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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF ANDREW WILLIAM CRAIG

INTRODUCTION
1 My name is Andrew William Craig.
2 I hold the position of Director of Andrew Craig Landscape Architecture

Limited. I have been in this position since 2009.

3 I have been practising landscape architecture since 1987. For 5 years
until mid-2009 I was employed by Peter Rough Landscape Architects
Ltd. Before that I was employed by the Christchurch City Council for 13
years, working in the area of environmental policy and planning. Prior to
that I worked for a short time with the Department of Conservation.
Most of my work since graduation and to date has involved landscape
assessment and the development of landscape policy.

4 I hold a Bachelors of Arts degree (Canterbury University) and a post
graduate diploma in landscape architecture (Lincoln University).

5 I have been engaged by Millbrook Resort Limited to provide landscape
evidence regarding a proposal to rezone land currently zoned 'Rural
General - Visual Amenity Landscape’to '‘Millbrook Resort Zone’.

6 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the
Environment Court Practice Note 2014. I have complied with it in
preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it in presenting
evidence at the hearing. The evidence that I give is within my area of
expertise except where I state that my evidence is given in reliance on
another person’s evidence. I have considered all material facts know to
me that might alter or detract from the opinions I express in this
evidence.

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

7 In my evidence I summarise the key observations and conclusions
reached in my Assessment of Environmental Effects Landscape report
(dated February 2016) (the AEE Report). 1 have attached the AEE and
its accompanying graphic attachment to my evidence.

8 As stated in the AEE Report and in my evidence I consider the:
8.1 proposed plan change;
8.2 character and amenity of the existing environment;

8.3 statutory landscape;

8.4 potential landscape and visual effects arising from the plan
change;

100245103/946386.1 1
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8.5 amenity for those who might be affected by implementation of the
plan change;

8.6 alternative uses and their effects; and

8.7 proposed statutory provisions affecting landscape and amenity
outcomes.

The overall aim of the assessments undertaken as a part of preparing
my earlier report and this evidence has been to determine if there is any
landscape reason why the proposed plan change cannot be adopted and
implemented.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The existing dairy plant contributes significantly to the character of the
existing environment.

There are no significant landscape features on the site that would
impede re-zoning.

The location and extent of the dairy plant will remain within the
proposed ‘Dairy Processing Management Area’ (DPMA) which more or
less correlates to that of the existing dairy plant and its curtilage.

As the plan change will potentially enable expansion, there will be
increased visual effects. However, despite potential expansion of the
plant, anticipated landscape effects will still be much the same as what
exists now.

Generic rural landscape character as a product of in terms of the
proportion of buildings to open space will not change.

There is no need for further landscaping as that currently provided is
sufficient to mitigate adverse visual effects.

THE LANDSCAPE OF THE EXISTING ENVIRONMENT

Consideration of the existing environment is necessary in order to
ascertain how future development permitted by the plan change might
derogate from the landscape. Secondly, it informs peoples’ expectations
of what might reasonably be expected to occur in the landscape of the
Dairy Plant setting.

To some extent the presence of the existing Dairy Plant contributes to
the character of the existing environment - see Graphic Attachment
photograph 1. The same applies to the landscaping implemented as a
condition of consent - Graphic Attachment photograph 2.

The overall setting for the existing Dairy Plant and DPMA is unmistakably
rural. This is because there is a very high proportion of open space to
built form - see again Graphic Attachment photograph 1. The large
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size of the Dairy Plant has no effect on generic rural character. This is
because rural character is a function of building density - i.e.; the
numbers of buildings in space - rather than building size.

Nonetheless, because of its size the existing Dairy Plant is prominent
within the landscape of its setting. This however is offset by the
combination of its generous setback from roads and boundary
landscaping. The latter mostly comprise pine shelter belts that reflect
those of rural Canterbury generally. Copses of oaks are also present
which potentially will also have the effect of counteracting building
prominence.

Land use in the surrounding area is entirely devoted to agricultural
activity, most of which comprises pastoral farming - see Graphic
Attachment photograph 3. As the DPMA does not extend beyond the
current Dairy Plant site, it is expected that the extent of rural land use
will remain the same (see Graphic Attachment photograph 4).

There are no significant natural features such as water bodies, bush,
geological or landforms within the DPMA site.

The site is entirely modified and so exhibits little natural character.
Vegetation is entirely exotic. Farm dwellings and accessory buildings are
present but sparse.

To varying extents, most of the surrounding receiving environment is
also modified. As mentioned this comprises farm land incorporating
various infrastructure - road, rail, transmission lines and the proposed
CPW! canal.

Land use patterns are essentially geometric resulting in apparent
formality - see Graphic Attachment photograph 8. Such patterning
denotes working agricultural environment.

There are no significant recreational venues, destinations or routes
within or near the site. The railway and SH73 are however recognised
as significant scenic corridors.

Overall the existing environment is:

26.1 characteristically rural;

26.2 modified to a moderately high degree;

26.3 geometrically patterned;

26.4 in terms of land use, is mostly devoted to pastoral and cropping
activity;

1

CPW - Canterbury Plains Water scheme.

100245103/946386.1
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26.5 devoid of significant natural features within appreciable range of
the dairy plant.

Arising from the above listed characteristics the environment is clearly a
‘working’ or productive one - albeit that the environment also has an
important scenic road and rail passing through it.

EFFECTS ARISING FROM THE PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE

Essentially the proposed plan change will enable, to a limited extent,
potential expansion of the existing dairy plant. The limitation is dictated
by the bulk, location and other parameters set out in the Outline
Development Plan (ODP) that will be incorporated in the District Plan
should the plan change proceed.

In the discussion to follow I address those landscape and amenity
elements that may be affected due to development arising from the plan
change.

Form

As mentioned, the plan change will result in a more permissive planning
context for an enlarged version of what currently exists - colloquially:
‘more of the same’. So apart from a potential size increase, the
appearance of the Dairy Plant will stylistically remain the same.

The overall built form of the Dairy Plant currently and potentially
resembles a squat pyramid - see attached AEE Figure 1 diagram. That
is, taller buildings are and will be located toward the centre of the DPMA
with lower ones on the periphery. The effect of this is to introduce a high
ratio of horizontal built form to that which is vertical. Visually this helps
to lessen the apparent height of the buildings and overall bulk.

Consequently the prospect of building dominance - the most significant
potential adverse effect - is avoided. This does not preclude however,
visual prominence, which from certain vantage points is unavoidable.
This however is counteracted by various mitigation measures such as
tree planting and generous setbacks.

Future buildings and structures will be the same or similar to those
which currently exist. Form, colour, materials and finishes will very likely
be consistent throughout the built environment. Consequently the Dairy
Plant will be visually coherent, devoid of any attention grabbing
anomalies or contrasting elements.

Open Space

While building increase will lessen open space, this will only occur within
the DPMA. Essentially the buildings will be clustered or co-related.
Outside of this area, the relationship of surrounding open space to the
built environment will fundamentally remain the same as what is
depicted in Graphic Attachment photograph 1.
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Internal and road boundary setbacks are not encroached either. As a
result future development in combination with existing will not dominate
the amenity of neighbours or road users. This outcome is reinforced by
the lessening of building height toward the DPMA boundary - see again
AEE Figure 1 diagram.

As a result generic rural character and the vegetated open space
amenity derived from it will be maintained.

Land use

As is currently the case, agricultural land use surrounding the DPMA will
continue. This is likely to involve pastoral farming. The proposed DPMA
will not evidently diminish this in any way. The maintenance of such land
use will also maintain generic and specific? rural character.

Effects on views

The key view is of the Southern Alps. From SH73 and the Midland
railway line there is no effect in this regard. There is some intrusion as
viewed from Loes Road - see Graphic Attachment photograph 13.
Such views may be further intruded in the event that taller structures
are introduced. I discuss this matter in more detail when addressing
submitter concerns.

As viewed from surrounding roads and properties the dairy plant is
foregrounded by rural activity - see again Graphic Attachment
photograph 3.

For travellers views of the dairy plant are glimpsed via occasional
openings in foreground vegetation and are therefore largely transient -
see Graphic Attachment photograph 10.

It appears there may be partial views of the dairy plant from nearby
dwellings or from vantage points in their immediate vicinity — see again
Graphic Attachment Photographs 9 and 10.

For the most part the existing dairy plant is either screened or on the
verge of being screened by vegetation - see Graphic Attachment
photographs 2 and 17.

There are no vantage points from which the dairy plant can be
appreciated in its entirety — all views are interrupted to some extent at
least by intervening vegetation.

While the Dairy Plant is visibly large and from many vantage points
prominent, the expansiveness of the surrounding landscape counteracts
this. So too does roadside or boundary planting. Already it is reaching a
point where the Dairy Plant is largely screened from surrounding roads.
This will become increasingly effective as plants mature.

2
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Specific character arising from landscape elements — vegetation, open space, natural and
physical features — that in combination result in distinctiveness
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Diminished naturalness

As intimated, naturalness essentially correlates to the extent of
modification that has occurred in the landscape. As described the
landscape has been modified, for the most part due to agricultural
activity. The existing Dairy Plant also contributes modification.
Otherwise naturalness is expressed as vegetated open space, even
though planting is entirely exotic.

As most of the DPMA is largely modified by existing Dairy Plant activity,
there will be little effect on current levels of naturalness.

Further, there are no significant natural features on or near the site, and
so there is no effect in this regard.

Landscape Patterns

As described these are predominantly formal and geometric, largely
resulting from the demarcation of farm paddocks by shelterbelts and
fences. Vegetation cover, mostly pasture grass punctuated by tree
copses and the aforementioned shelter belts also contribute pattern. So
too do the distribution of buildings, which as mentioned are relatively
sparse.

Future development within the proposed DPMA will have no effect on
these patterns. This is because activity will be confined within the DPMA
boundaries which encircle the existing Dairy Plant. Further, these
boundaries are geometric also, as are the external boundary plantings.

Regarding the latter, the selected species, namely pine and oak, reflect
that which prevails in the area. So in this regard the plant species are
also consistent with existing patterns.

Also as discussed under the ‘Form’ heading, building style, bulk and
location will be consistent with existing patterns.

DISTRICT PLAN MATTERS

There is a substantial suite of objectives and policies relevant to the
Rural (Outer Plains) zone in which the DPMA and existing Dairy Plant are
located. As these have been discussed in some detail in my attached

AEE, and so I briefly summarise them in the discussion to follow.

Essentially the objectives and policies seek the following landscape
outcomes in relation to the existing Dairy Plant and proposed DPMA:

53.1 a pleasant rural environment - Objective B3.4.1

53.2 varied activity while maintaining rural character - Objective B3.4.2
and Policy B3.4.1

53.3 adverse effects on rural amenity are avoided, remedied or
mitigated - Policy B3.4.3
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53.4 enabling the development and operation of established dairy plants
through the integrated management of effects - Policy B3.4.5

53.5 building density that is low and vegetation predominates - Policy
B3.4.6

53.6 high rise buildings are avoided - Policy B3.4.7

53.7 various effects of signage are appropriately managed - Policy
B3.4.10

53.8 buildings and trees do not excessively shade adjoining properties -
Policy B3.4.17

53.9 setbacks are appropriate to enable boundary tree maintenance,
privacy and open space - Policy B3.4.18

For the reasons I cover in my AEE Report and those foregoing I reach
the conclusion that further development enabled by the DPMA in
combination with the existing Dairy Plant will not be contrary to the
above cited objectives and policies.

In general, in my view the above objectives and policies contemplate a
rural setting, but also recognise the business purpose of the rural zone
and that some activities (such as dairy processing) will need to locate
there.

The only specific matter I wish to draw attention to in my evidence is
Policy B3.4.7. While this policy calls for the avoidance of high rise
buildings in the Rural (Outer Plains) Zone, it is clear from the
explanation that the policy is not intended to apply to buildings essential
for the processing, packaging and distribution of milk and dairy
products, related by-products and waste materials. That explanation
also refers to the creation of the DPMA. For that reason, I do not view
PC 50 as being contrary to Policy B3.4.7.

SUBMISSIONS

Only those submissions where landscape matters are raised are
addressed. I also note that the Council’s consultant landscape architect
(Mr Jeremy Head) has also addressed these, and I generally agree with
his comments regarding them.

01 - Dean Douglas and Sian Jenkins
While effects on visual amenity are not discussed in any detail, mention
is made that expansion will result in an ‘...eyesore...’

From my observation it appears that the Dairy Plant is not visible from
the Douglas / Jenkins dwelling (at 832 Auchenflower Road) due to
intervening coniferous shelter belts. These are shown in the Graphic
Attachment Photograph 20.

100245103/946386.1 7
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On this basis I do not believe that visual amenity for these submitters
will be unacceptably adverse. But if the concern is read on a more
general basis. The location and extent of the dairy plant will remain
within the proposed DPMA (being more or less correlates the existing
dairy plant and its curtilage) such that any expansion within that area is
unlikely to result in materially adverse landscape effects.

04 / 05 - Te Taumutu Runanga and Te Ngai Tuahuriri Runanga
Te Ngai Tuahuriri Runanga do not make specific mention of landscape
matters, but do wish that respect is given to cultural values, customs
and their traditional relationship with land and water.

Allied to their submission is that of Te Taumutu Runanga. Specifically
they seek the planting of indigenous vegetation. They observe that ...
many property owners in the rural environment are either removing
exotic plantings on their property and replacing with indigenous
plantings or using indigenous plants on their properties.” While I accept
that this does occur in Canterbury, I have not observed it in the vicinity
of the Dairy Plant.

I note that there is some indigenous planting on site. This comprises
mostly flax and tussock in the vicinity of the vehicle entry off SH73.
Further there are some kowhai trees planted along the boundary in this
vicinity.

Exotic plantings both formal and informal are already prevalent in the
area (and are not sought to be changed by the plan change) but I note
that the submitter has also focussed on the proposed CPW canal,
identifying it as a potential location for indigenous planting. I agree that
this is viable. Consequently an amendment is made to the ODP. The
legend notation on the lodged ODP read: Future Screen Planting. It
will now read: Future Indigenous Planting.

06 — Charlie Buttle (The Bach Trust) & Charles & Susan Buttle
This submitter raises four distinct matters concerning landscape
amenity.

The first seeks comparison between what exists and that proposed via
photo-simulations. I am reluctant to provide photo-simulations because
their preparation requires a high level of certainty and specific detail
regarding what is actually proposed. As stated elsewhere in Fonterra
evidence, that detail is not known at present. Without such detail, any
photo-simulation is likely to give a false impression of anticipated future
development. Further, such development that might be depicted may
never occur.

The second challenges my observation that the Dairy Plant is either
screened or on the verge of being screened by vegetation®. I do presage
that comment with the phrase 'For the most part....” therefore indicating

3

4
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that such screening is not universal. I accept that there are vantage
points from which the Dairy Plant is visible and cannot be or is unlikely
to be screened. In my view I have shown the range of screening in my
AEE Graphic Attachment.

The concern relates to the potential effect of views from neighbouring
dwellings. I understand the District Plan does not provide for view
protection from any vantage point. As of right people can plant shelter
belts or construct accessory buildings on neighbouring properties whose
effect is to intrude or obscure views. I also understand that as a general
principle private individuals are not usually entitled to view protection.

Also canvassed by the submitter is the notion that as a matter of
principle reliance cannot be placed on off-site mitigation - in this case
screening of the site by trees on neighbouring properties.

I consider that the key point to make in response to this submission is
that there is already an existing milk processing facility on the site and
that the proposed DPMA is not going to drastically change the area in
which milk processing infrastructure is located or the general appearance
of the site. Even if expansion occurs it will still only result in effects that
are similar to those that are already experienced on neighbouring
properties.

To this extent, if neighbours elect to remove vegetative screening then
they do so knowing that visibility, or its increase, of the Dairy Plant may
occur.

The final matter raised concerns about the lack of information
concerning already implemented conditions of consent for landscaping.
The conditions of consent are sufficient in my opinion to properly
implement the landscape plan subject to them and to maintain the
landscaping thereafter. My observation is that this has been achieved.

Further, the location and extent of existing and proposed landscaping is
shown on the ODP. The nature of ODPs is that they indicate general
intent rather than that which is necessarily precise - that is; in general
accordance with. Nevertheless, as the consented landscaping has been
fully implemented, potential in-exactitude is now eliminated. The ODP
does however indicate some future landscaping, namely alongside the
CPW canal. At the time of writing, I understand the applicant is in
discussion with Te Taumutu Runanga and Te Ngai Tuahuriri
Runanga with a view to providing indigenous vegetation. As mentioned
this is likely to be additional to that shown on the ODP.

From what I have observed, I am confident that the applicant will
implement such work in a timely fashion and that it will be well
maintained.

100245103/946386.1 9
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S42A REPORT - LANDSCAPE®

In the report Mr Head concludes: 'My report agrees with the applicant’s
landscape architect’s conclusions.”’®

No matters additional to what I have addressed in my AEE and evidence
are raised by Mr Head that merit response.

Mr Head does however address landscape matters raised by submitters.
As mentioned, I generally agree with his response to submitter’s
concerns. Nonetheless, Mr Head suggests some responses with a view
to addressing some submitter concerns.

The first arises from the submission by Te Taumutu Runanga and

Te Ngai Tu Ahuriri Runanga Inc. They seek the inclusion of native
plant species in any landscaping. Mr Head recommends’ that native
plants could be established, especially alongside the proposed CPW canal
which will run alongside and through parts of the DPMA®. He also
recommends that *...the applicant offers these submitters certainty that
native planting will be proposed as part of the Plan Change.” As
mentioned, some native vegetation has been planted on site.

Regarding the Buttle / The Bach Trust submission, Mr Head states: ...it
would be beneficial for the layperson if photo-simulations comparing the
existing with a likely future development scenario were included.” 1
have discussed this matter in paragraph 66 where I consider the
submission in more detail.

Finally, Mr Head suggests that more information could be provided on
bunding design, plant species, height at time of planting and plant
maintenance. Again, I have responded to this matter as far as photo-
simulations go, and leave it to Ms Buckley to comment further on those
plans.

CONCLUSION

While the proposed Plan Change would provide a more permissive
planning context for potential development and expansion of the existing
Dairy Plant, the landscape and visual effects will not be particularly
significant — even in a maximum development scenario. There will of
course be a likely increase in building bulk and therefore prominence.
Nevertheless, all buildings and structures will be clustered within the
bounds of the DPMA envelope. But there will be no lessening of rural

Prepared by Jeremy Head Landscape Architect Limited on behalf of Selwyn District Council.
Dated February 2016

Page 3
Page 8
CPW Canal is shown on the ODP
Page 9
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82

83

84

85

86

open space. Setbacks will remain the same and so greater proximity to
roads does not result.

The location and extent of vegetation will not diminish. And so the
landscape will remain characteristically rural. Indeed screening and
vegetative dominance will improve as vegetation matures, despite
potential increases in Dairy Plant size. Further the layout of planting
maintains the vegetation patterns currently occurring in the wider
setting. Consequently these factors contributing avoidance and
mitigation of adverse landscape and visual amenity effects remain
unaltered.

A further contributing factor is that future development is very likely
going to be stylistically similar to what exists. This has the effect of
maintaining visual coherence and apparent unity. And because the
extent of the Dairy Plant complex is confined by the DPMA boundary and
is therefore clustered or concentrated, it will appear as a single entity
rather than one that is scattered or dispersed. Correspondingly the
effects are also concentrated rather than dispersed. This has the added
benefit of maintaining the clear distinction between the Dairy Plant and
surrounding farmland in what is overall a working rural environment.

Finally, development occurring under the umbrella of the plan change
will be consistent with what is anticipated by current District Plan
provisions where they concern landscape and amenity outcomes.
Essentially the Plan entertains the presence of dairy processing in the
rural Outer Plains zone, with the proviso that the effects are
appropriately managed. While the Plan recognises that the rural
landscape incorporates bucolic elements, it also recognises its primary
business function. This in turn informs landscape character and the
amenity derived from it. It also informs peoples’ expectations of what
might reasonably expected to occur in the landscape of the rural
environment.

My observation is that most dairy processing plants are rurally located -
in Canterbury for example; Synlait Dunsandel, Clandeboye east of
Temuka, Studholme near Waimate and Oceania at Glenavy. So the
presence of such activity and associated development is not out of
keeping with what people expect in such rural landscapes.

Overall, it is my opinion that potential development within the

parameters of the ODP and allied provisions will not be inconsistent with
District Plan provisions. Nor will it be contrary to peoples’ expectations.
Finally, adverse effects are, in my opinion, demonstrably well managed.

Dated 8 March 2017

Py ol

> |

Andrew Craig
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1 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this report is to assess the effects of development on the landscape
arising from the proposed plan change. Essentially the aim is to determine whether
there is any landscape or visual amenity matters that impede implementation of the
plan change. If there are any, then ways of managing these will be explored.

In any event management techniques are proposed via the Outline Development
Plan (ODP) and existing and proposed District Plan provisions as part of the plan
change whose purpose is to guarantee the best possible amenity outcomes while
enabling further development of the site. These are in place to ensure further
development does not result in more than minor adverse effects on amenity,
particularly for those living nearby or travelling past the site.

Determination of what constitutes adverse effects rests on the character and amenity
of the existing environment and what is anticipated to occur there through
implementation of the District Plan provisions. Or to put it another way, the
environmental and statutory context of the plan change site informs what landscape
and visual effects! are acceptable.

While it is understood that the Plan Change will put in place a permitted baseline
envelope, development beyond this cannot be ruled out. Should this arise, the
potential effects on landscape character and amenity will be assessed on its merits
with regard to the relevant sections of the Resource Management Act.

In this landscape assessment the following matters are addressed:

o The proposed plan change.

o The character and amenity of the existing environment

o The statutory landscape

o The potential landscape and visual effects arising from the plan change.

o Identification of those whose amenity might be affected by implementation of
the plan change.

o Alternative uses and their effects

o Proposed statutory provisions affecting landscape and amenity outcomes

2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1 The landscape character of the existing environment in which the site is
located is informed by the presence of the existing plant.

2 There are no landscape features within the site that would constrain
implementation of the proposed plan change.

1 Landscape effects are those caused by changes to the landscape irrespective of whether they are
visible or not. Visual effects are those which are visible to affected parties.



3 In terms of its visual character, future development arising from the plan
change will be the same as the existing plant — or to put it colloquially ‘more of
the same’.

4 The proposed plan change and effects on landscape character and amenity
arising from it align with the outcomes promoted by the Selwyn District Plan.

5 The location and extent of dairy plant will remain much the same as it is
currently and because of this landscape and amenity effects will be more or
less contained to much the same degree.

6 That for the foregoing reason, there is no need to provide landscaping
additional to that already implemented as a condition of consent for the
existing dairy plant.

THE PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE
The proposed plan change is described in more detail by others.

In summary it is understood that on becoming operative the plan change will enable
further development and alterations within the application site. This will be subject to
the parameters set out in the Outline Development Plan (ODP) and relevant existing
and proposed District Plan provisions. Some of these affect landscape amenity. They
will be discussed in more detail later.

Implementation of the plan change will essentially permit an increase of what
currently exists; or to put it colloquially - ‘more of the same’. Alterations to existing
development may result in visible changes due to upgrades or maintenance.
Otherwise changes may be more substantial involving the addition of buildings and
associated structures. The potential landscape and visual effects of these will be
discussed shortly.

Regarding potential landscape and visual effects a key component of the plan
change is the ODP. This defines the location and extent of buildings and accessory
structures. Within prescribed areas it further identifies maximum heights of these.
The height limits are generally pyramidal in form where the tallest buildings and
structures are centrally located. Thereafter they descend toward the site periphery.
This effect is shown in the Figure 1 elevations.
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Figure 1 South and West elevations of the ODP envelope. The north and east
elevations will be the same, but reversed.



4 THE LANDSCAPE OF THE EXISTING ENVIRONMENT
The reason for describing the landscape of the existing environment is twofold.

Firstly, the existing character informs peoples’ expectations of what might acceptably
occur in the landscape. The central question here is; would people be surprised to
see such a feature in the landscape of its setting? In landscape terms these are
referred to as associative effects.

Secondly, the degree of derogation or change occurring in the landscape resulting
from implementation of the proposal - in this case a potentially expanded dairy plant -
is able to be determined. These are landscape effects that may or may not be visible
from surrounding vantage points.

Since its construction the existing dairy plant is now part and parcel of the
environment in which it is located — see Graphic Attachment photograph 1. Or to
put it another way, its presence is one of a humber of elements that contribute to the
landscape character of the existing environment.

Within the area encompassing the extent of visual effects the dairy plant is clearly the
largest physical element present. Consequently it is quite prominent. This however is
diminished to quite a significant degree due to its setback from the nearby roads,
particularly SH73, and the presence of intervening trees. Many of the trees were
planted as a condition of consent and are now reaching a size where screening of the
dairy plant is starting to become effective — see Graphic Attachment photograph 2
1. As they mature this screening will become increasingly effective. As a result
prominence of the dairy plant will lessen over time.

Other significant physical elements include State Highway 73 (SH73), the rail way,
transmission lines and in due course the CPW? irrigation canal. Less significant
physical features include farm dwellings and accessory buildings. Their presence is
relatively sparse typifying the kind of building density found in the rural outer plains®.

Despite the presence of these physical features, the landscape of the setting is
unmistakeably rural. This is due to the very high proportion of vegetated open space
in proportion to built form. The existing dairy plant itself is entirely surrounded by rural
activity — Graphic Attachment photograph 3. In contrast and by definition an urban
environment is one where buildings surround space where rural is the opposite —
space surrounds buildings. With regard to the dairy plant this is very much the case
presently.

Overall, the existing environment is entirely modified for the most part by farming
practises. Consequently land cover or vegetation is almost fully exotic comprising
mostly pasture, shelter belts and tree copses. Patterning as defined by boundaries is
largely geometric and formal — see Graphic Attachment aerial photograph 4. As a
result the landscape is modified to a reasonably significant extent. The most natural
component of it is landform and vegetation, even though the latter is mostly exotic.

As the entire environment is devoted to rural activity, there are no pristine natural
landscape features in the vicinity of the dairy plant. The nearest significant natural

2 CPW - Central Plains Water
3 The Selwyn District Plan sets the dwelling density at 1 per 20ha for the Rural Outer Plains zone.



4.1

features however, are the Hawkins and comparatively much larger Waimakariri
Rivers. The presence of these features is not appreciable from the dairy plant, or to
put it another way, they are not experienced as part of the same environment.

There are no important recreational destinations within the existing environment.
Running through it however is SH73 linking Canterbury and the West Coast. This
road and nearby railway is considered a premier scenic route. These routes pass
through the Canterbury Plains that for the most part are the same as or resemble that
described above. This includes the presence in rural Canterbury of similar dairy
plants as that existing at Darfield — Synlait at Dunsandel, and in south Canterbury
Clandeboye, Oceania and Studholme.

Land use is largely devoted to pastoral activity with cropping — both activities being
interchanged seasonally. Some woodlots and forestry is present, but is not extensive.
Activity allied to land use — pivot irrigation, accessory buildings, fencing, shelterbelts
and such like are common features also.

In summary, the existing environment exhibits the following:

J Characteristically rural

o Modified to a moderately high degree

o Geometrically patterned

o Land use is mostly devoted to pastoral and cropping activity

o Devoid of significant natural features within appreciable range of the dairy
plant

o Arising from the above listed characteristics the environment is clearly a

‘working’ or productive one

The environment has an important scenic road and rail passing through it.

Landscape constraints — are there any?

One of the foremost questions concerning plan changes is whether any landscape
features are present that might constrain anticipated use of the subject site. These
would be features or characteristics of the landscape that are significant in any way.

Within the ‘Dairy Processing Management Area’ (DPMA), the location and extent of
which is shown on the ODP, there are no significant landscape features that would
impede development. If they existed, such features might include:

o Significant indigenous vegetation

o Salient geological features such as rock outcrops, cliffs and terraces
o Water bodies or courses

o Ecological sites



o Heritage items including buildings and structures (the nearest being the ‘Oaks’
historic homestead — a property owned by the applicant)

o Archaeological sites

o Significant or protected trees
o Important landforms

o Scenically significant sites

As none of the above features exist within the site there is no impediment to re-
zoning and the development this enables.

As alluded however, some of these features exist in proximity to the site; the
aforementioned ‘Oaks’ being a recognised heritage feature for example — see
Graphic Attachment Map 1. Also nearby are the natural features of the Waimakariri
and Hawkins Rivers. Neither will be affected by the proposed plan change. The same
will apply to other heritage features in the area such as ‘Racecourse Hill' and the
‘Railway Long-drop’. As is evident from the existing activity, the plan change will have
no effect on these features or appreciation of them.

As shown in the Graphic Attachment photograph 5 views to the Southern Alps
from SH73 will not be affected. From other nearby roads essentially there is just one
vantage point from which views to the Alps are intruded — that being opposite ‘The
Gums’ dwelling on Loes Road - Graphic Attachment photograph 6. Loes Road is
little used other than by local land holders and cannot be regarded as an important
scenic route.

Further afield it is evident that the existing plant has an insignificant impact on views
toward the Alps. As Graphic Attachment photograph 7 demonstrates, prominence
of the dairy plant diminishes with distance. Correspondingly, view intrusion also
diminishes. As a counterpoint, the open expansiveness of the rural landscape and its
constituent elements — the plains and Alps - increasingly overwhelms the dairy plant
as one moves further from it.

The only other potential constraint concerns the potential loss of rural open space
whose presence contributes to rural amenity. As the ODP indicates, most future
building activity will be confined to an area that is currently developed as a
consequence of existing activity. Graphic Attachment photograph 4 indicates the
full extent of existing and future building development. It is apparent from this that the
extent of rural land lost to future buildings is small relative to those existing. Further,
the extent of future buildings will be constrained by the CPW canal and DPMA
boundary. Consequently all buildings will be concentrated and centred on the existing
ones. As a result collective site coverage and subsequent loss of rural open space is
confined to the one area within the site rather than dispersed across it.

In summary, it is evident that there are no landscape features or characteristics of
the plan change site that would constrain or preclude the kind of activity envisaged.
While there are some nearby features of significance, it is apparent that appreciation
of these will not be adversely affected by consequent activity arising from the plan
change.



5 EFFECTS OF THE PLAN CHANGE ON THE LANDSCAPE

Under this heading the landscape and visual effects arising from the proposed plan
change are discussed. Landscape effects are those caused by enduring changes to
the environment, irrespective of whether they are visible or not. Generally these
effects are understood to exist, even though they may not be visible. Visual effects
are those able to be seen from key vantage points such as nearby roads and
dwellings.

5.1 What are the potential adverse landscape and visual amenity effects?

Currently amenity — or that which makes the setting pleasant - is largely derived from
high levels of open space dominated by vegetation. Other contributing factors include
the scenic backdrop of the Southern Alps and foothills.

The Selwyn District Plan (SDP) identifies rural amenity* as that derived from the
following rural character attributes:

Predominance of vegetation cover.

Dominant land uses (but not all land uses) are associated with primary
production: agriculture, horticulture, forestry, pastoralism.

Views of mountains, basins and river valleys which are not modified by
structures.

Being able to see, hear and smell animals and birds.
In this regard, the SDP also observes:

People who live in the rural area as an alternative to living in a town may
value a sense of open space, panoramic views and their perception of a rural
outlook.

The SDP goes on to note that [people] ... perceive the rural area as a business area
and expect to be able to carry out existing activities. Dairy processing is one such
activity that the SDP specifically identifies as one expected to occur in the rural outer
plains, where it states:

In addition, the policies and rules acknowledge sites established for dairy
processing activities and provides for the continued development of these
sites in the Rural Outer Plains for the processing, testing, storage, handling
and packaging and distribution of milk and dairy products, related by-products
and ancillary activities.

Such activity is therefore clearly anticipated to occur in the environment in which the
existing plant operates and by extension further like activity arising from the plan
change. Or to put it another way, the presence of a dairy processing plant within the

4 Selwyn District Plan: Rural Volume: Part B: B3.4 Introduction



rural environment is an expected landscape element. The effects arising from such
an element must also be expected, although the District Plan does seek to mitigate
those which are adverse to a more than minor degree.

Further expectation or ‘associative landscape effect’ is informed by what is occurring
in the existing environment. In this case the existing environment includes the dairy
processing plant located in a farm setting.

Allied to associative effects are those arising from matters addressed in the Cultural
Impact Assessment presented by Te Taumutu Runanga and Te Ngai Tuahuriri®. Of
relevance to landscape is a request to provide indigenous vegetation within the Dairy
Processing Management Area and other land in the vicinity owned by Fonterra®. It is
understood the CIA does not rule out potential expansion of the dairy processing
plant, but prefers that in so doing indigenous vegetation is provided for. This will
facilitate the establishment of a vegetation regime that provides for the restoration of
taonga species and habitat and linkages for mahinga kai. Implicit in this outcome is
reinforced connection of the dairy processing plant with the landscape of its setting.

As the plan change will enable the expansion and / or alteration of the dairy plant
there will be effects on the landscape of its setting. These effects will principally arise
from an increase in overall building bulk and are therefore cumulative. Possible
effects will be:

e Increased visual dominance arising from the presence of additional buildings

e Diminished naturalness of the rural environment through the introduction of
physical elements

e View intrusion — of significant landscape features such as the Southern Alps

¢ Diminished view quality affecting outlook, especially that of nearby residents

e Increased incidental effects such as that from lighting and reflected glare

e Reduced rural open space and greenery

e General change in site character
As intimated, most of the above effects currently exist, or to put it another way, there
will be more of the same effects. So essentially the current landscape and visual
amenity effects will be much the same as they are now, except the magnitude or
scale of them may be greater.

5.2 What are the actual landscape and visual amenity effects?

Given that the plan change will enable potential expansion of the existing dairy plant,

the actual effects will remain centred on it, as demonstrated by the ODP. What this
means is that the existing effects will closely reflect those arising from

5 Prepared by Tipa & Associates October 2015
6 CIA paragraph 5.3 page 44



implementation of the plan change. We can therefore rely on the existing effects to
give a reasonably good indication of those which may occur in the future.

These effects are apparent in the foregoing discussion concerning the landscape
character of the existing environment. The graphic attachment photographs illustrate
current effects also. To reiterate in summary, these effects include:

o From SH73 there is no view intrusion of the Southern Alps, although there is
intrusion as viewed from Loes Road.

o For the most part the existing dairy plant is either screened or on the verge of
being screened by vegetation.

o The setback from surrounding roads and especially SH73 is generous
resulting in diminished building domination.

o The dairy plant does not shade adjoining roads or nearest residential
dwellings.

o No significant landscape features are affected.

o As viewed from surrounding roads and properties the dairy plant is
foregrounded by rural activity.

o For travellers views of the dairy plant are glimpsed via occasional openings in
foreground vegetation and are therefore largely transient.

o While prominent from many vantage points, the dairy plant is not dominant in
that appreciation of all other features in the surrounding landscape is not
excluded.

o It appears there may be partial views of the dairy plant from nearby dwellings
or from vantage points in their immediate vicinity — see Graphic Attachment
Photograph 8.

o There are no vantage points from which the dairy plant can be appreciated in
its entirety — all views are interrupted to some extent at least by intervening
vegetation.

Implementation of the plan change will result in much the same effects as those
summarised above. This will certainly be the case with regard to the location and
extent of effects because future activity will be more or less confined to the existing
site. The advantages of this are:

o Activity and consequent effects will be concentrated in and around the
existing dairy plant.

o Existing screen planting implemented as a consent condition will continue to
be effective regarding future activity.

o Existing setbacks are more or less maintained.



o As shown on the ODP, there exists a hierarchy of building height culminating
at an apex central to the site in a pyramid like form — see again Figure 1
elevations.

o The areal extent of the plan change site is little more than the existing activity.

o Future building height as indicated on the ODP will not exceed that of existing
buildings.

o As all activity is concentrated to the one area it will appear as a contiguous
and visually coherent whole rather than be dispersed across the site as
disparate unrelated elements.

o Stylistically future development is likely to be similar or the same as existing
activity.
o Because the dairy plant is contained within a defined envelope, it will maintain

a high level of contrast with surrounding rural activity — see again Graphic
Attachment Photograph 3.

o There is certainty regarding future landscape and visual effects.

o No discernible landscape effect will occur as landscape character of the site
is already informed by the existing dairy plant.

While the above advantages are favourable to future growth there will be effects
greater than those existing. Chief among them is that buildings and allied structures
will become comparatively more prominent due to an overall increase in visual bulk.

There are however, conditions that help to counteract these effects. Future buildings
will be to some extent be visually absorbed by existing ones; an effect which is
evident in Graphic Attachment photograph 5 where the two dryers appear as one.
That is, the change will appear incremental rather than one that is abrupt, as was the
case when the existing dairy plant was constructed. When this occurred the site
transformed from a flat featureless paddock to one accommodating a very large
structure. Now that this has happened, further change will be far less radical. This is
particularly so for the taller buildings as the shorter ones are less appreciable due to
their low height in combination with effective screen vegetation and earth bunding.

The actual effects will include those brought about shelterbelt type planting
implemented as a condition of consent for the current dairy plant. As Graphic
Attachment photograph 2 shows this planting is reaching a height where it is
starting to effectively screen the dairy plant. Screening will become increasingly
effective as this vegetation matures. Because of this, screening will be in place in the
event that further development occurs within the plan change site. So while such
development has the potential to increase prominence; what in fact will happen from
the point of view of onlookers is that screening vegetation will become more
dominant over time. Or to put it another way, it will become the dominating feature
irrespective of future development within the dairy plant.

Finally, it is nonetheless considered that views of the dairy plant, where they occur,

are not necessarily adverse. Aesthetically the dairy plant is not unpleasant to look at.
It is evidently clean in appearance. It is static with no kinetic parts that catch the eye.
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5.3

And the plant is compositionally well balanced with regard to the proportions between
vertical and horizontal elements. Further, as the various aforementioned photographs
show, the plant is for the most part framed by foreground vegetation. That is, in
aesthetic terms the plant sits quite comfortably within its landscape setting.

Whose landscape amenity will potentially be affected?

Potentially affected parties will be road users and nearby residents. Graphic
Attachment aerial photograph 8 shows the location of nearest dwellings and roads.

Residents

Five dwellings are within 1 kilometre of the height control area within the site — see
proposed ODP and Graphic Attachment photograph 8. The reason for identifying
the height control area is that it relates to the buildings from which visual effects
emanate. As photograph 8 shows, three dwellings are located just beyond the 1
kilometre boundary.

One of the dwellings within the 1 kilometre envelope is ‘The Oaks’, which is owned
by the applicant. Consequently the effects on that dwelling are discounted.

Representative views from the other dwellings are shown on Graphic Attachment
photographs 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 & 14. From observation it is clear that all nearby
dwellings are surrounded by vegetation — typically in the form of ornamental amenity
plantings and shelter belts. Consequently it would appear that views of the existing
dairy plant are screened at least to some extent by this and other intervening
vegetation.

For most residents current visual amenity effects are negligible. Those most affected,
relative to other residents, are the dwellings on Loes Road. Even from these
properties garden vegetation largely screens the plant from view.

Road users

As shown on Graphic Attachment aerial photograph 8 the site is encircled by four
roads — Auchenflower, Homebush, Loes Roads and SH73. As mentioned, the latter
is by far the most significant being the premier tourist route linking the west and east
coasts. The other roads are mostly used by local people who live and work in the
area.

The plant is glimpsed from the Old West Coast Road, but is not especially prominent
from this vantage point.

All roads have a maximum speed of 100km/h, although in reality such speeds are
unlikely on the unsealed side roads. Still, what this means is that road users will be
by passing the dairy plant at speed. Given that and the presence of intervening
vegetation, views to the dairy plant are sporadic or glimpsed — and as a result are
very short term — usually encountered over a matter of seconds.

As mentioned the most significant road in terms of numbers of users and type is
SH73. As Graphic Attachment photographs 2,3,5,9 & 10 show and as just
indicated, views from the highway are glimpsed via gaps in the shelter belt vegetation
surrounding the site. In time most of these gaps will close as vegetation matures and
becomes increasingly dominant.
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Other parties

The dairy plant is visible from certain vantage points further afield. Among them are
the Mt Hutt and Porter Heights ski fields where in certain light conditions reflected off
the plant will render it visible in the distance — see Graphic Attachment photograph
15. Visibility of the plant from this vantage point is not expected to diminish ski field
amenity in any way or scenic appreciation of the Canterbury Plains.

The plant is not visible from Porters Pass. Nor is visible from the bed of the
Waimakariri River and so will not affect users of this resource.

The plant is visible from certain points in Darfield Township — namely the
Landsborough Subdivision located on the northern outskirts. As Graphic
Attachment photograph 16 shows, the plant at some 3km distant appears quite
diminutive within the broader expanse of its landscape setting. Apart from this
subdivision the plant is not visible from other parts of Darfield.

As mentioned, Te Taumutu Runanga and Tuahuriri Runanga identify matters
relevant to the cultural landscape — namely concerning the introduction of indigenous
vegetation. This will be discussed in more detail shortly.

Summary

Parties most affected in any enduring way are residents closest to the plant that has
views toward it. As mentioned all have some form of vegetation associated with their
dwelling that appears to, at the very least, partially screen the plant. Line of sight
observation however, indicates that for most dwellings screening is entire or very
close to it.

LANDSCAPE TREATMENT

The following discussion focusses on methods for achieving and maintaining desired
landscape outcomes. Fundamentally this is achieved in two ways; one being
landscaping and the other the control of building bulk and location.

In large part, landscaping for the dairy plant has already been implemented as a
condition of the original land use consent. This landscaping is considered sufficient
for future development arising from the plan change. Consequently further
landscaping is not required. It will however need to be maintained.

As further landscaping is not considered necessary, the focus is on building bulk and
location. The details of this are described shortly.

What are the desired landscape amenity outcomes?

Regarding landscape amenity the overall aim is to ensure the dairy plant sits
harmoniously within its setting. What this means is:

e Large trees will be dominant.

e Rural character will be maintained through the provision of open space and
ample greenery, including pasture.
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e The full extent of the dairy plant is not appreciable from any one vantage
point.

e Although prominent, the dairy plant will not appear to dominate its setting.

e The dairy plant design appears coherent and free of any visually discordant
elements, including colours.

e The dairy plant is compact where activity is confined to that area shown on
the ODP and not otherwise dispersed into the surrounding environment.

While screening with vegetation is extensive, it is not considered necessary to fully
screen the dairy plant from all vantage points. As mentioned, its appearance is not
considered aesthetically adverse for the reasons identified earlier. The critical
adverse effect to be avoided, remedied or mitigated is building domination.

How the desired outcomes just listed are achieved is described next.

How will landscape and amenity outcomes be achieved?

Vegetative dominance

As mentioned, landscaping has already been carried out for the existing dairy plant
and it is not considered necessary to add to this. This landscaping comprises pine
shelter belt type planting around the perimeter of the then application site, the
location and extent of which is shown on the Landscape Plans that now form a
condition of consent for the existing dairy plant. Being pines, the trees are evergreen
and densely foliaged. Further, they are planted in a double row. As a result they will
effectively and fully screen the dairy plant from those vantage points located
alongside or within line of sight of the pines — see again Graphic Attachment
photographs 2 & 17.

Broadleaf deciduous trees were also planted in copses in the vicinity of the dairy
plant entry and at certain points alongside SH73 — namely opposite ‘The Oaks'.
These trees are English oaks (Quercus robur). One reason for planting these is to
reflect existing planting regimes in the vicinity of the site where English Oak is quite
common. A second reason is that these trees are capable of reaching considerable
size. Being planted in groups or copses means eventually these trees will appear
collectively as a very significant plantation. Given also that they are located between
the highway and dairy plant, the mass plantings will appear to dominate views.

Existing trees — namely pines — have also been retained as a condition of consent —
see again Graphic Attachment photographs 3 & 5 where the pines are shown left
of the dairy plant. These photographs show the pines appearing to match the height
the dryers resulting from their location between the buildings and highway. Because
of their extent the visual bulk of these pines exceed that of the dairy plant by some
considerable degree.

Although not planted as part of the existing dairy plant development, there is scope to
include native vegetation at various locations in and around the site. This could occur
in areas not otherwise compromised by operations, including surrounding farming
activity. Potentially suitable sites would be in the vicinity of the CPW canal,
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particularly where its route results in un-usable land. The same could apply to other
areas, such as around roading, the administration offices and associated car park.

The type of native plants used would be those that would have grown on the
Canterbury plains naturally prior to the arrival of Europeans’. These would include
species such as totara, kowhai, kanuka and cabbage tree. The overall aim with
native planting is to provide simple, bold outcomes using potentially large trees.
Such planting would help maintain visual coherence and a scale that is similar to
surrounding exotic vegetation. Further, larger trees help counteract potential visual
dominance of buildings and vehicle manoeuvring areas. Potentially they would also
provide habitat for native birds and the invertebrate fauna they feed on.

If native planting were to be implemented it would be done in accordance with a
landscape management plan developed in conjunction with Te Taumutu Rdnanga
and Te Ngai Taahuriri rather than via District Plan provisions. The process for this is
outlined in the Cultural Impact Assessment® and Fonterra’s response®

In summary, as they mature trees will increasingly dominate the dairy plant
environment — in fact much more so than what they do now. As a result the visual
bulk of the dairy plant will appear diminished where it will become increasingly
subservient to its setting. And because most of the trees are located alongside
vantage points — namely next to roads — they will not only appear as the dominant
feature but will also effectively screen the dairy plant where they occur.

Rural character

Essentially rural character results from a high proportion of open space to built form.
Put simply, in rural areas space surrounds buildings and in urban areas buildings
surround space. Vegetation is also a dominant feature of rural environments.

While the dairy plant comprises very large buildings and associated structures it is
very compact. That is, the entire complex is confined and concentrated within a
relatively small area rather than dispersed widely over a large area. Consequently
the dairy plant is entirely surrounded by rural open space as is evident in Graphic
Attachment photograph 1. It presence therefore maintains rural character and the
green open space amenity that is derived from it.

Arising from this compactness is a high level of contrast between the open pasture
land and the built complexity of the dairy plant. This too is evident in Graphic
Attachment photograph 1.

The generous setback from surrounding roads also contributes to the appearance of
rural character. This is because onlookers will appreciate the presence of intervening
pasture land between them and the dairy plant as is apparent in Graphic
Attachment photographs 3 & 7.

This will continue where:

e Future development will be contained within the confines of the development
envelope shown on the ODP.

7 Listed in ‘Native plant communities of the Canterbury Plains’ ; Department of Conservation (2005)
8 Dated October 2015
91n a letter addressed to Te Taumutu Riinanga and Te Ngai TGahuriri; Dated 2 February 2016
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e The current setbacks will be maintained.

e Rural land use will continue on land surrounding the dairy plant within land
owned by the applicant.

Avoiding full extent appreciation

From no one vantage point can the full extent of the dairy plant be appreciated. This
happens for the following reasons:

e Relative to the dairy plant the flat and low elevation of vantage points which
means that it is not possible to overlook it.

o The presence of intervening vegetation.

e Structures and buildings within the dairy plant complex obscure each other.

e Variation in the height of buildings and structures.

¢ Significant setbacks from surrounding vantage points.

e The presence of earth bunds
Of the above characteristics, setbacks, intervening vegetation and earth bunding will
be maintained. Building height variation and visual obstruction will occur in any event,
and will continue to do so resulting from future development arising from the plan

change.

Dominance avoidance

For much the same reasons listed above, particularly regarding setbacks and
intervening vegetation, visual dominance arising from the presence of the dairy plant
is avoided. It is nonetheless visually prominent resulting from its size, form and
reflective colours. Visual dominance occurs where views of an object are such that
appreciation of surrounding environment is negated or peripheral. This can apply to
any object - a tree or group of trees, a lake, a building, pylons, hills, mountains and
so on. Visual prominence is where an object is clearly visible due to it contrasting
with the surrounding environment. The dairy plant does this.

The aim of the plan change and its provisions is to avoid dominance. As indicated,
controls on setbacks, building height and the provision of large scale vegetation will
all contribute to the avoidance of dominance.

Coherent appearance

This arises from stylistic consistency, proportions and compactness. As is evident
from the various photographs the existing dairy plant is visually coherent. The
buildings and allied structures are all similar or evidently related in appearance. The
vertical to horizontal proportions are well balanced — see again Figure 1 diagram.
Regarding compactness the tallest buildings (the dryers) are clustered, although the
equally tall boiler stack is somewhat remote from them. This however is countered by
its very narrow proportions and low visual bulk.
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Future coherence will be achieved and maintained via the hierarchy of building
heights and sizes reflected in the ODP. The Figure 1 diagram also illustrates this
effect. Essentially the overall form of the dairy plant is a shallow pyramid, which
visually appears very stable and grounded.

It is also anticipated that future design will be the same as or similar to that existing.
This is entirely determined by the dairy plant’s function — a classic example of ‘form
following function’. In these generic terms, it is not expected that there will be much
variation between what currently exists and future development. As a result it is
expected that the dairy plant will appear stylistically consistent and therefore visually
coherent into the future.

STATUTORY LANDSCAPE MATTERS

As mentioned, one of the activities the District Plan (the Plan) anticipates occurring in
the rural environment is dairy processing. Recently incorporated into the Plan is a
policy that is specific to dairy processing plants located in the rural environment.
Potentially such activity can result in adverse effects on rural character and amenity.
As identified, chief among them is building dominance. In this regard one policy is
concerned with the effects of building height; but also goes on to exempt dairy
processing plants. This will be discussed in more detail shortly. Widely dispersed
activity impinging on open space can also diminish rural character. Other potential
adverse effects include view intrusion, diminished view quality, over-shadowing of
neighbouring residences, and allied to that loss of privacy. Peripheral adverse effects
can also arise from signage, lighting and reflectivity. All of these matters are
addressed in the following discussion regarding the relevant objectives and policies;
all of which are derived from the Plan’s Rural Volume, Part B concerning ‘people's
Health, Safety and Values their economic, social and cultural wellbeing’.

Objective B3.4.1 The District’s rural area is a pleasant place to live and work
in.

Objective B3.4.2 A variety of activities are provided for in the rural area, while
maintaining rural character and avoiding reverse sensitivity effects.

The explanation and reasons to the above objectives suggest that a balance is to be
struck between ensuring the rural environment is pleasant while enabling rural
business activity, which includes dairy processing. The aim, the explanation and
reasons state, is to ensure ‘The policies and rules allow for day to day farming and
other activities which have effects typical of a rural area, but manage activities that
have potentially stronger effects.” With this in mind it recognises the rural zone as
being ‘... principally as a business area rather than a residential area.” Concerning
landscape outcomes this means that the rural zone, in this case the Outer Plains, will
appear to be devoted to rural based business activity. This includes dairy processing
plants which the Plan identifies as being appropriate within the rural zone.

Consequently, the Plan is instilling an expectation that such activity will exist in the
Outer Plains rural landscape. In landscape terms these are termed ‘associative
effects’. Because of the existing dairy plant and the Plan’s recognition they can exist,
then it follows that there are no adverse associative effects. Or to put it another way,
people would not be surprised to find a dairy plant in the setting in which it is located.
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Policy B3.4.1 Recognise the Rural zone as an area where a variety of
activities occur and maintain environmental standards that allows for primary
production and other business activities to operate.

This rural character policy essentially enables rural business to operate while
ensuring that the environment is pleasant for those living in the rural zones. To this
end the explanation and reasons state; ‘The Plan provisions, coupled with the
distance between houses and activities in the Rural zone, should combine to
maintain a pleasant living environment.” Regarding the provision of landscape
amenity the focus of these provisions is on building bulk and location — that is,
controls on height, set back, site density, recession planes and site coverage. All of
these matters are manifest on the proposed ODP.

Policy B3.4.3 Avoid, remedy or mitigate significant adverse effects of activities
on the amenity values of the rural area.

Importantly the explanation and reasons to this policy recognise that the rural areas
‘...can be sought after locations for activities that need large sites and to be
separated from people.’

They then go on to say that;

Some of these activities can make [rural] areas less pleasant — they can affect
their amenity values. Policy B3.4.3 requires adverse effects from activities on
the amenity values of rural areas generally be mitigated. This may be achieved
through compliance with rules, conditions on resource consents or through an
ODP controlling further development on established sites such as those applied
to the existing sites of milk processing. Where an activity will detract from the
amenity values of an area, Policy B3.4.3 requires those effects be mitigated.

As is evident, the explanation and reasons specifically recognise the presence of
dairy processing in the rural environment, whose potential adverse effects on amenity
are controlled via ODPs and other relevant Plan rules. As discussed, the chief
mechanism as expressed on the ODP involves controls on building bulk, extent and
location. Landscaping, including the presence of earth bunding is another important
means of ensuring any adverse effects on amenity are avoided and mitigated.

Policy B3.4.5 Enable the continued and enhanced operation, innovation and
development of established dairy plant sites for the purposes of administration,
processing, testing, storage, handling, packaging and distribution of milk and
dairy products, related by-products and ancillary activities within specifically
identified Dairy Processing Management Areas within the Rural (Outer Plains)
Zone, whilst ensuring the integrated management of effects on the environment
at the boundary of the Management Areas through ODPs. The establishment of
non-dairy processing related industrial activities shall be avoided.

Firstly the explanation and reasons to this policy recognise the large size of buildings
and structures associated with dairy processing plants. It further observes that these
exceed what might otherwise be expected to occur on working farms. They then
note that the policy only applies to established dairy processing plants, whose
existence informs the landscape character of the subject site. This suggests there is
little opportunity for cumulative effects arising from the establishment of new dairy
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processing plants. Consequently integrity of rural character and amenity is
maintained with no likelihood of it being eroded through the establishment of new
dairy plants.

This outcome is reinforced by the observation in the explanation and reasons that the
policy provides ‘...for a concentration of buildings’. To this end the policy seeks to
confine dairy processing to within Dairy Processing Management Area (DPMA)
whose location and extent is shown on the ODP.

So overall, the policy recognises that the effects on landscape amenity resulting from
the presence of a dairy processing plant exist and that they are to be contained within
the confines of the DPMA. What is proposed, as discussed, is that future buildings
and structures will continue to be concentrated, and so too are the effects where they
will maintain current rural character and amenity.

Policy B3.4.6 Maintain low levels of building density in the Rural zone and the
predominance of vegetation cover.

While the existing buildings are very large compared to most in the rural area,
building density is, as mentioned, concentrated rather than dispersed. To reiterate,
the important landscape consideration is to ensure space surrounds buildings
irrespective of their size. So with buildings concentrated, this means that their
collective bulk or mass appears as one related cluster entirely surrounded by open
space — which is apparent in the various graphic attachment photographs showing
the existing dairy plant. Additionally, the explanation and reasons note that rules
governing site coverage do ‘...not apply to buildings in the Dairy Processing
Management Areas which provide for a concentration of large buildings for
processing, packaging and distribution of milk and dairy products only. That is, the
absence of such a rule enables building concentration. As a result, the open space
integrity of the surrounding rural landscape is maintained. This further enables the
dominance of vegetation to be maintained which the explanation and reasons state
as being ‘...characteristic of rural areas.’

Policy B3.4.7 Avoid high rise buildings or highly reflective utility structures.

The intent of this policy is clear and is perhaps the least achievable concerning dairy
processing plants on account of the building heights involved — up to around 50
metres. Permitted height in the rural zones is 8m for dwellings, 12m for other
buildings and for grain silos 25m?*°. Dairy processing plants are exempt however,
where in the explanation and reasons it states;

An exemption is also made for buildings essential for the processing,
packaging and distribution of milk and dairy products, related by-products and
waste materials. The scale of dairy production requires large facilities and a
Dairy Processing Management Area has been created to recognise sites
already established as dairy factories and to enable efficiencies in the dairy
industry to be achieved.

From this it is evident that an exception has to be made for dairy processing plants so
their purpose can be fulfilled. The Plan then anticipates the effects arising from tall
buildings and structures, but in combination with the other policies does not expect

10 SDP; Rural Volume; Part C; Rural Rules; rule 3.12.1.1 (a) (b)
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these to be cumulative regarding the establishment of new dairy plants.
Consequently dairy plants might be considered rare and as a result the effects arising
from their height on rural character and amenity is constrained and localised.

A further effect is that, by de fault, they become landmarks of which building height is
chief contributor. Regarding the plant at Darfield, the landmark function is diminished
somewhat due to its significant setback from adjoining roads and the presence of
screening vegetation — see again the Graphic Attachment photographs. As
discussed, height is in any event largely countered by the presence of this
vegetation.

Policy B3.4.10 Ensure signs and noticeboards are designed and positioned
to avoid:

— Restricting people’s visibility along roads;

— Impeding access to or past sites;

— Nuisance effects from sound effects, moving parts, glare or reflectivity;
— Large structures protruding above rooftops.

Currently there is one modest sized sign located on SH73 opposite the main
entrance to the dairy plant. Another is located alongside the entry road beyond the
railway track. There is no signage on the building that is visible from publically
accessible vantage points.

Although it is unlikely any significant signage will be installed, if in the event it is and it
complies with the Plan standards, it follows that the outcomes anticipated by the
above policy will be achieved.

Policy B3.4.17 Ensure buildings and trees do not excessively shade adjoining
properties.

Regarding the above policy, the explanation and reasons appear to be most
concerned with the effects of shading on private dwellings and associated outdoor
living areas. The nearest dwellings to the DPMA are more than 700m distant — well
outside the recession plane boundaries and therefore beyond any adverse shading
effects caused by either buildings or vegetation. The Figure 2 diagram below shows
the tallest buildings — the dryers — are well within the recession plane at the closest
boundary; south of the plant.




Dryer —
up to 55m high

ﬂLSouth boundary

Figure 2 Showing the recession plane off the southern boundary closest to the
potentially tallest buildings — the dryers. This demonstrates that there
is no prospect that the dryers will shade neighbouring properties
beyond what is anticipated by the District Plan.

Policy B3.4.18 Ensure buildings are setback a sufficient distance from
property boundaries to:

(a) Enable boundary trees and hedges to be maintained;
(b) Maintain privacy and outlook for houses on small allotments; and

(c) Encourage a sense of distance between buildings and between buildings
and road boundaries where practical.

At its closest point to nearest roads the building envelope is 340m from SH73, 345m
from Auchenflower Road and 415m from Loes Road — see Graphic Attachment
photograph 18. And as show on Graphic Attachment photograph 8 dwellings
(excluding ‘The Oaks™') are significantly further. The permitted setback for any
building in the rural zone is 30m from all boundaries including arterial / strategic and
other roads!?. Consequently all of the outcomes listed in the above policy are
achievable. The setbacks determined by the building envelope also achieve those
outcomes listed in the ‘explanation and reasons’ to the policy which include a
‘...sense of open space between buildings and the unrestricted views from
roadsides.’

8 RECOMMENDATIONS

Virtually all of the desired landscape character and amenity outcomes will be
achieved via implementation of the ODP. In this regard there are two fundamental
outcomes the ODP sets out to achieve, which are, to reiterate:

e The maintenance of rural character by clustering or spatially concentrating
buildings, structures and activities.

e The management of building bulk and location — setbacks, height and site
coverage — so as to avoid building domination

11 Owned by the applicant
12 Selwyn District Plan Rural Volume Part C Rural Rules Buildings Rule 3.13.1
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Allied to building effects is colour, which was also subject to a condition of consent
(Condition 25). Controlling colour not only assists in reducing apparent building
dominance, it also contributes to overall stylistic consistency and coherence.

A further outcome concerns landscaping, or more precisely, planting and its
management. This was required as a condition of consent for the existing dairy plant.
All of the planting required as a condition has been implemented.
It is not considered necessary to provide additional planting. The reason is that it is
considered the existing planting will be sufficient to achieve its purpose regarding any
future development arising from implementation of the ODP. The purpose of this
planting is:

e To screen the dairy plant to a large extent, but not necessarily fully.

e To provide and maintain vegetative dominance.

e To reflect existing planting patterns in the area and so maintain specific
character.

e To contribute general amenity.
e To counterbalance visual bulk of the dairy plant with vegetation.
e To facilitate harmonisation of the dairy plant with its rural setting.

e To maintain visual coherence achieved via simple planting patterns and
limited species.

Recommendations

1 That the existing planting shown on the landscape plans required as a condition
of consent (referred to as L1 and L2 in landscape conditions 23 — 24'%) be
adopted as part of the plan change and incorporated into the Selwyn District
Plan.

2 That the wording or intent of Conditions 23 — 24 referred to above are
incorporated into the Selwyn District Plan.

13 Condition:

(23) The consent holder shall undertake shelter belt planting and landscaping within the first available
planting season after commencement of this consent. All shelter belts and landscaping shall be
planted and maintained in accordance with Landscape Plans L1 to L2; and

(24) All landscaping required for this consent shall:

(a) Be maintained, with any dead, diseased, or dying landscaping and being replaced within the
next available growing season with plants of a similar species and at the minimum height at
time of planting as specified on Landscape Plans L1 to L2; and

(b) For any shelter belt adjacent to SH73, the maximum height shall be 6 metres to avoid any
shading on SH73 during the period of 10am -2pm on the shortest day of the year.
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3 That the colour of exterior building surfaces of the dairy processing plant be
limited to Grey Friars (Resene N35 -004-253) and Titania (Resene G84 — 012-
095).

CONCLUSION

It is clearly apparent from the provisions in the District Plan that it regards dairy
processing plants as somewhat exceptional but necessarily rural based due to their
unique operational requirements. Consequently they will feature in the rural
landscape and where this occurs they inform character and amenity. They are not
common however and so they will by virtue of their rarity, size, colour and location
appear as landmarks. They are among the largest physical structures to be found in
rural settings.

As a result dairy processing plants cannot be easily absorbed into the landscape.
Their presence however can be subdued via various measures, all of which were
described earlier. The aim of these measures — essentially controlling bulk and
location in addition to landscaping — is not necessarily to conceal the dairy plant; but
to ensure it avoids domination of its setting. This is particularly so where it potentially
affects the public or nearby residents.

A further aim is to ensure dairy plants appear coherent, and sit harmoniously in the
landscape in which they are located. To achieve this they need to reflect existing
rural patterns and adopt prevailing motifs — for example the layout and species of tree
planting. To this end they need to further reflect the bold simplicity of rural
landscapes.

With such outcomes in mind, the ODP and accompanying District Plan provisions
also need to avoid the fussiness or complexity of activity that is usually associated
with urban or more diverse settings. So in these more generic terms — namely
pragmatic bold simplicity — dairy processing plants are not out of keeping with these
same qualities that prevail throughout the rural outer plains.

As mentioned at the outset, implementation of the ODP and plan provisions will result
in ‘more of the same’, albeit potentially to a greater extent compared to what currently
exists. Stylistically the dairy plant will maintain a similar appearance, notwithstanding
that it may well be larger. The ODP will however ensure that exacerbation of adverse
effects — namely building dominance — will be more or less contained to the extent of
current effects. Further, these will be adequately managed with existing levels of
landscaping in addition to the parameters set out in the ODP and existing and
proposed District Plan provisions.

The presence of the dairy plant is not contrary to peoples’ expectations and nor will it
be following further development. Further, the plan change will provide certainty
regarding the location and extent of effects, which to some degree are currently
appreciable.

With existing and proposed measures in place the effects on landscape character
and amenity of the rural outer plains will be appropriate and acceptable.

Andrew Craig
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Landscape Architect

February 2016
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