band is 9| o ‘ 2
estimated to be subvertical when in-situ. g o I < o 8
25.90 - 25.95m: Recovered as fine to coarse, angular gravel. ol 2 i&
25.95m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, pale grey 3 'I m“l
MUDSTONE and SILTSTONE. Moderately strong, extremely F
closely spaced joints. Sheared rock. Discontinuities are filled S,
with pale grey quartz. L |
26.55 - 26.65m: Recovered as fine to coarse, angular gravel. -
26.80 - 26.85m: Recovered as fine to coarse, angular gravel. oo
g|oS I o
o+ | 27
27.00m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, grey |
CATACLASITE. Weak. Comprises fine to coarse, angular | @
sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel within a matrix of pale Bl
grey clay. Partially recovered as fine to coarse, angular gravel
frgm 27.0to 27.1%m. ) - I
7.15 -27.25m: Recovered as fine to coarse, angular gravel. olr + .
27.45 - 27.50m: Recovered as fine to coarse, angular gravel. o L E
. i 28 ] <
27.50m: Core loss. | &
— <
28.20m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, grey wlo F A &
CATACLASITE. Moderately strong. Comprises fine to coarse, gl 3 1 A ° ‘,g
angular sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel within a matrix F o ¥ | L]
of pale grey clay. R L= -“ 4
(=3
28.90 - 29.10m: Dark grey band of cataclasite at approximately 60°. 8 e I e
- : b R ) | 29 ] A
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COMMENTS: 1) Due to the significant crushing and shearing throughout the length of the core, no specific defect data has been recorded.2) Measurements of groundwater
m| level on 5th and 8th March were both taken on the mornings of those days.
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PROJECT: Manor Park Development CO-ORDINATES: 544141459 mN[R.L. GROUND: 32.30m
P (NZTM2000) 1765355.11 mE CHECKED: NCP
JOB No.: 1015081.0000 RL. COLLAR: START DATE: 12/03/2021
LOCATION: At far western corner of the DIRECTION: 310° DATUM: NzvD2016 .
. : . . . FINISH DATE: 23/03/2021
northernmost vacant industrial lot. In line with SL3-A ) .| SURVEY: Total
and SL3-B ANGLE FROM HORIZ.: -45 Station\Surveved CONTRACTOR: Webster Drilling
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to core. Dip angle in core suggests an in-situ angle of approximately k
15° from vertical. & i
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@ | 34.95m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, dark grey L A
% CATACLASITE. Moderately strong. Comprises fine to coarse, A -
© | angular sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel within a matrix ¥
of dark grey clay. _"—1
35.45m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, pale grey N A
CATACLASITE. Moderately strong. Comprises fine to coarse, - . A
angular sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel within a matrix S 9 ek d o
of pale grey clay. o 14 5
36.00 - 36.60m: Colour becomes dark grey. Clay infill is dark grey. k ‘ é
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38.51m: Core loss. & L c
<
38.90m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, pale grey 8w 39 ] s | g
CATACLASITE. Weak to moderately strong. Comprises fine to = —] o
coarse, angular sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel within a 2]1° | 1| =
matrix of pale grey clay. 818 A = s
39.05m: 39.05 to 39.3 m: Core loss. § § -‘ A o
39.30m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, pale grey FRIB ¥ o |
CATACLASITE. Description same as described at 38.9 m. - 1= —

COMMENTS: 1) Due to the significant crushing and shearing throughout the length of the core, no specific defect data has been recorded.2) Measurements of groundwater
m| level on 5th and 8th March were both taken on the mornings of those days.
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SL3-C

SHEET: 5 OF 5

PROJECT: Manor Park Development

CO-ORDINATES: 544141459 mN|R.L. GROUND: 32.30m

DRILLED BY: Cody Longstaff
LOGGED BY: DAHE

(NZTM2000) 1765355.11 mE RL COLLAR: CHECKED: NCP
JOB No.: 1015081.0000 e START DATE: 12/03/2021
LOCATION: At far western corner of the DIRECTION: 310° DATUM: NzvD2016 .
. : . . . FINISH DATE: 23/03/2021
northernmost vacant industrial lot. In line with SL3-A ) .| SURVEY: Total
and SL3-B ANGLE FROM HORIZ.: -45 Station\Surveved CONTRACTOR: Webster Drilling
DESCRIPTION OF CORE ROCK DEFECTS
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46.10m: Core loss. |
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46.65m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, grey A |
CATACLASITE. Moderately strong. Comprises fine to coarse, Sls a1 A )
angular sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel within a matrix e [« 1o
of pale grey clay. r - —
47.00 - 47.15m: Recovered as fine to coarse, angular gravel and I
sand. © F
. g|o L 4 o
47.15m: Core loss. & L 3
L — 2
47.80m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, grey | 48 A g
CATACLASITE. Moderately strong. Comprises fine to coarse, oo | 1. Al S
angular sandstone, siltstone and mudstone gravel within a matrix gle | ”“l “ o hs
of pale grey clay. g
I o
—1 48.05m: Unweathered to slightly weathered, pale grey b ] 2
MUDSTONE and SILTSTONE. Moderately strong, extremely |
closely spaced joints. Sheared rock. Discontinuities are filled |
with pale grey quartz. | 49
- 48.45 - 48.50m: Recovered as fine to coarse, angular gravel. L ]
48.5m: END OF BOREHOLE _
[

COMMENTS: 1) Due to the significant crushing and shearing throughout the length of the core, no specific defect data has been recorded.2) Measurements of groundwater

—|H0Ie Do level on 5th and 8th March were both taken on the mornings of those days.
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BOREHOLE No.: SL3-C

Hole Location: At far western corner of the
northernmost vacant industrial lot. In line with
SL3-A and SL3-B

CORE PHOTOS

SHEET: 2 OF 8

PROJECT: Manor Park Development

LOCATION: JOB No.: 1015081.0000

CO-ORDINATES:  5441414.59 mN

(NZTM2000) 1765355.11 mE
R.L.: 32.30m
DATUM: NZVvD2016
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BOREHOLE No.: SL3-C

Hole Location: At far western corner of the

northernmost vacant industrial lot. In line with
RE PHOT StaAanSLos

Tonkin+Taylor
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BOREHOLE No.: SL3-C

Hole Location: At far western corner of the
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BOREHOLE No.: SL3-C

Hole Location: At far western corner of the
northernmost vacant industrial lot. In line with
SL3-Aand SL3-B
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PROJECT: Manor Park Development LOCATION: JOB No.: 1015081.0000
CO-ORDINATES: 5441414.59 mN DRILL TYPE: Atlas Drill Rig HOLE STARTED: 12/03/2021
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General Log - 6/05/2021 6:07:49 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

vi

R [

L

w Moner Park _

ot 1 5 Depth From: - i .2 To ﬁ]’onﬂnﬁay!or
" L e

‘Jll\llJTlJ_L_Ll\Ill"l’i—lllllllll‘r11l.ll\\I}/.Tﬂll‘ I“-‘.-‘.T

36.81-39.45m

— 1015081

BH Nod s

£ ... 13 03 Wy

100
|

39.45-41.38m




General Log - 6/05/2021 6:07:49 pm - Produced with Core-GS by GeRoc

Tonkin+Taylor

BOREHOLE No.: SL3-C

Hole Location: At far western corner of the

northernmost vacant industrial lot. In line with
SL3-A and SL3-B

SHEET: 7 OF 8

PROJECT: Manor Park Development

LOCATION:

JOB No.: 1015081.0000

CO-ORDINATES:  5441414.59 mN
(NZTM2000) 1765355.11 mE

R.L.: 32.30m
DATUM: NZVvD2016

DRILL METHOD: RC

DRILL TYPE: Atlas Drill Rig HOLE STARTED: 12/03/2021

HOLE FINISHED: 23/03/2021
DRILLED BY: Webster Drilling

LOGGED BY: DAHE CHECKED: NCP

(VT L BT

‘[.tulu

41.38-43.35m

[

~SL3-C

1903 Y]

100
5 e e [T

....«. o m Depth From: g E' TRAT Tonkin+Taylor

]11|\J|14\|\||\|\t|1}\\111|r|||\|t;||:|1|\r||

43.35-45.72m




BOREHOLE No.: SL3-C

Hole Location: At far western corner of the

northernmost vacant industrial lot. In line with
SL3-A and SL3-B
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Manor Park, Seismic Refraction Survey

1 Introduction

This report describes the test procedures and results of a seismic refraction survey, comprising three
lines, at Manor Park. The site is accessed from Benmore Crescent.

The site work for these lines was completed between 10 November and 16 December 2020.

A J Sutherland Consulting _Ltd
January 2020 3




Manor Park, Seismic Refraction Survey

2 Seismic Refraction Surveying Procedures

The seismic refraction survey was carried out using small explosive charges (shots) placed in
augered holes. The compression wave arrival times, for each shot, were measured on a spread of
up to 24 geophones at a time, connected to cables laid along the ground. The lines were marked
out by tape measure and pegged or marked on the ground. The end points of the lines were
surveyed later. The survey data is shown in Appendix C.

Shots were placed at regular intervals along the line and offset from the end of each spread. A total
of up to 6 shots were fired for each spread of 24 geophones.

Data were recorded on a 24 channel Geometrics Geode digital seismograph which was attached to
the shot firing equipment. Shot firing was controlled by the geophysicist operating the seismograph
after receiving an “all clear” from the geophysicist placing the charges. The explosive used in this
survey was Senatel Magnum™ emulsion explosive, initiated with instantaneous electric detonators.

A J Sutherland Consulting _Ltd
January 2020 4




Manor Park, Seismic Refraction Survey

3 Data Processing and Interpretation

The first stage of the data processing, involving measurement of the p-wave arrival times for each
shot was carried out using LabView™routines. Subsequent processing was carried out interactively
using spreadsheet calculations, rather than by relying on semi-automatic processing software.

Seismic velocities and depths to shallow layers were determined using the Plus-Minus method,
which is essentially the same as the GRM method for shallow refractors. The program GRAPHER™
was used plot the depth and velocity data and to measure the seismic velocities from the gradients
of linear fits applied to appropriate segments of the data.

The calculations used to produce the profiles are based on some assumptions. For example, both
velocity and depth calculations assume that seismic waves travel along the survey line in two
dimensions (longitudinal and vertical). If there are major lateral variations in the refractor depth, then
this assumption may be inaccurate and the calculated “depth” may in fact be a slope distance to a
point on the refractor surface to the side of the seismic line.

The interpretation also assumes that layers will increase in velocity with depth. Any layer with a
velocity lower than the layer above will not be detected and will lead to an error in the depth
calculation.

Velaocities calculated are the velocity at the top of a particular layer and these velocities may increase
slightly within the layer.

Intercepts and delay times from either direction were also used to determine depths to rock to
supplement the depths calculated by the Plus-Minus method. This was generally used where there
was insufficient overlap to use the Plus-Minus method for all geophone positions.

Low velocity zones were identified on the minus times plot, where shots from opposite ends of the
line are subtracted from each other. This is normally used to determine the velocity of the rock, but
will also indicate low velocity zones within the rock.

In addition, the signal amplitude of the signal was looked at to determine whether there was an
increase in the attenuation, coinciding with the low velocity zone. This was useful for lines SL2 and
SL3, but on SL1 the location of the low velocity zone coincided with the edge of a concrete slab at
the surface which influenced the signal amplitude.

A J Sutherland Consulting _Ltd
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Manor Park, Seismic Refraction Survey

4 Survey Results

Cross sections of each seismic line are attached in Appendix A and time distance plots are shown
in Appendix B. The cross sections show:
¢ the estimated ground surface profile along each line,
e seismic compression wave (p-wave) velocity and thickness of the various surface layers and
¢ the compression wave velocity of the rock layer.
All velocities referred to are compression wave velocities measured in metres per second (m/s).

The following is a brief description of any features found on each of the seismic lines. The purpose
of the survey was to locate low velocity zones and/or steps associated with the Wellington Fault.

4.1 Seismic Line 1

This line ran along an access track, starting on the grass slope up to SH2, at the end of Benmore
Crescent. The total length of the line is 165 metres. The geophone spacing was 2.5m.

A surface layer of 300m/s is present along all of the line and an intermediate layer of 900m/s is also
present. The rock layer has a velocity of 2750m/s along the eastern end of the line and 3900m/s at
the western end of the line.

The plot below shows the times for the end shots at peg zero subtracted from the times for the offset
shot at the far end of the line. The slope of the line is related to the velocity of the rock where the
refraction is from the rock. A low velocity zone with a loss of 4 milliseconds was found between pegs
62.5 and 67.5m.
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Manor Park, Seismic Refraction Survey

4.2 Seismic Line 2

This line to the east of Benmore Crescent, beside the stream, North of SL1, then crossed the stream
and ran up the slope to a flat area of fill. The total length of the line is 110 metres. The geophone
spacing was 5m.

After firing 6 shots, the arrival times for the two offset shots were picked and a velocity plot of the
line was made to locate the likely position of the low velocity zone. The geophones were then placed
at 1m spacing over the likely zone and two more shots, at the offset positions were fired.

A surface layer of 250 to 300m/s is present along all of the line and an intermediate layer of 700 to
800m/s is also present. The rock layer has a velocity of 2900m/s along the length of the line.

The plot below shows the times for the offset shots from peg zero subtracted from the times for the
offset shot at the far end of the line. The slope of the line is related to the velocity of the rock where
the refraction is from the rock. A low velocity zone with a loss of 6 milliseconds was found between
pegs 45 and 55m. Additionally, the maximum amplitude of the signal at each geophone, for each
offset shot is shown. The signal should be attenuated as it passes through the low velocity zone.
The values of amplitude will be affected by background noise superimposed on the signal so may
have some scatter in the values. The 1m spaced shot from the zero end of the shows a sudden step
between 50 and 51m, with a relatively even attenuation either side.

Taking into account the velocity step and the amplitude changes the most likely position of the low
velocity zone is between pegs 50 to 55m.
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Manor Park, Seismic Refraction Survey

4.3 Seismic Line 3

This line to the east of Benmore Crescent, beside the stream, further North of SL2, then crossed the
stream and ran up the slope to a flat area of fill. The total length of the line is 110 metres. The initial
geophone spacing was 5m.

After firing 6 shots, the arrival times for the two offset shots were picked and a velocity plot of the
line was made to locate the likely position of the low velocity zone. The geophones were then placed
at 1m spacing over the likely zone and two more shots, at the offset positions were fired.

A surface layer of 300m/s is present along all of the line and an intermediate layer of 600 to 800m/s
is also present. The rock layer has a velocity of 2900m/s along the length of the line.

The plot below shows the times for the offset shots from peg zero subtracted from the times for the
offset shot at the far end of the line. The slope of the line is related to the velocity of the rock where
the refraction is from the rock. A low velocity zone with a loss less than 1 milliseconds was found
between pegs 40 and 45m. Additionally the maximum amplitude of the signal at each geophone, for
each offset shot is shown, as with line 2. Both of the 1m spaced shots and the 5m spaced offset
from the zero end of the shows a step between 40 and 45m, which reinforces the small step seen
on the velocity plot.
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Manor Park, Seismic Refraction Survey

Appendix A: Seismic Refraction Cross Section
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Appendix B: Time Distance Plots
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Appendix C: Survey Data

Survey data,

Peg number Eastings Northings Elevation
SL1-0 1765067 5441260 30.602
SL1 - 165 1765183 5441143 25.743
SL2-0 1765208 5441372 26.296
SL2-110 1765279 5441289 32.909
SL3-0 1765316 5441460 29.189
SL3-110 1765387 5441375 32.187




Appendix 6: Flood Assessment — River Edge Consulting
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Memorandum

To: Mark Cooney, Spencer Holmes Ltd
Cc: Alex Gifford, Tonkin + Taylor

From: Philip Wallace, River Edge Consulting
Date: 1 November 2022

Re: Benmore Crescent — Alternative culvert option

1. Introduction

In June 2022 | prepared a flood assessment report for the site and proposed Te Rangihaeata
development at 30 Benmore Crescent. | subsequently carried out an assessment of a proposal for
an alternative culvert arrangement and reported the findings in a memo dated 27 July.

| have now carried out a flood assessment of further refinements to the proposed layout of the
developed site. The current assessment has also incorporated additional stream bed survey data
collected by Spencer Holmes in September 2022, immediately downstream of the last culvert
crossing within the site.

2. Madified proposal for site
2.1 Fill Platform and earthworks

The previous assessments of the proposal were based on a fill platform prepared by Tonkin +
Taylor. Spencer Holmes has prepared a revised fill platform, the latest being dated 26 October
2022. That revised platform is shown in Figure 1.

The design leaves the existing stream channel untouched. A flood channel of at least 20 m width
is also provided.
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Figure 1 Design platform surface, 26 October 2022

2.2 Culverts

As with the option assessed in July, the proposal under consideration involves removal of all of
the Dry Creek culverts within the site and replacement of only culvert 1. Figure 2 shows the
location of the culverts.

Culvert 1 is proposed to be 35 m long (Figure 3). While the July assessment assumed culvert 1
would consists of twin 2.5 m wide x 2 m high box concrete culverts, the current assessment now
assumes twin 3 m wide x 2 m high box concrete culverts. These would be embedded by around
500 mm, to provide a natural gravel bed and meet fish passage guidelines. Thus the effective
height of the twin culverts would be 1.5 m.

An alternative of twin 3.5 m wide x 2 m high culverts has also been tested.

The new culvert is proposed to be laid a gradient (2.3%) reflecting the general gradient of the
stream bed in the vicinity, although it is expected that stream gradient will adjust itself in light of




the much larger culvert opening proposed (compared to the existing culvert opening). Having an
initial embedment of 500 mm will provide some leeway for the bed to adjust itself. Figure 4
shows the existing stream bed gradient and the culvert invert levels. The dotted red line shows
the level at which the culvert invert would be laid while the solid red line, 500 mm higher, shows
the bed level assumed through the culvert.

Site culverts
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Figure 2 Culvert option, October 2022: removal and replacement
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Figure 3 Alternative culvert option, October 2022: culvert 1 replacement
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Figure 4 Alternative culvert option, October 2022: culvert 1 bed and invert levels




3. Model results

3.1 Existing situation

Flood depths for the existing situation are shown in Figure 5. Results have been reported
previously, in the June 2022 report and the incorporation of the additional survey data made very
little difference for the existing situation.

.\.
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Figure 5 Predicted flood depths, existing situation
3.2 Proposed development situation - twin 3m wide replacement culverts under Benmore Ave

Flood depths for the proposed situation are shown in Figure 6. Floodwaters are contained within
the wider stream corridor within the site.

Model results predict that the peak flow through culvert 1 would be 14.4 m3/s, with a velocity of
1.65m/s.

Figure 7 shows the impact of the proposed development platform on flood levels. Increases of
less than 300 mm are predicted in the incised stream channel downstream of where the existing
culvert 4 is, which would pose no additional risk to people or assets. There is also a trivial




amount of additional flooding in the stream channel between the upstream end of the site and
SH2 (Figure 8).

Otherwise, all increases in depth are contained within the site. Floodwaters are cut off along the
KiwiRail access track alongside the railway, hence a small decrease in depth along the track is
shown in Figure 7.
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Figure 6 Predicted flood depths, developed situation
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Figure 7 Impact of proposed development on peak flood depths
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Figure 8 Impact of proposed development on peak flood depths, close-up at northern end of site
3.3 Proposed development situation - twin 3.5 m wide replacement culverts under Benmore Ave

A variation with twin 3.5 m culverts under Benmore Ave was also modelled. This showed a slight
reduction of around 50 mm in flood levels upstream of the culvert, with no change to
downstream flood levels. The predicted peak velocity through the culvert is 1.55 m/s.

As the reduction in water levels, compared to the twin 3 m wide culverts option is small, the
flood depth map for the twin 3.5 m culverts option is not presented.

3.4 Freeboard

Results for the design scenario (twin 3 m culverts) have then had freeboard added. NZS 4404
specifies a minimum freeboard of 0.3 m for commercial or industrial buildings, but higher levels
are suggested here, to provide greater protection for any high value assets. GWRC uses 0.9 m
freeboard for Hutt River design levels, so that has been added to the Hutt River levels in this
current study. A lesser amount, 0.5 m, has been applied to the Dry Creek flood levels, in
recognition that this is a much smaller stream.




The model has been rerun with the freeboard applied. The resulting depths are as shown in
Figure 9; it can be seen that the floodwaters do not reach the site platform and remain within the
wider stream channel.
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Figure 9 Predicted flood depths, developed situation with freeboard allowance




Figure 10 and Table 1 present a longitudinal profile of flood levels and the platform levels down the
stream corridor; these are updates of Figure 7-6 and Table 7-1 in the original report.
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Figure 10 Longitudinal profiles along stream of bed levels, culvert invert levels, flood levels, conceptual fill platform levels
(proposed case)
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Table 1 Bed levels, culvert invert levels, flood levels, conceptual fill platform levels (proposed case) along stream

Stream | Thalweg | Replacement Platform level Flood level
chainage |(surveyed)| culvert invert | Left bank |Right bank| Model prediction |incl. freeboard
Twin 3m | Twin 3.5m Twin 3m

109 31.63
114 31.61 34.00 34.00 33.38 33.32 33.88
124 31.48 31.5 34.00 34.00 33.39 33.33 33.89
131 33.93
134 31.26
139 31.13 culvert 1
144
149
159 30.36 30.6
163 30.29 34.00 34.00 32.44 32.44 32.94
166 34.00 34.00 32.46 32.46 32.96
173 30.39 34.00 34.00 32.43 32.43 32.93
185 33.96 34.00 32.32 32.32 32.82
195 30.46 33.86 34.00 32.25 32.25 32.75
205 30.28 33.78 34.00 32.07 32.07 32.57
225 30.12 33.59 33.92 31.93 31.93 32.43
246 29.91 33.34 33.65 31.88 31.08 32.18
266 29.82 33.07 33.39 31.37 31.37 31.87
286 29.43 32.71 33.16 31.00 31.00 31.50
307 29.11 32.44 32.89 30.69 30.69 31.19
327 29.19 32.34 32.62 30.39 30.39 30.89
347 32.14 32.36 30.16 30.16 30.66
369 28.61 31.93 32.11 29.95 29.95 30.45
389 31.72 31.54 29.55 29.55 30.05
409 31.37 31.58 29.13 29.13 29.63
423 30.96 31.23 28.72 28.72 29.22
450 27.28 30.60 30.95 28.84 28.64 29.14
455 30.57 30.87 28.33 28.33 28.83
459 30.55 30.76 28.27 28.27 28.77
454 30.46 30.47 28.18 28.18 28.68
485 30.46 30.47 28.09 28.09 28.60
430 26.35 30.43 30.44 27.94 27.94 28.46
500 26.04 30.38 30.38 27.76 27.76 28.28
510 26.42 30.33 30.34 27.60 27.60 28.14
531 26.20 30.26 30.24 27.46 27.46 27.99
551 30.24 30.14 27.29 27.29 27.84
570 2541 30.07 30.02 27.139 27.19 27.73
330 24.95 29.92 29.93 27.15 27.15 27.69
611 25.23 29.83 29.83 27.05 27.05 27.59
631 24.59 29.73 29.72 26.91 26.91 27.45
650 24.23 29.63 29.63 26.89 26.89 27.43
670 24.28 28.54 29.52 26.87 26.87 27.41
630 24.30 29.44 29.44 26.80 20.86 27.39
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Table 1(cont). Bed levels, culvert invert levels, flood levels, conceptual fill platform levels (proposed case) along stream

Stream | Thalweg | Replacement Platform level Flood level
chainage |(surveyed)| culvert invert | Left bank |Right bank] Maodel prediction | incl. freeboard
Twin 3m | Twin 3.5m Twin 3m

695 20.42 29.43 26.82 26.82 27.35
697 29.42 29.43 20.75 26.75 27.29
700 24.69 29.42 29.42 26.60 26.60 27.19
715 24.58 29.49 29.42 26.50 26.50 27.13
719 29.51 26.38 26.38 27.03
724 29.55 26.33 26.33 26.96
747 24.23 29.64 26.21 26.21 26.84
754 29.69
rrri 22,43 29.79
791 29.85
795 23.27 29.94
2038 22,89 20.94
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HUT ITY Hutt City Council
30 Laings Road
TE AWA KAIRANGI Private Bag 31912

Lower Hutt 5040
New Zealand

www.hutteity.govt.nz

T 04 570 6666
F 04 569 4290

‘-N'%\_’__‘_h‘
RM number: RM220258 Zachery Montgomery
Date: 21 December 2022 Environment and Sustainability
Applicant:  Rosco Ice Cream Ltd Mobile: 027 361 0186

. kin Tavl zachery.montgomery@huttcity.govt.nz
Agent' Tonkin aylor Our reference:RM220258
Address: Rosco Ice Cream Ltd

111 Brougham Street, Mt Victoria
WELLINGTON, 6011
Attention: Alex Gifford

APPROVAL OF RESOURCE CONSENT FOR BULK EARTHWORKS,
VEGETATION CLEARANCE AND UPGRADE OF CULVERTS AT
30 BENMORE CRESCENT MANOR PARK (SEC 1 SO 493901)

Council granted consent for the following reasons:

= Onsite earthworks will be staged and controlled such that adverse effects on amenity
values will be acceptable.

= The site is not visually prominent as observed from the wider environment.

= The contaminated land thresholds are below the human health index and the applicant
has submitted to council a Detailed Site Investigation which concludes that disposal of the
proposed material is appropriate.

= The building within the fault study overlay setback is non-habitable and will be utilised in a
transient fashion, with the building to be removed upon completion of the work.

= No persons are deemed affected by the works to an extent that warrants notification.

= Conditions imposed on the consent under section 108 of the Resource Management Act
1991 will control, mitigate and remedy any environment effects caused by the subdivision.

= The property does not appear on Greater Wellington Regional Council’s selected land use
register as a contaminated site or as having been the site of a verified hazardous activity.
As a result, Council considers the likelihood of earthworks uncovering contamination at the
site to be negligible.

» The proposal is consistent with the policies and objectives of the city’s District Plan.

= Council has given due regard to the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement, any national,
regional or proposed regional policy statement and any other regulations in reaching its
decision. Council considers there are no other relevant matters that need to be dealt with.

= The proposal is consistent with the purposes and principles of Part Il of the Resource
Management Act 1991.
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1. PROPOSAL

The applicant is seeking resource consent to undertake bulk earthworks across a 13.1ha rural
property in Manor Park. The earthworks will include a cut volume of approximately
130,000m?® and a fill volume of approximately 160,000m3. The proposal will also include the
importation of fill, if suitable material is not available on site, which could compose
approximately 100,000m? of imported fill.

The proposal will also include an onsite temporary office which may be located within 20m of
the fault line study zone pending the construction management plan. Vegetation removal
associated with the bulk earthworks is a permitted activity and can be undertaken as of right
and hence will not be considered further throughout this report. The proposal will also include
the demolition and removal of the onsite abandoned buildings which is a permitted activity
under the District Plan. The proposal does not include the formation of roads or trenching for
services as a part of this resource consent.

The earthworks and vegetation removal will occur across the majority of the site to form a
platform for future use and development. The platform will range from approximately RL 35m
in the northeast of the site to RL 26m in the southwest of the site. The earthworks will include
a maximum vertical alteration of up to 6m. No detonations are proposed for the earthworks.
The proposal will also include a remedial action plan to manage the asbestos and heavy
metal removal of land identified as contaminated and includes appropriate disposal in
accordance with the National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing
Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health Regulations 2011 (NES).

The proposal will also involve instating a 20m riparian margin along dry creek and native
planting. The proposal will also allow for up to four culverts to be built along Dry Creek to
provide for vehicle crossings.

)

S0 00 EW! | A

Figure 1. Earthworks Cut and Fill Plan
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2. SITE DESCRIPTION

The applicant has included the following site description which | have accepted as accurate
and adopt noting the following:

The site is located at Benmore Crescent, Manor Park, Lower Hutt.

The majority of the site is undeveloped and is comprised of grasses, vegetation and open
gravel areas. There are several abandoned buildings onsite and remnants of old buildings.
There is evidence of historic filling to create raised earth platforms and access tracks and
dumping of waste.

There is a cycling/walking trail on land owned by GWRC along the southern boundary of the
site and adjacent to the Hutt River. The Wairarapa railway line runs along the eastern site
boundary and residential dwellings are present beyond this. State Highway 2 (SH2) is located
to the west of the site. Access to Benmore Crescent and the site is available off SH2 via the
existing Manor Park intersection.

The topography onsite is varied due to the historic filling that has occurred. There are large
flat yard areas, raised fill platforms, embankments and low-lying areas. Overall, the site
topography slopes from approximately r34m (Wellington Datum 1953) adjacent to SH2 down
towards the Hutt River, where, at the site boundary, the land height is approximately RL 26m.

Dry Creek runs through the site and discharges into the Hutt River. At the northern extent of
the site the stream channel is shallow with low, poorly defined, banks. The channel becomes
more incised with taller banks as it flows through the site to the Hutt River. There are four
existing culverts within Dry Creek.

Static water level measurements were recorded during the drilling of four fault investigation
boreholes. Groundwater beneath the site is located within the overlying alluvial deposits
between approximately 21 to 24 m RL. The groundwater level is shallowest along the
southeast margin of the site nearest the Hutt River (approximately 3 m below ground level),
and deepest at the northern end (approximately 8 m below ground level).

Native vegetation is present onsite including kawakawa, mahoe, seven finger, ngaio, karamu
and cabbage tree. However, the site is largely dominated by exotic species such as
blackberry, tradescantia, popular, gorse, tree lucerne, fennel and willow. Northern grass skink
may be present onsite and New Zealand Peripatus was observed at the site in October 2021.
No observations of bats have been made in the vicinity of the site. However, their temporary
presence cannot be ruled out. Indigenous bird species are likely to utilise the site for breeding
and foraging; and two wetlands were identified onsite. These wetlands have formed in areas
where earthworks occurred between 2005-2018. The ecological investigation concluded that
the two wetlands onsite met the definition of a ‘natural wetland’ under the National Policy
Statement for Freshwater and NESF.

The District Plan does not identify any archaeological or heritage features onsite. A review of
the ArchSite3 archaeological database has been undertaken to identify if there are any
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registered archaeological features present. Site R27/536 is located in the northern area of the
site. It is the location of the former Wellington-Wairarapa railway line built between 1874 and
1880. The notes on the database indicate that “Sections of the old line have been converted
to roadways and cycle lanes. Most of the railway features have been removed/destroyed,
though some subsurface features may exist”. The former rail bed can be regarded as a
historical route, rather than a detailed, archaeological feature.

The site is not included within the Wellington Regional Council SLUS/HAIL database.
However, a DSI has been prepared for the proposed works which notes:

Overall, the soil onsite is contaminated above background levels, but below the relevant
commercial/industrial human health criteria.

30 Benmore Crescent is legally described as Section 1, 6 SO 493901 and held in Record of
Title Identifier 738223. The Record of Title includes the following interests
- Subject to Part IV A Conservation Act 1987
- Subject to Section 11 Crown Minerals Act 1991
- B645270.1 Gazette Notice (1997/1066) declaring that portion of State Highway 2
adjoining hereto to be a Limited Access Road
- 11032732.1 Gazette Notice (2018- In 656) declaring Section 6 SO 493901 to be set
apart for Local Purpose Reserve (Soil conservation and river control purposes) and
shall remain vested in Her Majesty the Queen
- Fencing Covenant in Transfer 11676592.2
- 11676592.3 Encumbrance to New Zealand Transport Agency - 5.3.2020 at 2:08 pm

3. RELEVANT PLANNING RULES AND REGULATIONS

Operative District Plan

The District Plan is the appropriate planning instrument with which to assess the proposal.
Rules relating to the General Residential Activity Area, which this proposal falls within, are
contained in chapters 8B (Rural), 11 (Subdivision) and 14 (General Rules). The Lower Hutt
District Plan ‘Wellington Faultline Study Zone’ overlay extends across the site.

District Plan as modified by Plan Change 56:

On 18 August 2022 Plan Change 56 (PC56) was notified which introduces ‘medium density
residential standards’ (MDRS) as required by the Intensification Planning Instrument of the
Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). Under PC56 the application site is located within the
Rural Zone. The application site is not newly zoned for residential activity, nor is it within a
qualifying matter area, whereby in accordance with s86BA(1) of the RMA, the MDRS
permitted rules as incorporated by PC56 have taken legal effect from the time the plan
change was notified. The non-compliances with the District Plan (including any MDRS
standards incorporated within PC56) for which resource consent is required and any relevant
assessment matters of the Operative District Plan are identified in the following assessment.

The proposal requires resource consent for the following District Plan non-compliance:
The proposal will comply with the new permitted standards which have taken legal effect.

Operative District Plan permitted rules and standards which continue to have legal effect:
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Rule 14H 2.1(a) All structures and buildings on any site where the whole site or a portion of
the site falls within the Wellington Fault Special Study Area, excluding proposed accessory
buildings which are not required for habitable or working purposes.

The proposal includes a site office which is located within 20m of the fault line study area.

Rule 141 2.1(a): Earthworks in all activity areas, except Hill Residential and others specified
activity areas, are permitted activities up to a maximum volume of 50m? and vertical alteration
of 1.2m.

The proposed earthworks will exceed the allowable volume by approximately 390,000m3,
of which 130,000m? is proposed as cut, 160,000m? as fill, with potentially up to 100,000m3
of imported fill with a cut depth of up to 6m and fill height of up to 6m.

| consider the proposal to be a restricted discretionary activity under Rules 14H 2.1(a) and 14l
2.2.(a).

Matters of Discretion:
= Effects on visual amenity values
= Effects on natural features and topography
» Natural hazard effects
= Effects on surrounding cultural or historical features of significance
= Safe Separation Distance of Structures and Buildings from the Wellington Fault

National Environmental Standards (NES)

The Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing
Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011 is implemented in order to
ensure that land affected by contaminated soil is appropriately assessed and made safe for
human use. The Regulation is applicable to all proposals involving the following activities
which will occur on land that is being used, has been used, or is more likely than not to have
been used for hazardous activity or industry use (HAIL):

= Removal of fuel storage systems and associated soil from a piece of land or
replacement of a fuel storage system in or on a piece of land.

= Soil sampling

» Soil disturbance

» Subdivision of land

= Achange in land use

Via a check of the Greater Wellington Regional Council SLUS database, Council can
conclude that the subject site is not recorded as affected by historical HAIL activity. The
applicant has however prepared a Detailed Site Investigation (DSI) for the subject site which
notes:

The site is currently a mixture of commercial, industrial, farmland, and scrub land with some
open grassed areas and it is proposed to undertake bulk earthworks over the site in
preparation for future land development for likely mixed use activities; some of the earthworks
have already begun. Additional fill will be imported to various portions of the site to increase
its elevation above the flood plain.
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A Preliminary Site Investigation was completed in September 2020 which identified eight
potential site activities included on the Hazardous Activities and Industries List, specifically the
following:

Horticulture/ nursery activities

Potential fuel storage for quarrying

Timber storage yard

Metal blasting and protective coating

Uncontrolled demolition of former buildings

Concrete truck storage, quarrying vehicles and equipment
Clean-fill operations, undocumented fill

Burn-off Areas

The report identifies nine categories included on the Hazardous Activities and Industries List,
namely the following:

HAIL ID A10 — Persistent pesticide bulk storage or use including sport turfs, market
gardens, orchards, glass house or spray sheds; Chemical manufacture, application
and bulk storage;

HAIL ID A17 — Storage tanks or drums for fuel, chemicals or liquid waste; Chemical
manufacture, application and bulk storage;

HAIL ID A18 - Wood treatment or preservation including the commercial use of anti-
sapstain chemicals during milling or bulk storage of treated timber outside; Chemical
manufacture, application and bulk storage;

HAIL ID D1 — Abrasive blasting including abrasive blast cleaning (excluding cleaning
carried out in fully enclosed booths) or the disposal of abrasive blasting material);
Metal extraction, refining and reprocessing, storage and use;

HAIL ID D3 — Metal treatment or coating including polishing, anodizing, galvanizing,
pickling, electroplating, or heat treatment or finishing cyanide compounds; Metal
extraction, refining and reprocessing, storage and use;

HAIL ID E1 — Asbestos products manufacture or disposal including site with building
containing asbestos products known to be in a deteriorated condition; Mineral
extraction, refining and reprocessing, storage and use;

HAIL ID E8 — Transport depots or yards including areas used for refuelling or the bulk
storage of hazardous substances; Mineral extraction, refining and reprocessing,
storage and use;

HAIL ID G5 — Waste disposal to land (excluding where biosolids have been used as
soil conditioners); Cemeteries and waste recycling, treatment and disposal; and

HAIL ID | — Any land that has been subject to the intentional or accidental release of a
hazardous substance in sufficient quantity that it could be a risk to human health or the
environment

A land use change, soil disturbance and subdivision on sites where an activity included on the
HAIL is, has, or is more likely than not to have occurred, requires an environmental
assessment under the NES. As the proposal includes bulk earthworks, the proposal is
considered to be disturbing soils.
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The permitted standards pursuant to Regulation 8(3) Disturbing Soil under the NES allow for a
volume of disturbance of 25m? per 500m? as a permitted activity. The proposal is in excess of
this volume across the site and therefore is a Restricted Discretionary Activity in accordance
with Regulation 10 of the NES, as Regulation 10(2) is considered satisfied.

Matters of Discretion
e The adequacy of the detailed site investigation, including—
o (i)site sampling:
o (ii)laboratory analysis:
o (iirisk assessment:
e The suitability of the piece of land for the proposed activity, given the amount and kind
of soil contamination:
e The approach to the remediation or ongoing management of the piece of land,
including—
o (i)the remediation or management methods to address the risk posed by the
contaminants to human health:
o (ii)the timing of the remediation:
o (iii)the standard of the remediation on completion:
o (iv)the mitigation methods to address the risk posed by the contaminants to
human health:
o (V)the mitigation measures for the piece of land, including the frequency and
location of monitoring of specified contaminants:
e The adequacy of the site management plan or the site validation report or both, as
applicable:
e The transport, disposal, and tracking of soil and other materials taken away in the
course of the activity:
e The requirement for and conditions of a financial bond:
e The timing and nature of the review of the conditions in the resource consent:
e The duration of the resource consent.

Both the proposed earthworks and disturbance of contaminated soils are intrinsically tied to
one another for the proposed bulk earthworks and therefore assessing the application
separately is not considered appropriate as the contamination is fixed to the underlying
allotment. The proposal is therefore considered to be bundled as a Restricted Discretionary
Activity.

4. PERMITTED BASELINE

It is appropriate to disregard adverse effects of the activity on the environment or on any
persons, if the effects are comparable to an activity or development that is permitted by the
District Plan; this is known as the permitted baseline.

In this instance, a relevant permitted baseline would include earthworks up to 50m?® in volume
and up to 1.2m in vertical alteration. This permitted baseline is of limited relevance
considering the scope of the proposed earthworks and therefore will not be taken into
consideration throughout this decision report.
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The permitted baseline for the Rural Zone however does not include restrictions with regard to
vegetation clearance and therefore the vegetation onsite can be cleared as part of the
permitted baseline, which can be included within the permitted baseline with regard to effects
relating to amenity. It is our understanding that the applicant has applied for a land use
consent with Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC) for the vegetation clearance on
erosion prone land.

5. NOTIFICATION ASSESSMENT UNDER THE DISTRICT PLAN

Council must assess any resource consent application under section 95 of the Resource
Management Act 1991 to determine whether a resource consent application should be
notified. The Resource Management Act 1991 details a four step process that must be
followed, and triggers or precludes natification of applications in certain circumstances. The
sections below follow the four step process for public notification (under section 95A) and
limited notification (under section 95E).

5.1 - PUBLIC NOTIFICATION STEPS — SECTION 95A

Pursuant to section 95A of the Resource Management Act, this section follows the 4 step
process to determine if public notification is required.

Step 1 - Public notification is mandatory in certain circumstances
Public notification is mandatory in certain circumstances.
Has the applicant requested public notification? No
Is public notification required under s95C? No
Is the application made jointly with an application to exchange recreation No
reserve land under s15AA of the Reserves Act?

Public notification is not mandatory under step 1.

Step 2 - Public notification is precluded in certain circumstances
If public notification is not required under step 1 it may be precluded in certain circumstances
(unless special circumstances apply under step 4).
Are all activities in the application subject to a rule in a Plan or National No
Environmental Standard precluding public notification?
Is the application for one or more of the following (but no other) activities? | No
= A controlled activity
= A boundary activity with a restricted discretionary, discretionary or non-
complying activity status

Rule 14H 2.1(a) is excluded from public notification pursuant to 14H2.1(a)(i) and hence will
not be considered in the public notification assessment. However, breaching the earthworks
rules is not precluded from public notification. Therefore, Public notification is not precluded
under step 2.

Step 3 - Public notification is required in certain circumstances
If public notification is not precluded under step 2, public notification may be required in
certain circumstances.
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Is any activity in the application subject to a rule in a Plan or National No
Environmental Standard that requires public notification?
Does the activity have, or is likely to have, adverse environmental effects | No

that are more than minor in accordance with s95D? (see assessment
below)

Does the activity have, or is likely to have, adverse environmental effects that are more
than minor in accordance with s95D?

Public notification is required under step 3 if the activity will have or is likely to have adverse
effects on the environment that are more than minor.

In considering if the adverse effects on the environment are more than minor, the effects on
persons who own or occupy the land in, on, or over which the activity will occur; or any land
adjacent to that land must be disregarded. | have therefore disregarded the effects on the
persons who own or occupy properties at the following properties in making an assessment
under s95D:

= 10 Benmore Crescent

= 50 Benmore Crescent

= 8 Hutt Rail Way Central

= Properties on the western side of Mary Huse Grove (from number 27 to 70)
The adverse effects on the environment are considered to be less than minor for the following
reasons:

Amenity Values

Adverse effects resulting from earthworks can occur during construction and following works if
the site is not appropriately remediated or finished. Construction activity can result in adverse
temporary construction effects such as noise, dust, vibration, sedimentation or traffic.
Temporary construction effects are the cumulative effects resulting from construction activity
for the duration construction is underway. This usually corresponds to the scale and
complexity of the construction activity. The proposal involves the cut and fill of a
cumulative 390,000m? of earth and a vertical alteration of up to 6m to create a level
platform for future development on the site.

The applicant has not applied to breach construction noise, vibration, high trip generator
vehicle movement thresholds or dust standards of the District Plan, and therefore the effects
resulting from this will be consistent with the permitted baseline. Construction effects
associated with these works will be temporary, noting that the District Plan allows for some
additional noise during such times in accordance with NZS 6803P “Measurement and
Assessment of Noise from Construction, Maintenance and Demolition Work”. The applicant
has also noted that sediment control measures will be installed for the duration of the site
development works. Vibrations will be managed on site through the earthworks management
plan, which will include controls for reducing the effects to an appropriate level. The proposal
will result in less than 500 vehicle movements per day, both to and from the site, with access
primarily being via the adjacent state highway, which will appropriately limit the effects as
vehicle movements will be absorbed by background traffic levels. Dust will be managed
through the earthworks management plan, with the applicant identifying several methods in
the application, including textile covering, wetting and polymer binding, with the final
methodology to be submitted as part of this management plan. With the exception of the
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proposed scale of works, the effects of the proposal will be largely consistent with the
permitted baseline.

Amenity effects arising from earthworks will also be managed through the earth worked areas
being built over, landscaped or sealed as soon as practicable. The applicant has proposed to
submit to council, an earthworks management plan which includes the staging of the
proposed earthworks prior to the works being undertaken. The staging of the proposed
earthworks will result in the activity being localised to parts of the site at any one time,
reducing adverse effects associated with long term scarring of the site, in consideration of the
scale of earthworks proposed. This will mean there are no areas of exposed cuts, reducing
the appearance of scarring onsite, and scope for amenity effects relating to dust and
sedimentation. Further the vertical alteration is to make the site more consistent in terms of
topography, as presently the site is characterised by an inconsistent, rugged design, which is
out of character with the surrounding area. It is also noted that the current terrain is not a
natural formation, and the subject site has already been heavily impacted by human activity
over time. Potential adverse amenity effects associated with the proposed earthworks will be
less than minor.

Finally, A condition of consent will be included under s.108 that will require erosion and
sediment control measures to be implemented during the earthworks phase of the proposal in
accordance with the Greater Wellington Regional Council’'s guide “Erosion and Sediment
Control Guideline for Land Disturbing Activities in the Wellington Region” and will include
specific measures to reduce the effects of the proposal to an appropriate scale that will not
adversely impact the amenity as experienced by the wider community.

Existing Natural Features and Topography

The proposal will result in the disturbance of 390,000m? of soil across an area of
130,455m?, consisting of bulk earthworks to create a level platform on the site for future
activities, which will either be permitted or assessed independently of this report.
Upon completion of earthworks, the area will be seeded, sealed, stabilised or covered by
landscape treatments meaning there will be no permanent scarring or obvious changes to
the site topography. The key site feature being that the site is rugged and overgrown will be
lost, however the proposed design will result in the site being flat and of a more functional
form. It is also noted that the site in the past was flat in nature during the 90’s where the
site was utilised for agricultural activities, and that the changes to the site, are not the
result of the fault zone, or tectonic activity but human influence which has resulted in
the current shaping of the site. As discussed in the application and permitted baseline,
the site does include vegetation however none of the trees are of an iconic or protected
status, and as per the rules of the Rural Activity Area can be cleared as of right. Therefore,
the site lacks any existing vegetation which would require preservation. Finally, no changes
to significant ridgelines, hilltops, or areas visible from public spaces are proposed. The site
is partially visible from the State Highway, however it is noted that due to the fall only limited
amounts of the area are visible.

On this basis, effects associated with changes to the natural topography and features of
the site will be less than minor.
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Historical or Cultural Significance

The site is not identified in the District Plan as being of cultural or historical significance, nor is
it identified by Heritage New Zealand as being a site of archaeological significance. On this
basis, works are unlikely to disrupt or destroy any artefacts or values of historical or cultural
significance.

The applicant has included within the application an archaeological report prepared by Capital
Heritage Limited, an archaeology and heritage consultancy. The report concludes the
following from the site visit and conclusion of the report:

No probable or likely archaeological materials or features were seen during the site visit.

The general property shows numerous signs of demolition and soil disturbance and there has
clearly been a great deal of activity there in recent years. Little in the way of topsoil has
survived over most of the site which mostly shows mixed alluvial soils and gravels at surface.

Although this general area was surveyed out for pastoral and railway purposes during the
1850s and 1870s, it appears that there was little in the way of direct, pre 1900 archaeological
activities carried out here that are likely to have left tangible, physical remains today

Although the railway line ran through this area from the early 1870s, the 1950s removal of the
line and subsequent grading and asphalting of the former rail bed will have substantially
obscured and altered the original railbed. The former rail bed can be regarded as an historical
route, rather than a detailed, archaeological feature. There is also no evidence to suggest that
there was additional railway related activity in the area such as construction of a railway
station or siding.

It is therefore concluded that the site is of limited historical or archaeological significance and
it is determined that a General Archaeological Authority (as per the Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga Act) will not be required in this instance as the site.

As the Council does not recognise the site as being of historic value, the archaeology report
prepared by Capital Heritage Limited, Archaeology and Heritage Consultancy is considered
appropriate and the conclusion of the report is accepted. An Accidental Discovery Protocol will
also be included within the conditions of the consent that the council has proferred and been
accepted by the applicant which will ensure that the discovery of any material of a historic
nature will be preserved.

The site is owned by Te Runanga O Toa Rangatira Incorporated, who have provided written
approval for the proposal as the owners of the land. Cultural effects upon are also not
considered in accordance with s. 95D(e) of the RMA. The site is also not included in a
cultural overlay, nor recognised in the District Plan. Cultural effects have therefore been
assessed as less than minor.

Natural Hazards

The proposed earthworks will alter the topography of the site. The applicant has prepared a
flood assessment report, prepared by River Edge Consulting Limited, which concludes that
where the flood design proposed in the report is included within the design of the site, future
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development of the site will protect the existing site, whilst causing no adverse effects off-site.
Models of the existing and proposed flooding depths are included within the report in figures
7-1 and 7-2 which appropriately show that flooding can be controlled on the site in association
with the proposed development. The proposal will not result in flooding which will affect the
wider community. The proposal will therefore not create, accelerate, worsen or exacerbate the
natural hazards associated with flooding.

The site also includes the fault hazard of the district plan running through the north-western
portion of the site. The applicant at this stage has solely applied for bulk earthworks to level
the site. The proposal therefore does not include the provision of structures either habitable or
inhabitable and therefore there is no risk to human life, resulting in the proposal being
consistent with the provisions of Chapter 14H as a permitted activity. Further the levelling of
the site will not result in changes to the site which could adversely affect the public or wider
community. The proposal will therefore not create, accelerate, worsen or exacerbate the
natural hazards associated with earthquakes or liquefaction.

The site is currently rugged, with the proposal to create a platform for future works on the site.
The proposal will involve the flattening of mounds, reducing the risk of erosion or slips as a
result of the proposed alteration. The proposed earthworks will also be carried out in
accordance with the earthworks management plan, which will reduce the risks of the
proposed earthworks including compliance with the Health and Safety At Work Act of 2015
which will appropriately mitigate any risk to human life associated with slips or erosion. The
proposal will also include a restricted work site, which will not allow for public access which
will reduce any risk to the wider community or public to an acceptable level. The proposal will
therefore not create, accelerate, worsen, or exacerbate the natural hazards associated with
slips or eraosion.

Overall effects associated with the proposed earthworks with respect to natural hazards will
be less than minor, and do not warrant public notification.

Contaminated Land.

The proposal is taking place on land that has been assessed as likely to have been used for
HAIL activities in the past, despite not being on the Greater Wellington Regional Council
SLUS Database. The Detailed Site Investigation (DSI) has been carried out by a separate
party from the applicant, which included laboratory analysis and a recommendations. The
findings of the report show that the subject site does include contamination; however, no
human health criteria were exceeded. The proposal also included five bulk PACM samples,
two of which contained chrysotile (white asbestos), which were also below the human health
criteria.

The DSI identifies that a remedial action plan will be provided to Council prior to the works
taking place which will be prepared in accordance with the Ministry for the Environment (MfE)
Guideline which will address the timing of remediation, and standard upon completion. A
condition of consent will also require that the remedial action plan earthworks and the
remaining site development shall be overseen by a suitably qualified an experienced
individual who is familiar with identifying asbestos containing material and other contaminated
soils. A site validation report shall also be submitted to council upon completion of the works,
with evidence that the site has been made safe for the intended future use.
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The soil requiring disposal will be removed to a Class A landfill subject to approval from the
landfill manager. The proposal is therefore consistent with the restricted discretionary matters
in controlling the adverse effects that contaminated land can cause with management plans in
place, which will ensure that the works are carried out in a professional manner. The proposal
will therefore not result in public harm or risk public exposure to the contaminants of the site.
Overall, the effects from the use of the site are less than manner, and disturbance of the land
will be undertaken in a controlled manner.

Public notification is not required under step 3.

Step 4 — Public notification is required in special circumstances
If public notification is not required under step 3 it may still be warranted where there are
special circumstances.

Do special circumstances exist that warrant public notification? No

Special circumstances have been defined as circumstances that are unusual or exceptional,
but may be less than extraordinary or unique. The proposal relates to bulk earthworks consent
to prepare the subject site for future development. The proposed earthworks are of a
considerably large scale, however the District Plan is considered to provide clear policy
direction and assessment matters relevant to the proposal, and it is considered that public
notification will not reveal any new information relevant to determination.

On this basis, it is not considered necessary to publicly notify the application due to special
circumstances.

Conclusion
Public notification is not required.

5.2 - LIMITED NOTIFICATION STEPS - SECTION 95B

As determined in section 5.1, public notification is not required. Pursuant to section 95B of the
Resource Management Act, a 4 step process must therefore be followed to determine if
limited notification is required.

Step 1 — Certain affected groups/persons must be notified
Limited notification is mandatory for certain groups/persons.

Are there affected customary rights groups? No
Are there affected customary marine title groups (for accommodated No
activities)?

Is the proposal on or adjacent to, or may affect, land that is subject to a Yes
statutory acknowledgement and whether the person to whom the statutory
acknowledgement is made affected under section 95E?

The subject site is adjacent to Te Ati Awa (Hutt River), and is owned by Te Runanga O Toa
Rangatira Incorporated. Ngati Toa have provided written approval for the proposal. Port
Nicholson Block Settlement Trust have been notified of the application. It is also noted that the
site is setback approximately 80m from the river bed. Further as identified above in section
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5.1 the effects of the proposal are limited in scope to the underlying allotment, and is not
considered that limited notification is necessary considering the localised scale of works with
regard to the adjacent statutory acknowledgement area.

Limited notification is not required under step 1.
Step 2 — Limited notification is precluded in certain circumstances

Limited notification to any other persons not referenced in step 1 is precluded in certain
circumstances (unless special circumstances apply under step 4).

Are all activities in the application subject to a rule in a Plan or National No
Environmental Standard precluding limited naotification?

Is the application for the following, but no other activity: No
= A controlled activity (other than a subdivision) under the District Plan

Rule 14H 2.1(a) is excluded from limited notification pursuant to 14H2.1(a)(i) and hence will
not be considered in the limited notification assessment. However, breaching the earthworks
rules is not precluded from limited notification. Therefore, limited notification is not precluded
under step 2.

Step 3 — Certain other persons must be notified
If limited notification is not precluded under step 2, limited notification is required for any
persons found affected under s95E.

Are any of the following persons ‘affected’ under s95E? No

= For ‘boundary activities’ an owner of an allotment with an ‘infringed

boundary’

For all other activities, are there any affected persons in accordance with No

S95E? (see below
assessment)

In accordance with s95E are there any affected persons?

Section 95E(3)(a) stipulates that those individuals who give written approval to a proposal
cannot be considered to be an affected person/s. The following persons have given written
approval:

= Naomi Solomon on behalf of Te Runanga O Toa Rangatira Incorporated

In accordance with section 95E, | have considered whether the proposal could adversely
affect any other persons. This assessment has considered the owners and occupiers of the
following properties:

= 27,29. 31, 32, 34, 36,37, 38. 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 48, 50, 52, 54, 56, 58, 60, 62,
64, 66, 68 and 70 Mary Huse Grove

= 8 Hutt Rail Way Central

= 10 Benmore Crescent

= 50 Benmore Crescent

I consider there to be no affected persons as the potential environmental effects will be less
than minor for the following reasons.
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27,29. 31, 32, 34, 36,37, 38. 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 48, 50, 52, 54, 56, 58, 60, 62, 64,
66, 68 and 70 Mary Huse Grove

The above properties are each dwellings located along the western side of Mary Huse Grove
and are the closest to the proposed development site. The dwellings are separated from the
subject site by the railway, which provides an approximately 35m buffer between the sites.

Potential earthworks effects on the environment relating to visual amenity, natural features
and topography, historical and cultural sites of significance, and natural hazards were
discussed in detail in Section 5.1 above in relation to effects on the environment. In particular
the noxious effects that can be associated with large scale earthworks were discussed, and it
was noted that the applicant has applied to meet the permitted standards with regard to noise,
dust, vibration, and vehicle movement standards, and due to the context of the permitted
baseline the effects assessment in 5.1 is considered applicable to these properties.

The proposal will change the amenity as observed by these properties particularly with regard
to outlook; however, it is noted that the permitted baseline allows for the removal of vegetation
in the Rural Zone as a permitted activity. Further no notable vegetation is proposed to be
removed. The proposal is largely consistent with the permitted baseline with regard to effects,
with the notable failure being due to the scale of the proposed works. The works are proposed
to be staged over 6-8 months but may take place over two earthworks seasons depending
upon the timing of the proposed works. The proposal includes stabilising earthworks upon
completion, such that the effects will be retained to the underlying allotment and will not result
in long term scarring or exposed cuts on the site. Further due to the topography of the site in
relation to Mary Huse Grove and their separation from the subject site by the railway, the
occupants of the site will have limited views of the proposed earthworks. The site is also large
with only a small portion being visible to the occupants of the above properties, such that the
bulk of the proposed works will not be visible to the above properties and will occur internally
within the site. The effects as visually observed will have less than minor impacts with regard
to the effects upon amenity.

As identified above in the natural hazards assessment in section 5.1 the proposal will not
create, accelerate, exacerbate or worsen the natural hazards as experienced by the wider
environment, and the assessment is also considered applicable to the above properties, as
per the reports included in the application.

Overall, the effects on the above properties is considered less than minor.

Waka Kotahi (NZTA)

The subject site is adjacent to the State Highway corridor (SH2). The applicant has
volunteered transport conditions to mitigate any adverse effects on the State Highway
designation. Waka Kotahi supports the proposal based on those volunteered conditions.

KiwiRail

The subject site is adjacent to the KiwiRail rail corridor, however the applicant provided
confirmation that the proposed works will not involve the disruption of the railway corridor. The
proposal will not involve vehicle movements over the railway, nor will works encroach into this
property. The site is characterised by a clear distinction along the boundary, due to the cut
into the topography of the railway. The proposal is also not considered to be a sensitive
activity, whereby reverse sensitivity is unlikely to be an issue, considering the time limited
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nature of the proposed works and that no human habitation of the site is proposed as a part of
this resource consent.

The noxious effects of the proposal has been confirmed to be in accordance with the
permitted activity standards of the District Plan, with the applicant proffering a condition of
consent that an earthworks management plan is submitted to council prior to works taking
place, that will include appropriate controls, such that the effects of the proposal are localised
to the underlying allotment. The proposal will therefore not interfere with the railway activity or
result in discernible adverse effects. The effects in relation to earthworks have been assessed
above in Section 5.1 with regard to effects on amenity and the public and these are
considered to be true in relation to the Kiwi Rall site.

50 Benmore Crescent

The above property is located to the south of the subject site and is currently vacant. The site
is a thin vegetated strip that is located around the approximate site of the existing stream,
which then runs through the subject site. The site is not habited, nor includes any physical
improvements, with the land held by Greater Wellington for soil conservation and river control
purposes. As the property does not include any improvements, it is considered appropriate
that the assessment made under section 5.1 is applicable, particularly with regard to amenity
and natural hazard effects.

10 Benmore Crescent

10 Benmore Crescent is located to the north of the subject site, sharing a common boundary
with the subject site. The site includes fenced off storage of machinery and includes an onsite
container. The property is not habited.

Potential earthworks effects on the environment relating to visual amenity, natural features
and topography, historical and cultural sites of significance, and natural hazards were
discussed in detail in Section 5.1 above in relation to effects on the environment. In particular
the noxious effects that can be associated with large scale earthworks were discussed, and it
was noted that the applicant has applied to meet the permitted standards with regard to noise,
dust, vibration, and vehicle movement standards, and due to the context of the permitted
baseline the effects assessment in 5.1 is considered applicable to these properties. The most
notable change for the above property will be with regard to vehicle movements, which will be
a noticeable departure from the existing use of the site, which is presently vacant, however it
is anticipated that the scale of works will be readily absorbed by the receiving environments.
Further the proposed work is for a period of 6-8 months and will therefore be of a time limited
nature which will not have ongoing effects. Further it is anticipated that traffic levels may be
higher during construction works of a site, and be of a temporary nature.

The proposal includes a staged approach which will reduce the amenity effects of the
proposal to an acceptable level, as the proposal will be incremental, with only portions of the
proposed design being visible from the above property. Further as the above property is
utilised for storage it is not anticipated that the change in amenity upon completion of the
earthworks will have effects that would warrant notification.

All Other Persons
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Effects associated with earthworks, construction, subdivision and servicing
have been assessed as having less than minor effect on all persons for the
reasons set out in section 5.1 above. This assessment is applicable to the
owners and occupiers of the above adjacent sites and persons beyond
adjacent properties.

Onsite earthworks required for the development will be managed through
adherence to the proposed conditions of consent requiring erosion and
sediment control measures to be designed, implemented and maintained in
accordance with the Greater Wellington Regional Council’s guide “Erosion and
Sediment Control Guideline for Land Disturbing Activities in the Wellington
Region” and will include specific measures to reduce the effects of the proposal
to an appropriate scale that will not adversely impact the amenity as
experienced by the wider community. Other conditions of consent are proposed
to manage the noise and vibration effects associated with the earthworks and
construction of the proposed dwellings. Consequently, earthwork and
construction effects are considered to be less than minor on all persons.

Effects associated with Natural Hazards have been assessed in section 5.1
and concluded that the effects will be less than minor. This assessment is
applicable to the owners and occupiers of the above adjacent sites and
persons beyond adjacent properties.

The contamination of the site is limited to the underlying property and matters
associated with the contaminated spoil will be addressed in the remedial action
plan and subsequent plans submitted to council, with the soil being removed
and disposed of in a Class A landfill. The conditions of consent will ensure
there will be no exposed contaminants and that the site will be appropriately
remediated such that there will be no public risk or risk to the above and
adjacent properties is anticipated as a part of this disposal process.

All other persons are sufficient setback or screened such that effects will be
less than minor.

Overall, the effects on the above property is considered less than minor.

Limited notification is not required under step 3.

Step 4 — Limited notification is required under special circumstances

If limited notification is not required under step 3, limited notification may still be warranted

where there are special circumstances.

Do special circumstances exist that warrant notification of any persons to
whom limited natification would otherwise be precluded?

No

For the reasons outlined under step 4 in section 5.1 above | do not consider there to be any

special circumstances that warrant limited notification of this proposal.

Conclusion
Limited notification is not required.

5.3 - NOTIFICATION DECISION
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In accordance with the notification steps identified in section 5.1 and 5.2 the application shall
proceed on a non-notified basis

6. DETERMINING THE APPLICATION

Section 104 requires, when considering a resource consent application, that Council must,
subject to Part 2, have regard to any actual or potential effects on the environment; any
measure agreed or proposed by the applicant for the purpose of ensuring positive effects on
the environment to offset or compensate for any negative effects; any relevant provisions of a
National Environmental Standard; other regulations; a National Policy Statement; a New
Zealand Coastal Policy Statement; a Regional Policy Statement or proposed Regional Policy
Statement; a plan or proposed plan; and any other matter the consent authority considers
relevant and reasonably necessary to determine the application.

6.1- ASSESSMENT OF ACTUAL OR POTENTIAL EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT UNDER
$104(1)(A)

Amenity

Regarding visual amenity effects, the consent will be subject to conditions which manage
earthworks nuisance effects, such as dust, sedimentation, tracking, construction noise and
traffic and vibration. Amenity effects arising from earthworks will also be managed through the
earth worked areas being built over, landscaped, or sealed as soon as practicable. The
staging of the proposed earthworks will result in the activity being localised to parts of the site
at any one time, reducing adverse effects associated with long term scarring or exposure of
the site, such that the amenity effects are appropriately reduced. Further due to the size of the
site in comparison to the neighbouring allotments and the topography of the site in relation to
adjacent land parcels the visible works proposed on the site are limited. Overall, the amenity
effects are to be managed onsite and there will be no long-term scarring.

Existing Natural Features and Topography

The site has no notable features or topography which could be affected by the proposal, being
rugged and having no onsite notable vegetation. Section 5.1 assessed that the changes to the
subject site proposed via this resource consent is not a loss of natural topography as the
subject site has been substantially altered over time to the current topographical formation.
The excavated area will be stabilised and subsequently hydroseeded or covered upon
completion of the earthworks such that no areas of exposed cut will remain, and while there
will be a loss of vegetation it is noted that this is consistent with the permitted standards for
the Rural Zone. Overall, the effects of the change in topography will be appropriately
managed and will not adversely affect the receiving environment.

Historical or Cultural Significance
As identified in section 5.1 the site is not of a known cultural site, nor is the site of
archaeological or heritage value as per the archaeological report prepared by the applicant.

Natural Hazards
As identified in s.5.1 of this Report the site is located in close proximity to the wellington fault
zone, however as identified the proposal does not include the construction of buildings or
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physical improvements, which means that there will be no risk to human life. The proposal is
also unlikely to result in a change in flooding as per the report prepared by River Edge
Consulting Limited which notes that where the recommendations of the report are observed
the consent will not result in flooding upon the adjacent area. The site is not included within
the flood or inundation overlay of the District Plan.

The proposal also includes a geotechnical report prepared by Tonkin & Taylor for the
application in which it includes a natural hazards assessment. Specifically it notes the
following:

A significant geotechnical issue concerning future development of the site is the proximity to
the Wellington Fault and the consequences of fault rupture. The Wellington-Hutt Valley
segment of the Wellington Fault lies within the site and therefore presents a risk of future
development. Estimates suggest that there is a 10-15% likelihood of fault rupture in the next
100 years that could result in the order of 5 m horizontal and up to 1 m vertical displacements.

The alluvial soils that underly the site may be susceptible to liquefaction particularly where
they are non-cohesive and lie below the groundwater table (are saturated). Liquefaction could
result in ground deformation (sand boils, settlement, undulation, and cracking), damage to
infrastructure, buildings, and foundations

The alluvial deposits that underly the site may contain isolated zones of compressible
cohesive and organic material that may result in settlement of the ground surface when
loaded by the proposed fill platform, buildings or structures. Similarly, the uncontrolled fill soils
present at the ground surface may also present a settlement risk due to the nature of the
material and uncontrolled method of placement. Settlement of the alluvial deposits or
uncontrolled fill soils at depth below the proposed fill platform may result in subsidence of the
fill surface levels and may result in damage to building or structures. Ground settlement can
be mitigated through specific engineering foundation design of any proposed buildings or
structures

With regard to the above information supplied with the Geotechnical report it is noted that the
proposal is solely for bulk earthworks, and no human occupation or activities which could
include a human risk are included within the scope of this resource consent. Further the report
concludes that these matters can be specifically managed through adherence to building and
engineering standards, which will be a matter of consent for future use of the site.

Wellington Fault Zone

The proposal will include the establishment of a site office within the 20m fault line setback.
As per the conditions of consent which have been proffered by council and subsequently
accepted by the applicant, the applicant is to submit to council an earthworks management
plan which will include the final location of the proposed office and where necessary
engineering design to confirm that the building design is acceptable and in accordance with
the Building Act. It is noted that the office is a non-habitable building which will be occupied on
a temporary basis during the proposed bulk earthworks and is to be removed upon completion
of the proposed works. The risk to human safety is considered minimal.

Contaminated Land
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As identified in s. 5.1 of this report the subject site includes contaminated areas, as per the
findings included in the DSI, however it is also noted that no human health criteria were
exceeded. The DSI is held on record at council and should be read in conjunction with this
report, which includes the adopted methodology for 66 sampling points taken across the site.
The report concludes that where a remedial action plan is provided to council prior to the
works in accordance MfE Guidelines, the use of the contaminated land is appropriate. These
effects will be appropriately managed through the conditions of consent which have been
provided and reviewed by the applicant and subsequently accepted. The proposed works will
limit public access to the site, and works will be overseen by a suitably qualified individual
skilled in the identification and management of contaminants such that the risk to human
health is minor.

Conclusion
| consider the actual or potential effects on the environment to be acceptable for the reasons
outlined above.

6.2 - ASSESSMENT OF THE RELEVANT PROVISIONS OF THE DISTRICT PLAN UNDER $104(1)(B)

Objectives and policies of the District Plan
| consider the proposal is consistent with the relevant District Plan objectives and policies
identified below:

14H Natural Hazards

Objective
To avoid or reduce the risk to people and their property from natural hazards associated with
seismic action, landslides, flooding and coastal hazards.

Policy

a) That the area at risk from fault rupture causing permanent ground deformation along
the Wellington Fault be managed by the Wellington Fault Special Study Area to
address the effects of subdivision and development on the safety of people and their
property.

b) That suitable engineering and emergency management measures be adopted to
safeguard people and their property from liquefaction, groundshaking and tsunami
hazards.

c) That where areas susceptible to landslide have been identified, appropriate conditions
of compliance will be provided to mitigate the adverse effects of subdivision and
development on the vulnerability of people and their property.

d) That suitable engineering, emergency management and land use control measures be
adopted to reduce the vulnerability of people and their property to flood hazards.

e) That suitable engineering, emergency management and land use control measures be
adopted to reduce vulnerability of development along the coast.

Assessment

The proposal will include the establishment of a site office within the 20m fault special study
area, which will be temporary and removed upon the completion of works. As per the District
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Plan rule, due to the purpose of the office being in association with the proposed bulk
earthworks it fails the above standard.

The engineering design for the proposed office will be submitted to Council. It is also noted
that the office will be occupied on a transitory basis, with limited occupation, as such the
proposal is unlikely to result in risk to human health or safety. Further as a temporary structure
that is an accessory building and is set to be removed, the building will not have permanent
fixtures to ground.

A geotechnical assessment has also been submitted as part of this resource consent which
concludes that the chance of an earthquake occurring is relatively low, and that while the site
is at liquefaction risk this is dependent upon the earthquake and the bulk of works are
occurring outside of the buildings with further geotechnical investigation to be undertaken for
future developments on the site. A condition of consent will also provide for an emergency
management measures to be provided within the scope of the proposed earthworks
management plan. The site is also not susceptible to landslides and as identified in the
flooding report where the recommendations are observed the proposal will not result in
flooding of the surrounding area. The proposal is therefore consistent with the above
provisions.

141 Earthworks
14l 1.1 Natural Character

Objective
To ensure that earthworks are designed to maintain the natural features that contribute to the
City’s landscape.

Policy
a) To ensure that earthworks are designed to be sympathetic to the natural topography.

141 1.2 Amenity, Cultural and Historical Values

Objective
To ensure earthworks do not affect adversely the visual amenity values, cultural values or
historical significance of an area, natural feature or site.

Policy

a) To protect the visual amenity values of land this provides a visual backdrop to the City.

b) That rehabilitation measures be undertaken to mitigate adverse effects of earth upon
the visual amenity values.

c) To protect any sites with historical significance from inappropriate earthworks.

d) To recognise the importance of cultural and spiritual values to the mana whenua
associated with any cultural material that may be disinterred through earthworks and to
ensure that these values are protected from inappropriate earthworks.

Assessment
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The proposal will result in the cut of 390,000m® of soil across an area of 131,121m?
which consists of altering the topography of the entire site to create a level platform for future
works on the site. The proposal is an alteration of the topography of the site, from the
present rugged terrain, however it is noted through aerial images over time that the site
has been influenced through human intervention to the present state, and therefore the
levelling of the site is not considered as a loss of important or natural terrain.

The site is also not of historical significance with the archaeological report noting that pre-
1900’s activity has been removed from the site and a number of land uses have taken place
on the site since. The applicant has also proffered an accidental discovery protocol such that
any accidental discoveries will be appropriately managed. The proposal includes affected
party approval from Ngati Toa with regard to the cultural effects on land owned by Te
Runanga O Toa Rangatira Incorporated.

The proposal will also not create, accelerate, exacerbate, or worsen natural hazards, as
identified in the geotechnical or flooding report included within the application. The existing
environment contains little topsoil material, and is predominantly covered with gravel or
vegetation, with the vegetation being removed as a permitted activity. The proposal will result
in the site being immediately filled over by material such that the proposal will not result in
exposed cuts and there will be no long-term visual impact from the works. The application
area is also not visible from surrounding public areas, and thus is not considered to be an
area forming the ‘backdrop of the city’. Overall, the proposal is considered to be consistent
with the provisions identified above.

6.3- ASSESSMENT OF THE RELEVANT PROVISIONS OF OTHER STATUTORY PLANNING
DOCUMENTS UNDER $104(1)(B)

National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management

The revised National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management (NPSFM) came into effect
on the 3rd of September 2020. It sets out the objectives and policies for freshwater
management and provides direction for local planning and decision-making in regard to
managing freshwater under the RMA.

The NPSFM contains one overall objective which seeks to ensure that natural and physical
resources are managed in a way that prioritises the health and well-being of waterbodies and
freshwater ecosystems, the health needs of people, and the ability of people and communities
to provide for their social, economic, and cultural wellbeing, now and in the future.

The proposal is considered as to affect the above policy statement due to the location of the
stream which flows through the property, which will be affected by the proposed works. The
proposal includes erosion and sediment controls will be developed in conjunction with the
contractor. The installation of erosion and sediment controls will avoid or minimise sediment
discharges to surface water as far as practicable. With the installation of erosion and sediment
controls, the proposal is not expected to further reduce freshwater quality such that it will be
detrimental to the habitat of freshwater species or impinge on their protection, while allowing
the applicant to provide for the communities social and economic well-being. The proposed
culverts for site layout 1 are upgrades to the existing culverts in the same locations, with
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larger culverts. Therefore, the loss of river extent and values has been avoided to the extent
practicable while ensuring crossings are available. Additionally, fish passage
upstream/downstream will be retained. Overall, the proposal is considered to be consistent
with the NPSFM.

6.4— PURSUANT TO S104(1)(C) ARE THERE ANY OTHER MATTERS RELEVANT AND
REASONABLY NECESSARY TO DETERMINE THE APPLICATION?

| consider there are no other matters relevant and reasonably necessary to determine the
application.

6.5 - PART 2 OF THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT

(5) The proposal will allow for earthworks across the site to level the property creating a
platform, which will allow for subsequent development or use of the site. This will allow for
appropriate use and development of the existing physical resource in a way that will provide
for the applicants economic and social wellbeing without unacceptably compromising the life
supporting capacity of the surrounding environment.

(6) Section 6(h) provides for the management of significant risks from natural hazards. The
proposal is considered to be in line with the above provision as the proposal is solely for bulk
earthworks at this stage, with the applicant identifying that engineer approaches will be
undertaken with respect to future development or use of the site. The applicant has also
provided evidence that the subject site, while subject to risk from natural hazard at this stage
will not involve a risk to human life, as the proposal sis solely for earthworks across the site.
The proposal will also not create, accelerate, exacerbate or worsen the existing natural
hazards. The proposal is considered consistent with meeting this section of the Act.

(7) The proposal will not unacceptably affect established amenity values for surrounding land.
The proposal is for bulk earthworks which have an expected duration of works of 6-8 months
thus being temporary in nature, and while it will change the amenity of the site as observed
from the surrounding environment it is noted that this change in use is in line with historical
uses of the site, and will alter the topography in a beneficial manner which is more
aesthetically pleasing rather than the current environment which is characterised by
overgrown vegetation, rugged topography abandoned buildings and large gravel areas. The
site is also not visually prominent as observed from the wider environment, with views toward
the site being transient due to the viewpoint being from SH2 or via the bike tracks. The
proposal will also include grassing such that no exposed areas of cuts will remain exposed.
The proposal is considered consistent with the matters of s.7 of the RMA.

(8) The Principles of the Treaty of Waitangi have been taken into account as a part of this
assessment. It is considered that the proposal will not be contrary to the relevant principles

and consultation with local Tangata Whenua has been appropriately undertaken.

6.6 - SUBSTANTIVE DECISION
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In accordance with section 104C, | have considered those matters over which discretion is
restricted in a national environmental standard or other regulations or plan or proposed
plan and have decided to grant the application subject to conditions under s108 relating to
those matters over which discretion is restricted.

7. CONDITIONS OF RESOURCE CONSENT

In accordance with s108 of the Resource Management Act, resource consent has been
granted subiject to the following conditions:

General

1. That the proposal is carried out generally in accordance with the information and
approved plans submitted with the application and the further information request of
which includes information supplied on the following dates:

e 8 September 2022 (s92(1) response regarding earthworks)

e 12 December 2022 (updated earthworks information and confirmation of
Wellington Regional Council consent granted)

e 14 December (updated earthworks volumes)

And the following plans of which includes

e Earthworks Levels, Benmore Crescent, Manor Park, Prepared for Rosco Ice
Cream Ltd by SpencerHolmes, Drawing Number S20-0280-EW2, Revision A,
Dated 12 November 2022.

e Earthworks Cut and Fill Plan, Benmore Crescent, Manor Park, Prepared for Rosco
Ice Cream Ltd by SpencerHolmes, Drawing Number S20-0380-EW1, Revision A,
Dated 12 November 2022.

2. That the consent holder advises Council (enforcement@huttcity.govt.nz or 04 560
1044) a minimum of five working days before any work starts on site to arrange a pre-
commencement meeting; and that the consent holder also supplies the name, phone
number and address of the main contractor and, if applicable, the same details for the
earthworks company.

Important notes:
¢ When given notice of a start date, a compliance officer will suggest an on-site
meeting to run through a checklist of things to make sure the project runs as
smoothly as possible. This service is included in the resource consent
application fee. Using it could avoid difficulties later on. Please note that
additional monitoring visits will be charged at $180 per hour.
¢ Notification of work commencing is separate to arranging building inspections.

3. The consent holder shall maintain a permanent record of any complaints received
alleging adverse effects from or related to the works. This record shall include:
e The name and address of the complainant (if provided);
e The date and time that the complaint was received,;
¢ Details of the alleged event;
o Weather conditions at the time of the complaint; and

e Any measures taken to mitigate/remedy the cause of the complaint.
¢ This record shall be made available to the Council on request.

Earthworks
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4. Prior to the commencement of any works on site, the consent holder shall submit
details of how stormwater and surface water run-off will be controlled during site works
to ensure they do not affect adjoining properties. The consent holder shall alert council
within 48 hours of any changes to the stormwater and surface water controls and
cease all works should this affect the neighbouring allotments.

Note: Compliance with this condition can be achieved by the consent holder
submitting the approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plan as required by Greater
Wellington Regional Council consent WGN230031 [38481] [38483]

5. That the consent holder undertakes all earthworks in such a way that no sediment
enters the HCC stormwater system, will not exacerbate effects flooding effects on the
surrounding properties; and that the consent holder installs and maintains sediment
control measures in compliance with Greater Wellington Regional Council’s Erosion
and Sediment Control Guide for Land Disturbing Activities in the Wellington Region.

6. That the consent holder paves, metals, re-grasses, hydro-seeds or plants all areas
exposed by earthworks trenching or building work as soon as possible after excavation
or, at the latest, within a month of completing earthworks to the satisfaction of Council
subdivision engineer; and that the consent holder repeats any seeding or planting that
fails to become fully established within 12 months of the completion of earthworks.

7. That the consent holder ensures vehicles and machinery leaving the site do not drop
dirt or other material on roads or otherwise damage road surfaces; and that if such
spills or damage happen, the consent holder cleans or repairs roads to their original
condition, being careful not to discharge the material into any stream, stormwater
system or open drainage channel in the process. (The term “road” includes footpaths,
vehicle crossings and berms.)

8. That the consent holder takes into account the geotechnical report prepared by Tonkin
Taylor Ltd dated May 2022 and engages a qualified geotechnical engineer or
engineering geologist who shall supervise construction of earthworks and that all
works are in general accordance with the considerations outlined within the site-
specific geotechnical report. The engaged engineer must make sure the site is in a
safe condition at the end of all works.

Contaminated soils

9. That the consent holder undertakes the works in general accordance with the Site
Management Plans prepared by ENGEO and submitted with the application, and any
subsequent amendments. A qualified professional with experience with contaminated
sites shall supervise the earthworks.

10. That prior to any soil disturbance the applicant shall erect a notice which shall be
visible to all persons entering the site noting the contamination hazard. The sign shall
be a minimum of A3 size, laminated and replaced as necessary such that it remains
onsite until the disturbance of earth and soil stabilisation is completed.

11. That upon completion of the earthworks a site validation report or a long-term site
management plan will be prepared in general accordance with the Contaminated Land
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Management Guidelines No. 1- Reporting on Contaminated sites in New Zealand and
provided to Council to hold on Record.

Landscaping

12.

Office

13.

Prior to earthworks commencing onsite, a suitably qualified and experienced

Landscape Architect shall prepare a planting plan for the reach of Dry Creek within the

property identified as Fee Simple, 1/1, Section 1, 6 Survey Office Plan 493901. The

planting plan shall, as a minimum, cover an area extending 10 m outwards over both

banks when measured from the centre of the Dry Creek channel. The objective of the

planting plan is to enhance the natural character values of the riparian margin and

shall address the following as a minimum:

a) Pest plant removal;

b) Native planting to be undertaken, including species and composition; and

c) Ongoing maintenance of pest plants and native planting undertaken. The consent
holder shall complete the planting outlined within the planting plan within 2 years of
the earthworks being completed; and

d) Any plantings which fail to establish or dying or diseased plants within 12 months of
the initial planting will be replaced.

That upon completion of the proposed earthworks the site office is to be removed from
the site within 3 months, or moved internally, such that the office is more than 20m
outside of the fault study overlay area.

Transport

14.

15.

16.

All earthworks shall be carried out in general accordance with the drawings and
assumptions included in the conclusions of the Memo from Tonkin and Taylor title ‘Te
Rangihaeata Development — Proposed earthworks Slope Stability — Rev B’ dated 1
December 2022; and the Spencer Holmes design plans titled ‘Earthworks Cut & Fill
Plan — drawing number S20-0380-EW1 REVA, dated 12.10.2022’ and ‘Earthworks
Levels — drawing number S20-0380-EW2 REVA, dated 12.10.22".

Should the consent holder identify discrepancies between the existing contours on the
drawings and the actual ground contour when setting out the works, then they shall
immediately (within 24 hours) bring such discrepancies to the notice of Hutt City
Council.

Note: any notification under this condition must also be raised to Waka Kotahi (via the
Wellington Transport Alliance).

Should the consent holder identify any unexpected ground conditions during the
earthworks, then they shall immediately (within 24 hours) bring such discrepancies to
the notice of Waka Kotahi (via the Wellington Transport Alliance) so that Waka
Kotahi’s geotechnical engineers can be informed; undertake a site visit if required; and
approve of any alternative design solution if required. Any further design and
construction work deemed necessary to protect State Highway 2 assets (including the
carriageway) shall be carried out by the consent holder at their cost.
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17. To achieve the requirements of the Bridge Manual (v3.4), Table 6.1 Total settlement,
differential settlement and horizontal displacement limits for DCLS (ULS) event, for a
1:1000-year event, cut slopes shall not exceed 6m in height from actual existing
ground levels (on the land between the western side of Dry Creek and adjacent to
State Highway 2). Should actual ground contours or actual ground conditions give rise
to the need for cuts of greater than 6m, Hutt City Council shall be notified (within 24
hours) so that the Waka Kotahi geotechnical engineers can undertake a site visit if
required; and approve any alternative design solution. Any further design and
construction work deemed necessary to protect State Highway 2 assets (including the
carriageway) shall be carried out by the consent holder at their cost.

Note: any notification under this condition must also be raised to Waka Kotahi (via the
Wellington Transport Alliance).

18. Hutt City Council shall be immediately notified (within 2 hours) of any damage to State
Highway 2 resulting from the earthworks and all damage shall be remedied by the
consent holder at their cost.

Note: any notification under this condition must also be raised to Waka Kotahi (via the
Wellington Transport Alliance).

19. Dust from carrying out the earthworks shall be reduced through appropriate means so
that dust does not become a nuisance to motorists or the state highway pavement
surface. Dust will be deemed a nuisance if either the contractor or Waka Kotahi
receive complaints from the motoring public about dust; or if advised by the Wellington
Transport Alliance.

20. Hutt City Council shall be informed when works commence, and when works are
completed.
Note: any notification under this condition must also be raised to Waka Kotahi (via the
Wellington Transport Alliance).

21. Finalised as built drawings of the earthworks platform shall be provided to Hutt City
Council at the completion of the works.
Note: the as built drawings under this condition must also be provided to Waka Kotahi
(via the Wellington Transport Alliance).

Accidental Discovery Protocol

22. That in the event of an “accidental discovery” of suspected archaeological material, the
consent holder is to undertake the following steps:

a. All activity affecting the immediate area (work within 20m of the discovery) shall
cease and the Regional Archaeologist of Heritage New Zealand, Port
Nicholson Block Settlement Trust, Ngati Toa Rangatira Incorporated and
Heritage New Zealand shall be notified;

b. Steps shall be taken to secure the site and ensure that archaeological matter
remains undisturbed;

c. Works at the site shall not recommence until an archaeological assessment
has been made and archaeological material has been dealt with appropriately;

d. If any archaeological remains or sites of interest to Maori are identified, no
further modification of those remains shall occur until Heritage New Zealand
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Regional Archaeologist and Tangata Whenua have been consulted and
appropriate response has been advised. 22 of 23

e. For burials/koiwi, steps a) to d) above shall be taken and the Regional
Archaeologist Heritage New Zealand, the New Zealand Police, and the Iwi
representative(s) for the area contacted immediately. The Consent Holder must
allow the above parties to inspect the site and in consultation with them,
identify what needs to occur before Construction Works can resume

Note: The consent holder is advised that under the Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga Act (2014) an archaeological site is defined as a place
associated with pre-1900 human activity where there may be evidence relative
to the history of New Zealand. For pre-contact Maori sites this evidence may be
in the form of bones, shells, charcoal, stones etc. In later sites of European
origin artefacts such as bottle glass, crockery etc. may be found, or evidence of
old fountains, wells, drains or similar structure. Burials/koiwi tangata may be
found from any historic period.

Note: This condition is required to mitigate any adverse effects upon potential
sites of historical, cultural or archaeological significance
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*Note: Assessment timeframes were extended by 20 working days in accordance with
S37A(4)(b)(i). Due to cumulative factors including the high volume of applications, an increase
in the size and complexity of applications and staff shortages, workloads have exceeded
Council’s processing capacity. Council have taken every possible step to outsource the
excess workload.

8. NOTES:

= |n accordance with section 357 of the Resource Management Act 1991, the consent
holder is able to object to the conditions of the consent. The consent holder must submit
reasons in writing to Council within 15 working days of the date of this decision.

»= |n accordance with section 120 of the Resource Management Act 1991, the applicant, on
the review of consent conditions may appeal to the Environment Court against the whole
or any part of this decision by the consent authority.

= The consent lapses, in accordance with section 125 of the Resource Management Act
1991, if the proposal is not given effect to within five years.

= The consent applies to the application as approved by Council. The consent holder should
notify Council if there are changes to any part of the plans. Council may require that the
consent holder submits a new resource consent application.

= The proposal has been assessed against the requirements of the city’s District Plan.
Bylaws may apply to the proposal that may require separate approval from Council before
starting any site works. See huttcity.govt.nz for a full list of bylaws.

= The proposal has not been checked for compliance with the Building Act 2004. No
associated building work should start without first getting a building consent.

= The consent is not a licence to create adverse effects such as unwarranted dust, noise or
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