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1 Introduction

This report has been prepared on behalf of the Director-General of Conservation under section 35(3) of
the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 (FTAA) by the Department of Conservation (DOC / the Department).
It provides information and advice for Winstone Aggregates (the Applicant) for the Belmont Quarry
development project. In accordance with section 35(7) this report must be provided to the applicant by 7
July 2026 as specified by the Panel convener.

Pursuant to section 35(3), this report must include certain information. The requirements and where the
information can be found is set out in the table below.

Section Requirement Report section
s 35(3)(a) the matters specified in clause 26 of Schedule 6 Section 5
s35(3)(b)(i) the information lodged under s33(1) Appendix 1
s35(3)(b)(i1) any comments received under subsection (1) or (5) Appendix 1
Appendix 3

This report may also include advice on matters relevant to sections 82-84 under s35(4) as set out below.

Section Requirement Report section

s82(2) consideration of any document provided for in a relevant Treaty Section 6.1
settlement, the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011,
or the Nga Rohe Moana o Nga Hapu o Ngati Porou Act 2019

s82(3) whether granting the approval would comply with s7 Section 7

s83 Conditions — noting that a condition must not be more onerous than Section 5.7
necessary to address the reason for which it is set

s84 Conditions which may be set to recognise or protect a relevant Section 5.7.1.3
Treaty settlement and any obligations arising under the Marine and
Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011, or the Nga Rohe Moana o
Nga Hapu o Ngati Porou Act 2019

While the land exchange proposal is for the purposes of an application to extend the life of the Belmont
Quarry and store overburden, this report does not consider any future land uses and concentrates
entirely on the effects of a change in ownership.

2 The land exchange application

Winstone Aggregates lodged an application for a land exchange relating to the Belmont Quarry
Development project (a listed project under the FTAA) with the Department of Conservation on 10
December 2025. Belmont Quarry is accessed off Hebden Crescent, approximately 1.7 km to the south-
west of the Dry Creek entrance to Belmont Regional Park. The quarry occupies part of the escarpment
defining the edge of the Hutt Valley, approximately 6 km north-east of the Lower Hutt CBD.

BELMONT QUARRY SECTION FTAA 35(3) LAND EXCHANGE REPORT



The proposed exchange involves land adjoining the existing quarry. This application forms part of a
broader development proposal that will be advanced through a subsequent substantive application
under section 42 of the FTAA.

The application is for up to 34 hectares of Fletcher-owned land to be added to the conservation estate
and approximately 23.24 - 23.86 ha hectares of conservation land within Belmont Regional Park to be
transferred to Winstone Aggregates. The land exchange report prepared on behalf of the Applicant
explains that the exact area of land will be confirmed once a topographical survey of the exchange areas
is completed. For the purposes of this application, it is noted that there is inconsistent use of areas due
to the paper road, including different approaches to rounding in the expert reports and whether or not the
alignment of the paper road footprint has been excluded from the land to be exchanged. This results in
variances in the description of area from approximately 23.24 ha to 23.86 ha (including the paper road
area). For avoidance of doubt, the area including the paper road is sought for exchange and will form
part of the footprint for the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) approvals in the future substantive
FTAA application.

The land exchange application can be found at: https://www.fasttrack.govt.nz/projects/belmont-quarry-
development/land-exchange-application.

2.1 The land proposed to be exchanged by the Crown

Winstone Aggregates is a division of Fletcher Concrete and Infrastructure Limited which owns the land
Winstone Aggregates offers in exchange. ‘DOC-Give’ refers to the Crown reserve land within Belmont
Regional Park that Winstone seek to obtain for an overburden disposal area as part of the Belmont
Quarry Development Project.

The DOC-Give site was vested in the Crown on 13 September 1979 for state housing purposes
pursuant to section 32 of the Public Works Act 1928 (New Zealand Gazette 1979, p 2687). Pursuant to
section 42 of the Public Works Act 1981, these titles were declared to be Crown land under the Land Act
1948 on 8 March 1983 (New Zealand Gazette 1983, p 751).

The DOC-Give site was later set apart as a recreation reserve under the Reserves Act 1977 by notice in
the New Zealand Gazette on 10 June 1989 (No. 107, p. 2757). On 24 May 10991 Greater Wellington
Regional Council was appointed by the Minister of Conservation to control and manage for recreation
purposes the Dry Creek Recreation Reserve (New Zealand Gazette 1991 No. 80, p. 1765). The
underlying freehold interest in the land remains vested in the Crown. The DOC-Give site is essentially a
Crown-owned reserve managed by Greater Wellington Regional Council. It is classified as a recreation
reserve and subject to the Reserves Act 1977.!

' Land Exchange Report, Wikaira Consulting, dated December 2025 at [5.38-5.40]
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d. Vegetation includes some Nationally Threatened plant species.

e. Ridges between the arms of the headwaters include large ‘old man’ pine, macrocarpa and
regenerating kamahi or manuka type forest.

f. Edges are sound without obvious areas for weed species invasion.

g. The flat area in the central / north part of the land parcel once included farm buildings, where the
area is now mostly in large macrocarpa with some open exotic grassed areas.

h. No planting or major earthworks are present, other than an old pylon access track / farm road.
i. Approximately 340 m long shared boundary with the quarry.
The range of habitats includes:?

a. Natural inland wetlands - The vegetation in these areas is predominantly kiokio, native sedges
(Carex geminata), rushes and ferns with edges of tree fern, manuka and broadleaf shrub species.

b. Pioneer shrublands and emerging scrub. Where pasture has most recently been the vegetation
cover, gorse is the main pioneer species.

c. Mahoe-tree fern forest — this is a continuous strip along the main valley floor.

d. Mahoe / broadleaved scrub — this is found in several south-facing gullies. The canopy ranges
from 3-8 m height. These areas have a good diversity of under-canopy.

e. Manuka scrub ranging from 3-6 m in height. The understorey can be reasonably dense.
f. Exotic trees, comprising macrocarpas located on the upper ridge.

As described by Matt Ward* (botanist advising DOC), the DOC-Give site is dominated by manuka/kanuka
on the eastern edge, while the southwestern edge contains tawa, kamahi, podocarp forest (regionally
endangered with 22% remaining). The DOC-Give site also has sections of kahikatea and pukatea forest
(regionally critically endangered with 1% remaining). A key species present is the Syzygium maire —
swamp maire, which is a specialist obligate wetland species and a Threatened - Nationally Vulnerable
species. Apart from nearby along the western edge, this species is not found in any other part of the
Belmont Regional Park. The gullies are in good health with a canopy of tree fern and a general absence
of weed species.

There are three short intermittent stream reaches in this area, but of most significance is the ephemeral
headwaters of six gully systems that feed into the perennial systems and the natural inland wetland. Four
hundred metres of each reach of the central main stem and western main stem were surveyed for
macroinvertebrates, fish and habitat conditions. The perennial reaches are described as having good
macroinvertebrate habitat and koura. A single shortfin eel, single longfin eel and koura were observed.®

The recreation assessment notes the presence of a 4WD track of around 400 m length which forms an
extended loop off the Buchanan Road Tramping Track. The estimated number of users are around 6,570
per year as it is not marked on the Track route.5, although Michael Harbrow (advisor to DOC) has some
concerns about these numbers due to the dependence on data captured by Strava which is more likely to
be used by participants in active sports like cycling and running.”

Where land proposed to be exchanged is Crown-owned reserve managed by someone other than DOC,
in preparing this report the Director-General is required to consult the manager of the reserve pursuant to

3 Ecological Assessment, BlueGreen Ecology, dated December 2025, pages 57-61

4 Statement of advice — Botanical and ecological restoration, Matt Ward dated April 2026 at page 11
5 Ecological Assessment, BlueGreen Ecology, dated December 2025, section 8

8 Recreation Assessment, Rob Greenaway & Associates, dated December 2025, pages 6 and 9

7 Statement of advice of Michael Harbeow, dated 21 April 2026 at [49-50]
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clause 26(3) of Schedule 6. In relation to this application, this requirement is engaged due to management
of the DOC-Give land by Greater Wellington Regional Council.

The extent of communications between DOC and Greater Wellington Regional Council are as follows:

a. Pre-lodgement discussions relating to the exchange and future designation requirements.
b. Invitation to comment under section 35 of the FTAA (28 January 2026).

This is further addressed in Section 5 below. The Applicant outlined its engagement with Greater
Wellington Regional Council as follows:®

a. 2018-2021 early discussions about a potential exchange.
b. 2024 discussions regarding its application to be a listed project.
c. 2025 site visits with Elected Members.

d. 2025 discussions regarding the proposed land exchange.

2.2 The land offered by the Applicant

‘DOC-Get' refers to the four Fletcher-owned parcels proposed to be transferred to the conservation estate
called the Northern Gully, Southern Gully, Firth and Dry Creek blocks. The land adjoins Belmont Regional
Park and includes a mix of forest, scrub and wetland environments. Four parcels are proposed to be
transferred to DOC and adjoin Belmont Regional Park. A description of each parcel is outlined below.

Northern Gully

The block is privately owned by Winstone Aggregates and there is currently no public or recreational
access.

The site is L shaped and located north-west of the quarry, and measures 12.62 ha. A QEll covenant is
located over part of this block that was put in place in 2016. The purpose of the covenant is to protect and
maintain the natural character of the covenant area and covers 2.87 ha. The objectives of this covenant
are:

a. Protection and enhancement of the natural character of the Covenant Area with particular regard to
the indigenous flora and fauna;
Maintenance and enhancement of the landscape values of the Covenant Area;
Enhance the contribution that the Covenant Area makes to the protection of indigenous
biodiversity, by encouraging (where appropriate) the restoration of indigenous vegetation cover on
the Covenant Area; and

d. Prevention of subdivision (within the meaning of the Resource Management Act 1991 or any other
equivalent replacement legislation) of the Covenant Area.

8 Land Exchange Report, Wikaira Consulting dated 7 December 2025 at section 8.2 and 8.3
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There are a number of notations on this block including:

a. Right of way, telecoms, and electricity supply which burdens Lot 4 DP 322126 and benefits Lot 5 DP
322126;

b. Easements in Gross (in favour of Fletcher). This is an easement / private land covenant in favour of
Fletcher (Grantee) over Lots 4, 5 and 100 DP 322126 (Grantor) for the emission of noise, vibration,
earthworks and dust; and

c. Consent notice which affects future buildings and use of the site (matters such as water supply,
wastewater and stormwater drainage, grazing of pigs and goats, building consent plan specifications).
This does not affect the use of the land for quarrying activities or conservation activities.

The Southern Gully comprises both sides of a 225 m stream that drains from the headwaters below
Kaitangata Crescent. The southern parts of the block are rehabilitated overburden with visible benching.
The topography rises 50 metres with the low point being the stream, and the high point located in the
north-eastern corner. The vegetation is later seral broadleaf with emergent tétara and rimu, although the
overburden area is more sparsely vegetated. A 0.27 ha wetland contains a mix of indigenous and exotic
plant species but is dominated by sedges.

Mr Head also describes the site as being clothed in regenerating native (largely mahoe) and exotic
vegetation cover including blackberry and gorse, which has overgrown the area in places.

This block is described as late-stage, mid-successional native vegetation, with some rimu and totara in
the northeast and riparian vegetation near the stream. Aside from a wetland area, the Southern Gully
consists largely of early- to mid-stage regenerating forest. The stream shows signs of being a high-quality
aquatic habitat. A number of wetland species have been planted, and the natural inland wetland occupies
an area of 0.27 ha and is regenerating. The gully contains a 225 m section of an unnamed stream, which
eventually joins the Hutt River after traversing a series of waterfalls.

The stream in the Southern Gully was not surveyed by the Applicant for fauna but visual observations
indicate it has good instream aquatic habitat quality, a mixed hard-substrate base under forest canopy,
and at least banded kdkopu. Through the lower wetland, it is more entrenched and narrower, with a dense
sedge and grass cover.

Access into this block is from the road frontage between 174 and 184 Liverton Road by way of a benched
access track. The construction of this section of overburden was completed in 2015 and no instability has
been noted since. The stability of the slopes has been confirmed by a geotechnical assessment.

Firth Block

This elevated area is located to the east of the Belmont Quarry and is a roughly triangular piece of land
wedged between the quarry and the Western Hutt Road. It covers an area of 9.6 hectares and the entire
block is subject to a QEIl covenant. The objectives of this covenant are the same as the QEIl covenant
applying to the Northern Gully.
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Mr Head notes that this site is very weedy but includes some natural regeneration of native plant species
through the weed cover. The central area (outside the land exchange Application) is essentially fully
clothed in weed cover which may spread into the DOC-Get part of the land parcel.

The eastern and northern boundaries contain advanced regenerating broadleaf forest with emergent
rewarewa above a diverse understorey of ferns, seedlings and species typical of mature forest
succession. Epiphytes, vines and a well-developed bryophyte layer are present, especially in wetter
areas.

The southwestern boundary supports varied vegetation, including wet seral forest and mixed regenerating
communities with species such as mahoe, pigeonwood, manuka, and karaka, alongside fern-dominated
understories.

The western slopes are rocky and dominated by regenerating native species, while earlier-stage
vegetation elsewhere is patchy and often includes invasive exotics (e.g. gorse, buddleia, wattle), mixed
with developing native species like karamu, mahoe, and kanuka.

507 m of waterways are present although it is unknown if ephemeral, intermittent or perennial. Waterways
have been modified in the Dry Creek block downstream of the proposed give site.

It is subject to the following notations on the title:

a. ARight of Way which favours the recreation reserve land owned by the Crown and is used for the Dry
Creek loop track. This easement will become redundant if the area comes into Crown ownership.
b. Gazette notice taking 1,203 m? from the front of the block for roading purposes.

The block is contiguous with regenerating native bush that connects to the Regional Park.

2.3 Improvements offered

The Application offers the following improvements as part of the land exchange:"°

Northern Gully:
e Pest animal control for 5 years
e Weed control for 5 years

Southern Gully:

e Pest animal control for 5 years
o Weed control for 5 years
e Establishment of 200 swamp maire > 2m in height

Dry Creek:

e Supplementary planting of indigenous species for 2 years of an area of 0.8 ha with
approximately 7,000 plants

e Maintenance of planting for 4 years to achieve 90% establishment

o Weed control

Firth Block:

e Planting of approximately 1,000 kamahi and 1,000 Olearia paniculata and kanuka along the
quarry edge. This is to be planted within a year.

10 Land Exchange Report, Wikaira Consulting dated December 2025, page 79
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e Maintenance of planting for 4 years to achieve 90% establishment
e Rat trapping

An Ecological Restoration Plan is proposed in response to mana whenua feedback to integrate
matauranga Maori with ecological science to support Taranaki Whanui to strengthen their relationship
and whakapapa to the area. This approach is intended to align pest plant management, indigenous
restoration, wananga and educational activities.

3 Invitations to comment on the application

On 28 January 2026 the Director-General of Conservation invited comments on the proposed land
exchange from the parties specified in section 35(1) of the Act. The list of those invited to comment is
included in Appendix 1. Responses to that invitation to comment are included in Appendix 1,
summarised in Appendix 2, and discussed further in section 8.1 of this report.

4 Draft report [Placeholder section to be completed after
comments are received]

On 29 May 2026 the Director-General of Conservation invited comments on the draft report from the
Applicant and the parties who provided comments under section 35(1), pursuant to section 35(5).
Responses to the invitation to comment on the draft report are included in Appendix 3 and discussed
further in section 8.2 of this report. Where comments on the draft report have identified amendments
warranted to the content of the draft report, these changes have been made as necessary.

5 Section 35(3)(a) requirements

This section of the report addresses the requirements of section 35(3)(a) which requires the matters
specified in clause 26 of Schedule 6 be included. There are two key requirements set out in clause 26:

e information to address the matters in clause 29(1)(a)(ii)-(vi) and (b) (which sets out matters the
Panel must take into account or may consider when considering a land exchange), including the
information specified in clause 26(1)(a) to (g); and

e any conditions of those specified under section 78 that the Panel must impose in accordance
with clause 33.

These are discussed in turn below.

In addition, clause 26(3) requires that where Crown-owned reserve managed by someone other than
the Department is proposed to be exchanged, the manager of the reserve must be consulted in the
preparation of the report. The Applicant undertook several pre-lodgement meetings with Greater
Wellington Regional Council since early 2024. The issues raised by Greater Wellington Regional
Council relating to the proposed exchange include: !

a. Impact on recreation values: concerns the land exchange proposal would remove existing
recreation tracks disrupting walking and biking connections within this part of the regional park.

b. Ecological values at Dry Creek: concern that parts of the Dry Creek site had low ecological value
due to historic quarry and clean fill use.

! Consultation Report, Wikaira Consulting, dated December 2025, page 4
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c. Impact on natural wetland and swamp maire: concern that the footprint included a significant
natural wetland and a mature population of threatened swamp maire.

d. Whether the exchange was fair value, given that it included low quality Dry Creek land.
The possibility of new tracks connecting the land being acquired by the Crown as part of the
proposed exchange to the existing track network in the Belmont Regional Park. Winstone explored
both Northern Gully Track and Dry Creek Track options. Greater Wellington Regional Council did
not want any new tracks, although the reasons are not recorded in the consultation record.

In its communication to DOC dated 4 December 2025, Greater Wellington Regional Council explained
that it is neutral on the proposed land exchange proposal.

Greater Wellington Regional Council was invited to comment on the land exchange application. The
comments received from Greater Wellington Regional Council on 13 February 2026 set out that it had
no further comments specific to the land exchange beyond those it provided in the pre-application
stage.

Relevance of QEIl covenant affecting some of the land proposed for exchange

The land exchange application was lodged on 10 December 2025 which was prior to the amendments
to the FTAA made by the Fast-track Approvals Amendment Act 2025 (FTAAA) coming into force.

While this report is prepared under the provisions of the FTAA prior to amendment, the Department
considers the correct legal position is the Panel’s decision on any substantive application for approvals
by Winstone will be required to be made under the provisions as amended by the FTAAA. This is
addressed in Appendix 5.

Of particular relevance is the new clause 29(2A) in Schedule 6 inserted by ss 55(12) of the FTAAA.
This requires the Panel, in considering the conservation values of the land to be acquired by the Crown,
to discount the extent to which the conservation values of that land are affected by the QEIl covenant
on the title for that land:

(2A) When considering the conservation values of land to be acquired by the Crown, for the
purpose of forming its view under sub clause (2), the Panel must discount the extent to which the
conservation values of that land are affected by anything registered or noted for conservation
purposes on the record of title for that land

The significance of this to the Belmont land exchange application is that 2.87 ha within the Northern
Gully and the entirety of the 9.6 ha Firth Block are subject to a QEIl conservation covenant. This
covenant was registered to protect identified areas of open space, ecological, and landscape value in
perpetuity. The Open Space Covenant was registered in 2016 between Fletcher and the QEIl National
Trust.

Open Space Covenant 5-07-755 is held in Covenant 10476608.1 pursuant to Section 22 of the Queen
Elizabeth the Second National Trust Act 1977 (QEIl Act 1977) dated 23/06/2016. This Covenant applies
to WN31B/39 and WN31D/969. The purpose of the covenant is to protect and maintain the natural
character of the covenant area. The covenant applies to three mapped areas (Areas A, B, C) within DP
494230. The covenant restricts the use, development and modification of the land except as permitted
under its terms.

As noted, the Department considers the Panel’s consideration of the land exchange must be based on
the amended version of the FTAA including new clause 29(2A) of Schedule 6. However, it is also
acknowledged that there are opposing views, including by Winstone, that the Panel is bound by the law
as it was when the land exchange application was lodged, i.e. pre-amendment.
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If the Panel considers the post-amendment exchange provisions of the FTAA apply, when considering
the conservation values of the land to be acquired by the Crown, it must discount the extent to which
those conservation values are affected by the QEIl covenant.

Preparation of this report by the Department is clearly under the law as it stood when the Application
was lodged. Which version of the FTAA applies in its decision making on the substantive land exchange
application is something the Panel will need to determine.

DOC has assessed the conservation values of the DOC-Get sites including the QEIl covenanted land.
In DOC'’s view this is within the scope of the FTAA as it applied pre-amendment.

The Panel can also request further information from the Department in the event it considers that the
new law applies, and/or there is insufficient information on which to make an informed decision on the
exchange proposed (referring to ss 67 and 68 of the FTAA).

5.1 Conservation values of the land (cl 26(1)(a))

A Panel cannot approve a land exchange unless satisfied that the exchange (taking into account any
money that may be received and any conditions that may be imposed) will enhance the conservation
values of land managed by the Department (cl 29(2), Sch 6.).

When considering a land exchange, the Panel must take into account the conservation values of the
land concerned, including how threatened or abundant they are, and a comparative assessment of the
values that relate to each area of land concerned.

The FTAA requires the Department to consider the following criteria:

(1) The report referred to in section 35(3) must include information to address the matters in clause
29(1)(a)(ii) to (vi) and (b), including—

(a) the conservation values of the land concerned, including how threatened or abundant they
are, and a comparative assessment of the values that relate to each area of land concerned; and

(b) the financial implications for the Crown of the land exchange; and

(c) whether the consequences of the land exchange would be practical to manage on an ongoing
basis, including consideration of whether the land exchange would result in an enclave of private
land within a conservation area or a Crown-owned reserve; and

(d) the legal and financial liabilities, and health and safety risks, for the Crown associated with the
land exchange; and

(e) statements of general policy approved under section 17B or 17C of the Conservation Act
1987; and

(f) any conservation management strategy, conservation management plan, or reserve
management plan that has been co-authored, authored, or approved by a Treaty settlement
entity; and

(g) any conditions that should be imposed in accordance with clause 31 or 32 or section 84.

This report provides the necessary elements for the Panel to make a conclusion on whether
conservation values will be enhanced.

Conservation values are comprised of biodiversity values, freshwater values, recreational values,
landscape and cultural and heritage values (including natural, scenic, archaeological, historical,
biological, geological, scientific, educational, or community values that contribute to these).
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While the Applicant is proposing improvements such as mammalian pest control, weed control and
propagation of swamp maire, the assessment of conservation values has undertaken two assessments
— without the improvements proffered in the first instance, and secondly taking those measures into
account.

5.1.1 Terrestrial fauna values

The Applicant’s assessments of biodiversity values are contained in the following reports:

a. Overview of Ecological Values, BlueGreen Ecology Ltd dated 26 February 2025;
b. Lizard Assessment, Blueprint Ecology dated 3 December 2025.

A review of the Applicant’'s assessment was undertaken for DOC by Dr Rhys Burns for terrestrial fauna
(Appendix 4B). Birds, lizards and bats were the main focus of the Applicant’s reports and the species
most likely to be affected by the proposed changes to land use. Dr Burns’ review notes that mobile
species such as birds and bats (if present) would be expected to use all sites similarly, but can be
influenced by habitat quality. Less mobile species such as lizards are expected to mainly be influenced
by habitat quality. In both cases, animal pest management may increase their survival and breeding
success.

Lizards

Lizard surveys were undertaken in the DOC-Give site which found four grass skinks (Oligosoma
polychroma; At Risk - Declining and three ngahere geckos (Mokopirirakau “Southern North Island”; At
Risk — Declining). No lizard surveys were undertaken in the DOC-Get sites due to very steep terrain
and dense vegetation. This makes it difficult to compare across the sites. In the absence of numbers of
lizards, the Applicant’s assessment has focused on the habitat type and inferred the suitability of each
for lizards. Dr Burns largely agrees with the assumption in the Applicant’s assessment that lizard
diversity and density could have some correlation to habitat maturity and complexity. It is expected that
northern grass skink and/or a low number of forest lizard species would be recorded at each site, with
possible presence of barking gecko or ngahere gecko occurring in high-quality habitat “hot spots”.

The Applicant’s report considers that DOC would receive a significant increase in lizard habitat extent
and quality as part of the proposed land exchange.'? It also noted that native planting, weed control and
targeted rat control will provide a considerable improvement to lizard habitats over the medium- to long-
term.

12 izard Assessment, Blueprint Ecology dated 3 December 2025 at page 12.
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He agrees with the statement that the forest bird species are mobile and so if present in one area, are
likely to also be present in the other forested areas.'® The exception to this are territorial robins, but Dr
Burns is sceptical about their presence.

Bats

While monitoring was undertaken for the presence of bats over three weeks, no bats were detected and
there was no evidence of foraging."”

Dr Burns observed that information was not provided as to whether the conditions were optimal for bat
activity (and therefore detection). It is therefore not known whether the data can be completely relied
upon.'®

Invertebrates

Invertebrate monitoring was not undertaken by the Applicant, but Dr Burns notes there are no known
threatened invertebrate species present at the site. He noted that the brightly coloured endemic moth
Macarostola miniella (At Risk — Declining) is often associated with swamp maire meaning these moths
may be present.'® As swamp maire is only found in the DOC-Give site and not in any of the other
proposed DOC-Get areas, Dr Burns considers the terrestrial invertebrate values in the DOC-Give to be
higher than the other lands available for the proposed land exchange due to the potential presence of
this moth.2°

Pest management

Dr Burns outlined the benefits of pest management. Because the DOC-Give site is part of the Belmont
Regional Park, it benefits from pest control. While pest management is not being currently carried out at
the DOC-Get sites, the number of successful nests and quality of food resources will increase with
future pest management. He noted the high perimeter to area ratio for the DOC-Get sites, making

it more difficult to protect from pest animal incursions, and the elongated nature of the land making it
less likely to achieve effective pest control that can benefit native fauna.

Dr Burns notes errors in the Applicant’s calculations of habitat areas, meaning they cannot be relied
upon. He noted too that the ecological assessment includes a fifth block (Cottle Block) that is not
mapped, however this appears to be a subset of the Northern Gully.

OQverall

The Applicant’s assessment considers that both the DOC-Give and the DOC-Get sites are comparable
habitat types, although the DOC-Get sites cover more land area and includes patches of more
advanced native regeneration and retained mature forest. Other key elements in terms of fauna are:?!

a. Both areas have a small number of rare taxa (lizards and birds).
b. Both DOC-Give and DOC-Get have similar faunal habitats, although the DOC-Get sites have more
mature habitat.

The Applicant’s overall assessment is that the land proposed for addition to the conservation estate
(DOC-Get) is greater in area and holds higher ecological value than the land to be exchanged (DOC-
Give).Z2 The Applicant has not split out its assessment of the fauna and flora values however, instead
amalgamating them.

'8 Statement of advice on temrestrial ecology, Rhys Bums dated 15 April 2026 at [39).

7 Overview of Ecological Values, BlueGreen Ecology Ltd dated 26 February 2025 at section 7.2.
'8 Statement of advice on temestrial ecology, Rhys Bums dated 15 April 2026 at [47].

'@ Statement of advice on temrestrial ecology, Rhys Bums dated 15 April 2026 at [49].

20 Statement of advice on termrestrial ecology, Rhys Bums dated 15 April 2026 at [51].

21 Overview of Ecological Values, BlueGreen Ecology Ltd dated 26 February 2025 at page 1.

2 Qverview of Ecological Values, BlueGreen Ecology Ltd dated 26 February 2025 at page 1.
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Notwithstanding this, Dr Burns concludes the DOC-Get sites to be of slightly higher value to terrestrial
fauna than the current DOC-Give. This is mainly due to greater maturity, complexity and area of
habitat. He considers the values for terrestrial fauna to be Moderate for the DOC-Give site. He
considers the overall amalgamated terrestrial fauna value of the DOC-Get sites to be Moderate-
High.Z This gives a higher value than if the sites are considered individually.

The key area where the values are higher for the DOC-Get sites is representativeness, diversity and
rarity and distinctiveness, although Dry Creek and Southern Gully both have lower values across all
criteria than the DOC-Give site. More mature habitats enable a greater diversity and density of birds
and lizards.

Dr Burns undertook an assessment of the terrestrial fauna values if the improvements offered by the
Applicant are implemented, and he has assumed five years for the duration of the interventions. This
results in an increase in the values for the Firth Block and Southern Gully. He considers the Firth Block
will benefit from the rat control offered and it is likely that wetland birds may benefit from this pest
control. As rat control alone is offered, and only seasonally (to benefit bird nesting), accompanying
benefits to lizards will be low, as lizards can be vulnerable to rat predation throughout the year.
Indigenous revegetation measures will have little impact on bird values but may marginally benefit
lizards within five years.?*

Dr Burns considers that the possum control for the Southern Gully should cause a marginal increase in
food resources for birds, hence the small uplift in values.?® Dr Burns considers the amalgamated
values for terrestrial fauna including the improvements offered by the Applicant are Moderate-High.?®

DOC’s Overall value ranking — Terrestrial fauna
Assessment including the
roffered improvements
DOC-Give site: [ Moderate N/A
DOC-Get sites:
Northern Gully Moderate Moderate
Firth Block Moderate-Low Moderate
Dry Creek Low Low
Southern Gully Low Low to Moderate-Low
Amalgamated (all Get sites) | Moderate-High Moderate-High

Table 1: Conservation values for terrestrial fauna

5.1.2 Flora values

BlueGreen Ecology undertook an ecological assessment for the Applicant. This was reviewed by Matt
Ward who provided advice to DOC (Appendix 4A). The vegetation composition of each of the sites is
very different.

DOC-Give

The Applicant acknowledges there are a range of values (Low to High) associated with the age and
extent of seral development, noting that there are gaps and missing taxa and a lack of evidence of later
seral stage species. Several rare taxa are present in low abundance, often as young specimens,
suggesting the area has potential for these species (e.g. swamp maire, ramarama). The open central
exotic pine and grassland ridge is identified as being currently of Negligible value. The rest of the areas

2 gtatement of advice on termrestrial ecology, Rhys Bums dated 15 April 2026 at [56].
24 Statement of advice on terrestrial ecology, Rhys Bums dated 15 April 2026 at [62-64].
25 Statement of advice on terrestrial ecology, Rhys Bums dated 15 April 2026 at [66].
2 Statement of advice on terrestrial ecology, Rhys Bums dated 15 April 2026, page 24].
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(later seral broadleaf and manuka-kanuka scrub) are assessed as Moderate ecological value
(comprising one high and the rest moderate or lower).?”

Mr Ward similarly considers values of the DOC-Give site range from Moderate for ecological context
and representativeness, to High for rarity and distinctiveness. Overall, he considers the indigenous flora
value for the DOC-Give site to be Moderate-High.2®

Northern Gully

Mr Ward noted that the northeastern section has a somewhat similar mature forest to the QEI|
covenanted area although it lacks species diversity. The western section is low value replanted
overburden area. Mr Ward considered that this factor combined with the reshaping detracts from the
overall value and natural features present and results in an overall Low value.

This differs from the Applicant’s assessment which rates the overall indigenous flora value as High. This
is due to its more mature canopy, threatened regional habitat type, diversity of types and its functional
role in stream protection.?

Southern Gully

The Applicant rated the rarity and distinctiveness as High due to the wetland, and the ecological context
as High due to the connection this site provides between the northern tawa-kamahi areas and the
southwestern gully forest. These two elements increase the overall value to High.* This differs
considerably from Mr Ward’s overall indigenous flora value as Low-Moderate. Mr Ward ranked
representativeness as Low-Moderate because it only has 33 of the 602 native plants listed in the
Wellington Ecological District plant species list. The central wetland is overrun with blackberry. Mr Ward
also ranked ecological context as Low-Moderate as it is bordered by privately owned farmland and a
quarry, making is susceptible to edge effects. He notes that the wetland is not particularly natural and is
lacking original or naturally regenerating vegetation. He ranked diversity and pattern and rarity and
distinctiveness as Moderate.!

Dry Creek

Mr Ward agrees with the description in the Applicant’s report. In particular he noted the level of weed
species and observed that it currently serves as a buffer between the central area of the former quarry
which is very weedy. * He considered it would be an expensive liability for the management of the
Belmont Regional Park due to the need to manage weeds.

The Applicant considers this site to have Low values®, and this is consistent with Mr Ward’s
assessment.

Firth Block

Mr Ward agrees with the assessment in the Applicant’s report and describes it as a regenerating ex-
quarry face. He noted that one edge has integrity by being adjacent to the Belmont Regional Park. The
assessments of overall values differ however, with the Applicant rating the Firth Block as having
Moderate value with a range of developing seral broadleaf stages and one mature tawa;** while Mr
Ward rates the Firth Block as Low-Moderate with the main area of disagreement being
representativeness, which the Applicant assesses as High but Mr Ward assesses as Moderate.

27 Ecological Assessment, BlueGreen Ecology dated October 2025 at page 65.
2 Statement of advice — botanical and ecological restoration, Matt Ward dated April 2026, page 10
2 Ecological Assessment, BlueGreen Ecology dated October 2025 at page 40.
%0 Ecological Assessment, BlueGreen Ecology dated October 2025 at page 45.
31 Statement of advice — botanical and ecological restoration, Matt Ward dated April 2026, page 27
32 statement of advice — botanical and ecological restoration, Matt Ward dated April 2026, page 15
* Ecological Assessment, BlueGreen Ecology dated October 2025 at page 50.
* Ecological Assessment, BlueGreen Ecology dated October 2025 at page 55.
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Overall

Mr Ward considers that the amalgamated value of the DOC-Get sites is Low-Moderate.®®

Mr Ward assessed the effect on values of the improvements offered. The key changes are in the values

for Dry Creek which increases from Low to Low-Moderate, and Southern Gully which increases from

Low-Moderate to Moderate. Mr Ward observes that for Dry Creek, the removal of the weed species will

allow the vegetation to ‘catch up’ with the rest of the Belmont Regional Park which has ongoing weed

and pest management. The recalibration will take time however.3¢

With regards to the improvements offered for the Southern Gully, Mr Ward considers that the removal of
weeds will enable natural buffering and increase the resilience of the edges. If this were to remain weed
free in the long term (25 years) it would be measurably improved.*” He considers that the amalgamated

values increase to Moderate with the successful implementation of the improvements offered by the

Applicant.3®

DOC'’s Overall value ranking — Flora

[Assessment including the
roffered improvements

DOC-Give site:

| Moderate - High

N/A

DOC-Get sites:

Northern Gully Moderate Moderate
Firth Block Low-Moderate Low-Moderate
Dry Creek Low Low-Moderate
Southern Gully Low-Moderate Moderate
Amalgamated (all Get sites) | Low-Moderate Moderate

Table 2: Conservation values for flora

5.1.3 Freshwater values

BlueGreen Ecology addresses benthic macroinvertebrates, habitat and the presence of some fish
species in its ecological assessment, while the hydrology of the sites is addressed in the hydrological
analysis undertaken by Landscape Dynamics Limited (December 2025). The supplementary

information provided by the Applicant expanded the information available to DOC.

DOC-Give site

Of the three short intermittent stream reaches in this area, the Applicant classifies the northern main
stem as highly representative (despite the general absence of fish), with moderate rarity and
distinctiveness, moderate in terms of pattern and diversity and with a moderate ecological context
creating a high value aquatic system. The western branch ranks moderate for all factors and is

considered, therefore, to be of Moderate aquatic habitat value.®

Jacob Williams undertook an assessment of freshwater values in his advice to DOC (Appendix 4D) and

expresses some concerns about the location where the eDNA surveys were collected. He considers
there may be additional species not captured because of the location of the sample points. He

¥ Statement of advice — botanical and ecological restoration, Matt Ward dated April 2026, page 10
3 Statement of advice — botanical and ecological restoration, Matt Ward dated April 2026, page 15
37 Statement of advice — botanical and ecological restoration, Matt Ward dated April 2026, page 27
3 Statement of advice — botanical and ecological restoration, Matt Ward dated April 2026, page 10
3 Ecological Assessment, BlueGreen Ecology dated October 2025 at page 75.
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considers that the calculations for the area of the wetlands are not clear and the assessment of the
species likely to be present will change depending on the hydrology of the waterways at any given time.

Mr Williams’ review of the Applicant’s survey / information provided indicates MCI scores of fair-good
quality and excellent quality downstream of the site. Mr Williams categorised the rarity and
distinctiveness as Medium-High because of the wetlands present in the site - only 3% of wetlands
remain in the Greater Wellington Region, and the presence of longfin eel (At Risk - Declining) and
koura likely present (seasonally). Modelled presence indicates that additional fish species such as
banded kokopu and redfin bully may be present. He rated the ecological context as Low-Medium for
reasons including the presence of barriers to fish passage and that the DOC-Give site is a source of
water for the tributaries of the Hutt River and downstream wetlands.“

Northern Gully

Mr Williams notes the MCI score for some waterways in the Northern Gully are excellent quality.
Surveys for fish recorded the presence of longfin eel (At Risk - Declining), shortfin eel (Not Threatened)
and koura (Not Threatened). Modelled fish presence indicates additional species (banded kokopu,
redfin bully) may be present. Mr Williams therefore rates the freshwater values for the sites as mostly
Medium, with the exception of ecological context, which he rates Low-Medium because the connectivity
for fish movement is marginal given the location of the catchment and known fish barriers downstream.
41 The Applicant’s assessment notes that there are significant constraints to fish passage from the Hutt
River due to the piping of the perennial stream and two waterfalls.

Southern Gully

The stream in the Southern Gully was surveyed through additional eDNA surveys and visual
observations indicate it has good instream aquatic habitat quality, with a mixed hard-substrate base
under forest canopy. The lower wetland is more entrenched, with a dense sedge and grass cover, and
is likely good koura habitat.*?

Mr Williams rates the representativeness as Medium-High due to the largely unmodified state of the
waterways and the presence of a wetland, with a similar rating for rarity and distinctiveness. The eDNA
survey provided by the Applicant indicates longfin eel (At Risk - Declining), shortfin eel (Not
Threatened), and banded kokopu (At-Risk - Naturally Uncommon) present, with the potential for
shortjaw kokopu (Threatened - Nationally Vulnerable) also being present (although Mr Williams does
not agree as there are no records of shortjaw kdkopu in the Hutt River catchment). The MCI score for
one waterway in the Southern Gully is good quality.

Dry Creek

Mr Williams notes that there is no quantitative survey undertaken for the Firth Block or the Dry Creek
site, and no quantitative survey for the Dry Creek site. Due to the significant fish passage barriers
downstream (piped stream) fish diversity is likely to be minimal but there is likely to be a good
macroinvertebrate community similar to the other blocks in the un-piped sections of waterway. The
modelling suggests banded kokopu, longfin eel and redfin bully may be present.

Mr Williams rated the Dry Creek values as all Low.** While there is 507 m of waterways, they have
mostly been heavily modified.

“0 Freshwater statement of advice, Jacob Williams, April 2026 at page 3-4.

#! Freshwater statement of advice, Jacob Williams, April 2026 at page 5.

2 Ecological Assessment, BlueGreen Ecology dated October 2025 at page 78.
43 Freshwater statement of advice, Jacob Williams, April 2026 at page 7.
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Firth Block

The presence of a wetland in this site results in a Medium-High rating for representativeness, rarity and
distinctiveness by Mr Williams. Other criteria are rated as Low-Medium due to a good MCI score,
absence of fish species and restricted connectivity for fish movement downstream.*

Overall

Mr Williams acknowledges that ephemeral and intermittent waterways may have less value as habitat
for fish species, however, they still provide seasonal habitat for fish species, habitat for
macroinvertebrates, act as buffers for downstream reaches and can help regulate water flows. Mr
Williams derived the following overall ecological value based on the highest ranking for each criteria.

Mr Williams assessed the amalgamated values as Medium-High based on a combination of factors
including the values assessments, area of wetlands, length of waterways, quality of waterways, fish
passage barriers etc rather than assigning a numeric values-based assessment.

Mr Williams assessed the improvements proffered by the Applicant, but it did not change the freshwater
values.

DOC’s overall value ranking — Freshwater
IAssessment including the
roffered improvements
DOC-Give site: [ Medium-High N/A
DOC-Get sites:
Northern Gully Medium Medium
Firth Block Medium-High Medium-High
Dry Creek Low Low
Southern Gully Medium-High Medium-High

Table 3: Conservation values for freshwater ecology

5.1.4 Recreational values

The Applicant undertook an assessment of recreational values (Rob Greenaway & Associates). Other
relevant assessment includes a Health and Safety report, Contaminated Land report, Climate Change
and Natural Hazards.

Mike Harbrow has undertaken an assessment of the recreational values in his advice to DOC in
Appendix 4E.

The main recreation feature of the DOC-Give site is 400 m of 4WD track which forms an extended loop
to the Buchanan Road Tramping Track. The 4WD track also provides access to the National Grid
support structures. Usage of Buchanan Road Tramping Track is estimated by the Applicant to be in the
vicinity of 6,570 each year based on data captured by a visitor counter, of which 41% is estimated to
use the 4WD track portion. Mr Harbrow had some concerns about the accuracy of this data given the
methodology with which it was collected. Loss of that portion of the 4WD track will not affect the use of
any other tracks including the Buchanan Road Tramping Track, access to Boulder Hill or the Puke Ariki
/ Haywards Korokoro Traverse.*

“ Freshwater statement of advice, Jacob Williams, April 2026 at page 7-8.
¢ Recreation Assessment, Rob Greenaway & Associates dated December 2025, page 13.
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nil. If the land exchange goes ahead, public access to these blocks will be enabled resulting in a future
recreation value of Low. This rating is generally because no recreational development is proposed and
the core value is ecological. The proposed right of way from Liverton Road for the Southern Gully
provides only for conservation activities and maintenance by DOC. Public access to the Southern Gully
would be through the Northern Gully which would in turn be connected to the Regional Park.

The assessment by Mr Harbrow noted that access to and within the DOC-Get sites would be poor as
the land is fragmented, the blocks lack existing tracks and are steep and generally not well connected
to conservation land within Belmont Regional Park. This contrasts with the relative ease of access to

the DOC-Give land.*

The Applicant’s assessment considers there to be no measurable gain or loss at the Regional Park
scale, as the comparative recreation values are low for both the DOC-Get and the DOC-Give sites.*
This differs from the assessment of Mr Harbrow who considers the current recreational value of the
DOC-Get land to be Low®' and the value of the DOC-Give land higher at Low-Medium. The land
exchange would therefore reduce the recreation value of conservation land. Key factors in his
assessment are:>?

a. The ease of recreational access both to and within the DOC-Give land compared to the DOC-Get
land.

b. The extent to which the DOC-Get land has been subject to human modification compared to the
DOC-Give land.

c. The contiguous nature of the DOC-Give land and length of experience that is possible within it,
compared to the fragmented nature of the DOC-Get land and the smaller size of the individual
blocks.

Mr Harbrow assessed the amalgamated values of the DOC-Get sites as Low.>* Mr Harbrow assessed
the improvements proffered by the Applicant, but it did not change the recreation values.

DOC’s overall value ranking — Recreation
IAssessment including the
roffered improvements

DOC-Give site: [ Low-Medium N/A

DOC-Get sites:

Northern Gully Low Low

Firth Block Low Low

Dry Creek Low Low

Southern Gully Low Low

Table 4: Conservation values for recreation

5.1.5 Cultural and heritage values

The Application is supported by the following assessments:

a. Archaeological Assessment, Clough and Associates Ltd, November 2025
b. Cultural Values Assessment, Hikoikoi Management Limited, December 2025
c. Land Exchange Report, Wikairaa Consulting Limited, December 2025

4@ Recreation statement of advice, Mike Harbrow dated April 2026 at [28].
50 Recreation Assessment, Rob Greenaway & Associates, December 2025, page 13.
51 Recreation statement of advice, Mike Harbrow dated April 2026 at [35].
52 Recreation statement of advice, Mike Harbrow dated April 2026 at [52].
53 Recreation statement of advice, Mike Harbrow dated April 2026 at [56].
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Historic heritage has been reviewed by Richard Nester and his advice provided to DOC (Appendix 4F).

Archaeology

The archaeological assessment notes that there are no archaeological or historic heritage sites
recorded within or in close proximity to any of the land exchange sites.>* The DOC-Give site, Northern
and Southern Gully sites have the potential to contain archaeological sites associated with early
European settlement, and accordingly the heritage values are estimated as being low to moderate.®
The Firth Block is unlikely to have any archaeological sites due to the steep and hilly nature, and no
evidence of an historical access track. Similarly, the Dry Creek site is unlikely to have any
archaeological sites due to its topography and past usage for quarrying. Consequently the assessment
considers that there will be no known effects on archaeological or historic values.% The assessment
considers that the loss of the DOC-Give site will be compensated by the addition of the Northern and
Southern Gully sites, both of which have some potential for containing archaeological sites of similar
values.” The assessment concludes that the benefits of the land exchange are neutral.>®

The presence of archaeological sites associated with Maori occupation and settlement are considered
to be very low.®

Mr Nester undertook a review of the archaeological report and records of meetings between the
Applicant and Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga. He noted that the DOC-Give site has one
recorded cultural heritage site. It is recorded by the New Zealand Archaeological site recording scheme
as R27/910 and is described as the remains of ‘Farm Building’ and historic artefacts. The site includes
a collapsed roof and associated building framing, roofing iron, concrete footings, fences and some
artefacts (glass bottles). Although this indicates a previous land use, he considered that the significance
of it is low.®? He considered there is potential for partial remnant of a pre-1900 tramway used for timber
extraction to be present in the Northern Gully and the Southern Gully although no tramway has yet
been discovered.

Cultural values

The cultural values assessment notes that the land exchange sites from part of a wider cultural
landscape. Local features include Pokaimangumangu, Speedy’s Stream which is a historic travel route
and Puke Ariki Traverse which is another connection. Even though features such as travel routes and
narratives of occupation may not be close to the sites, they indicate long-standing association.® The
DOC-Give site takes its cultural values from being part of the Belmont landscape and the whakapapa,
identity and kaitiakitanga.

The DOC-Get sites all hold comparable cultural values, reflective of their limited cultural visibility and
constrained access. The Northern Gully holds cultural value as part of the Belmont landscape and its
mature and regenerating ngahere. The waterways of the Southern Gully have a hydrological and
spiritual connection to Te Awa Kairangi which is a statutory area in Schedule 1 of the Port Nicholson
Block (Taranaki Whanui ki Te Upoko o Te lka) Claims Settlement Act 2009. The regenerating native
vegetation in Dry Creek provides continuity between the site and adjoining parkland. The proposed
weed management programmes provide tangible ways to improve the mauri and involve mana whenua
in catchment care.

5 Archaeological Assessment, Clough and Associates Ltd dated November 2025 at [26].

5 Archaeological Assessment, Clough and Associates Ltd dated November 2025 at [62-63].
56 Archaeological Assessment, Clough and Associates Ltd dated November 2025 at [66].

57 Archaeological Assessment, Clough and Associates Ltd dated November 2025 at [68].

58 Archaeological Assessment, Clough and Associates Ltd dated November 2025 at [74].

5¢ Archaeological Assessment, Clough and Associates Ltd dated November 2025 at [42].

8 Cultural heritage statement of advice, Richard Nester dated 22 April 2026 at [11 and 12].
81 Cultural Values Assessment, Hikoikoi management Limited, December 2025 at [27]
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Firth Block is described as demonstrating the principles of Ki Uta Ki Tai and cultural integrity through its
ridgelines, regenerating vegetation and wetland features.

The cultural assessment considers that a land exchange would change the legal tenure but does not
change the relationship of mana whenua to the whenua, wai and wider landscape. The extent to which
cultural benefit is realised depends on how access, restoration and management are implemented. A
number of opportunities are identified including weed and pest management and revegetation, and
these will result in strengthened cultural values.®?

Mr Nester agreed with the assessment and considered that the potential is for only low value, tangible
cultural heritage to be located on the sites.5?

Overall

Mr Nester considered that the rating of the cultural heritage values of both the DOC-Give site and the
DOC-Get sites is Low. He assessed the amalgamated values of the DOC-Get sites as Low.®

Mr Nester assessed the improvements proffered by the Applicant, but it did not change the heritage
values.

DOC’s overall value ranking — Heritage
Assessment including the proffered
improvements

DOC-Give site: [ Low N/A

DOC-Get sites:

Northern Gully Low Low

Firth Block Low Low

Dry Creek Low Low

Southern Gully Low Low

Table 5: Conservation values for heritage

5.1.6 Landscape and natural character values

Rhys Girvan from Boffa Miskell undertook a landscape assessment of the DOC-Get and DOC-Give
land on behalf of Winstone Aggregates. The landscape assessment followed Te Tangi a te Manu:
Aotearoa New Zealand Landscape Assessment Guidelines. The parcels were assessed in terms of the
following attributes:

a. Physical - being the tangible elements of the landscape;

b. Perceptual — which is how people experience and interpret the landscape; and

c. Associative — which captures the cultural, historical and spiritual connections that people and
communities have with a place.

This assessment has been reviewed by Jeremy Head in his advice to DOC (Appendix 4C).

The Applicant’s landscape assessment and review of each parcel is summarised below, along with Mr
Head’s assessment.

52 Cultural Values Assessment, Hikoikoi management Limited, December 2025 at [48]
82 Cultural heritage statement of advice, Richard Nester dated 22 April 2026 at [9].
8 Cultural heritage statement of advice, Richard Nester dated 22 April 2026 at [19].
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DOC-Give

The perceptual attributes are of this parcel being part of the broader rolling vegetated landscape of the
Belmont Regional Park. The elevated parts of this parcel contribute to the green backdrop that frames
the upper slopes of the western Hutt hills. It transitions between the pastoral grasses and the
regenerating native vegetation. The nearest properties are rural residential and are located
approximately 750 m away, with residential suburbs of Taita and Pomare being the closest urban
development. Most of these properties are described as having no view of the DOC-Give parcel beyond
the vegetated slopes of the western escarpment, such as the residential development located on the
eastern Hutt hills which has views of the DOC-Give parcel above the western escarpment.

Given its proximity to the Belmont Regional Park, Mr Girvan described the associative attributes as
conservation, recreation and transitioning farming activity.

This area is assessed by the Applicant as having moderate landscape value and low-moderate visibility.
Its proximity beside the established quarry reflects a relatively contained aspect of the broader Belmont
Hills with capacity to absorb progressive quarry development. There are no significant cultural or
historical associations in the context of former and existing quarrying activity.

All three attributes for the DOC-Give parcel are classed by the Applicant as having a Moderate value,
giving an overall landscape value of Moderate. Mr Head agrees with this assessment.

Given the limited visibility of the block due to vegetation, intervening landforms and distance, the
Applicant classified visibility as Low-Moderate. Mr Head agrees.

Mr Head noted that the DOC-Give site could reach a Moderate ‘plus’ value if there is no land swap and
the block keeps getting managed as it is now through animal and weed pest control. He considers that
there should be some level of improvement (above the ‘Moderate’ status quo) condition of the block
over time.

Northern Gully

The Applicant described the perceptual attributes as being connected to the pattern of incised gullies
that contrast with the more prominent spur of the Wellington Fault. The proximity to the Extraction Zone
means this block is not memorable or visible. It is part of the broader elevated green backdrop above
the western escarpment. The microclimates in this block add ecological and visual richness.

The presence of the QEIl covenant supports ongoing conservation and ecological value, however no
significant cultural or historical associations have been identified. The QEIl covenanted area is not
accessible by the public.

The Applicant considers the block has Moderate-High physical values, Moderate perceptual values and
Moderate-High associative values. Mr Head elevates the associative values as Moderate-High to High
for the QEIl covenanted area and Moderate-High outside the QEIl covenanted area. Mr Head considers
that overall the site has Moderate-High landscape value with low visual sensitivity given it is visible from
the quarry with only limited glimpses from the rural residential properties to the north of Kelson.

Southern Gully

The Applicant described the perceptual attributes as being derived from its location on the edge of the
working quarry and the rural lifestyle development along Liverton Road. It is described as not being
particularly memorable and is generally not visible above the more prominent western escarpment.

There are little associative values, and it is a localised area of regenerating vegetation with a wetland
that contributes to the wider landscape.
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The Applicant assessed the physical and perceptual values as being Moderate, with Low-Moderate
associative values. This gives an overall Moderate landscape value and Low to Low-Moderate visual
sensitivity. There is the potential for ongoing rehabilitation restoring natural character along existing
streams and wetlands and expanding area of regenerating native vegetation. Mr Head agrees.

Dry Creek Quarry

The Applicant described the perceptual attributes as reflecting the former use as a quarry and cleanfill,
however the original gully structure is still present. It is a missing piece of the wider escarpment system.
When viewed closely, the benching does not have a high degree of naturalness however from a
distance or in the context of the adjoining vegetated hills the sight aligns visually with the surrounding
landscape.

The Applicant considered that the block has limited associative values reflecting its industrial history.
Filming occurred at this site for Helm’s Deep and Minas Tirith in the Lord of the Rings trilogy providing
some more recent associative values.

The Applicant assessed Dry Creek as having Moderate physical and perceptual values, and Low-
Moderate associative values, with an overall landscape value of Moderate and Low to Low-Moderate
visual sensitivity. The visual sensitivity rating is due to its enclosed contained landform. There is the
potential for ongoing rehabilitation restoring natural character along existing streams and wetlands and
expanding area of regenerating native vegetation. Mr Head disagrees and classifies all landscape
values for the Dry Creek site as being Low-Moderate.

Firth Block

The associative values are assessed by the Applicant as Moderate-High due to the presence of the
QEII conservation covenant and its contribution to the broader vegetated western escarpment. Mr Head
considered the associative values are Moderate-High to High. The Applicant assessed the physical
values as Moderate-High, and perceptual values as High given its visual prominence.

The Applicant considered the overall landscape values to be Moderate-High, with High visibility. Mr
Head assesses the Firth Block as having a slightly higher overall landscape value than that of the
Applicant, with a Moderate-High to High value.

General comments

The capacity of the landscape was also assessed by the Applicant, with Belmont Hills having a
moderate landscape capacity within the undulating round ridgetop which is stepped back from the
western escarpment. The western escarpment by comparison has more limited capacity for change as
it is more visible, with prominent revegetated spurs, enclosed wetlands and gullies. Mr Head agrees
with the assessment and notes that capacity will be a relevant matter only when the substantive
application is being assessed.

Mr Head agrees that the DOC-Get areas will not visually change much (if at all) when viewed from afar
— especially to the lay person. He considered that the Firth Block and Dry Creek land parcels would
consolidate the broader vegetated setting.

The Applicant’s landscape assessment considers would be a net gain in landscape values by:

a. Increasing the extent of high-value vegetated land with higher naturalness and intactness than the
land removed.

b. Maintaining the scenic backdrop role in the Hutt Valley, consistent with its recognition in the Greater
Wellington Regional Council Parks Network Plan;

c. Strengthening the contribution of landscape values to the conservation estate including connectivity
and legibility along the western escarpment and the ongoing rehabilitation of Dry Creek.
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Mr Head notes some omissions in Mr Girvan’s assessment, such as the absence of any discussion of
edge effects. The significance of edges is that they are particularly sensitive to weed and pest invasion.
In addition, Mr Head considers that ecological values / levels of biodiversity should form a more
transparent contribution towards a description of the various land parcels’ levels of natural landscape
character.

Mr Head considered the amalgamated landscape value for the DOC-Get sites as Moderate to
Moderate-High.5®

Mr Head considered the effect on landscape values if the improvement proffered were successfully
implemented. He concluded that the landscape values would be increased in the Northern Gully and
Dry Creek. For Northern Gully, the increase is based on the combination of animal pest control and
weed eradication enabling improvements to the forest understorey and the substantial removal of exotic
canopy species which would otherwise continue to self-seed.%® The increase in landscape value for Dry
Creek is based on 90% weed eradication, canopy closure, natural regeneration and the beginning of
natural ecological processes over the entire land parcel. The supplementary planting proposed also
would enhance the landscape values. Including the improvements offered by the Applicant gives an
overall landscape value for the DOC-Get sites as Moderate-High.%”

DOC’s overall value ranking — Landscape and natural character

[Assessment including the
roffered improvements

DOC-Give site: | Moderate N/A
DOC-Get sites:
Northern Gully Moderate-High Moderate-High to High
Firth Block Moderate-High to High Moderate-High to High
Dry Creek Low-Moderate Moderate
Southern Gully Moderate Moderate

Table 6: Conservation values for landscape and natural character

& |andscape statement of advice, Jeremy Head, May 2026 at [46]
% Landscape statement of advice, Jeremy Head, May 2026, page 12
57 Landscape statement of advice, Jeremy Head, May 2026 at [46]
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Table 8 demonstrates that based on the conservation values of the sites (without taking into account
proposed improvements through conditions), there would be:

a. no net gain for flora and recreation;

b. no difference (and therefore no net gain) for cultural heritage values and freshwater ecology
values; and

c. a net benefit for landscape and natural character and terrestrial fauna.

This contrasts with the Applicant’s assessment which indicates:

a. a net gain for ecology (habitat, birds and lizards), landscape and aquatic;
b. no difference for ecology (bats), recreation and archaeology.

The following table brings the previous two tables together and compares the different values between
the Applicant’'s and DOC'’s assessment. The description of the values does not perfectly align with
different values assessed and different measures. For example, Mr Willliams provided a qualitative
assessment for freshwater ecology whereas the Applicant calculated the stream length. It is likely the
Applicant included freshwater habitats in its ecology (habitat) assessment.









While there are increases in values as a result of the improvements offered, there is no change to the
conservation values that would experience a net gain (i.e. landscape and natural character and
terrestrial fauna).

5.1.5.1 Conclusion on comparative assessment of values that relate to each area of land
concerned

This section draws together the above discussion and provides an overall assessment of whether there
is a gain/benefit in conservation values through the exchange.

The Applicant considers that there is a net gain in both ecological and landscape values, and when
these are considered together with archaeological and recreational the proposed land exchange will
result in a net benefit to the conservation estate.”

When the values are compared between the DOC-Give and DOC-Get sites as assessed for DOC, the
only values where there would be a net benefit arising from the land exchange is landscape and natural
character and terrestrial fauna. This result remains the same when the Applicant’s improvements are
included.

The land area proposed to be exchanged is larger for the combined DOC-Get, with 23.86 ha for the
DOC-Give and 34.1 ha for the DOC-Get. The best gain for terrestrial fauna is that DOC gets an
increased land area and some of it is of relatively high value, and better habitat for birds and lizards.
That is countered by some land being of low value and requiring significant resources to maintain in
good condition.

Other benefits include:

a. an additional access point into the Regional Park from Liverton Road for conservation and
maintenance, noting that public access will be expressly excluded;
a gain in stream length (ephemeral/intermittent/perennial); and
a gain in habitat associated with the increased length of stream, although the amount of habitat is
unknown.

Comparatively, some of the value from the DOC-Get land is only able to be realised with improvements
offered by the Applicant. If the improvements offered were successfully undertaken, the potential value
and benefits would be:

a. More comprehensive and effective pest and weed management.

b. Increased restoration opportunities (noting the concern outlined below about monoculture). An
increase in eco-sourced indigenous vegetation will be a benefit.

c. Catalyst for research into swamp maire, including transplanting and propagating.

d. If the proposal to propagate 200 swamp maire is successful, this will be a significant benefit to a
Threatened - Nationally Vulnerable species.

e. Animal pest control measures would be expected to increase breeding success of indigenous
species. This could result in higher density of birds and lizards (if effective over a long time
period: birds — about five consecutive years; lizards — approx. 20 consecutive years)

f. Better quality habitat arising from restoration planting and weed management.

g. Improvements to the landscape values of the Northern Gully arising from the combination of
animal pest control and weed eradication enabling improvements to the forest understorey and
the substantial removal of exotic canopy species which would otherwise continue to self-seed into
the native forest cover.”

7 Land Exchange Report, Wikaira Consulting dated 7 December 2025 at [9.107]
72 Landscape statement of advice, Jeremy Head, April 2026, page 12

38



h. Improvements to the landscape values of Dry Creek. The increase is based on 90% weed
eradication, canopy closure, natural regeneration and the beginnings of natural ecological
processes over the entire land parcel and 90% plant establishment within the ‘supplementary
planting area’ shown on the Boffa Miskell Landscape Appendix B6a.”

i. Opportunities for kaitiakitanga, and for mana whenua to partner in the restoration efforts

5.2 Financial implications for the Crown (cl 26(1)(b))

When considering a land exchange, the Panel must take into account the financial implications for the
Crown of the land exchange.

Land value
The DOC-Give site has a book value of approximately $6,590.68 per hectare.

The August 2025 valuation undertaken by Colliers™ values the DOC-Get sites at $539,000 and the
DOC-Give site at $428,000.

Given the difference in values, clause 31(2) of the Schedule 6 is relevant to this application. It requires:

No condition may be imposed in accordance with subclause (1) requiring the payment of money
by the Crown to offset any inequality between the market value of the land to be acquired by the
Crown and the land to be given by way of exchange by the Crown, and nothing in this Act
otherwise requires such a payment.

In terms of the land valuation, there are no financial implications of the land exchange for DOC.

Operational costs

There are two works programmes that are involved in the proposed land exchange area, being:

a. Parks operations (ranger services and asset maintenance work).
b. Biodiversity, Key Native Ecosystem operations.

As these works programmes are applied to the whole of the Belmont Regional Park, Greater Wellington
Regional Council has advised that the total operational expenditure for the DOC-Give land is in the
vicinity of $5,000 per annum.

Other operations relevant to the DOC-Give site includes pest and weed control which amounts to
$4,500 per annum ongoing pest animal control (ungulates, possums and mustelids). Greater Wellington
Regional Council noted that the land that is proposed for DOC-Get has a much higher weed burden
than the DOC-Give land. Managing weeds will likely require a greater investment than the current
$4,500.

The maintenance costs for the blocks are a liability for DOC as there is no operational expenditure or
human resource capacity to manage the land, it is not a property that is an Outcome Plan site, has no
ranking, and therefore additional time and money is not justified for biodiversity or public access
reasons.

The conditions proposed by the Applicant include five years of plant and animal pest control, but
following that the Applicant’s responsibilities will end and the cost of ongoing maintenance will become
an expense to DOC.

5.3 Consequences of the land exchange (cl 26(1)(c))

7 Landscape statement of advice, Jeremy Head, April 2026, page 13
74 valuation Report, Colliers dated August 2025, page 54

39 BELMONT QUARRY SECTION FTAA 35(3) LAND EXCHANGE REPORT
39



When considering a land exchange, the Panel must take into account whether the consequences of the
land exchange would be practical to manage on an ongoing basis, including consideration of whether
the land exchange would result in an enclave of private land within a conservation area or a Crown-
owned reserve.

DOC confirmed during consultation that the DOC-Get areas will be subject to the same management
regime as other Crown-managed reserves in the Wellington region.

The most challenging characteristics of the DOC-Get sites are:

The terrain and topography;

Increased perimeter and therefore a greater risk of incursion by weeds and pests;
Low level of regeneration in places; and

Level of weeds already present.

a0 op

The exchange will not create an enclave of private land. With the exception of the Southern Gully
(which is connected by way of the Northern Gully), all the DOC-Get sites are contiguous with the
Belmont Regional Park.

The Applicant considers that the ongoing management and maintenance burden on the Crown is
anticipated to be low,”® however given the level of weeds in some parts of the DOC-Get sites more
intensive management will be required. If the land exchange is approved, the details and
implementation of the improvement package (including significant weed and pest control and planting)
will be critical to minimising the actions required to manage the land.

5.4 Legal and financial liabilities and risks (cl 26(1)(d))

When considering a land exchange, the Panel must take into account the legal and financial liabilities
and health and safety risks for the Crown associated with the land exchange. The Exchange
Application states (12.0 onwards) that there are limited legal and financial liabilities associated with the
land parcels as part of the exchange.

Northern Gully

First, there is the QEIl covenant over the Firth Block and the Northern Block. The covenant is an Open
Space Covenant (10476608.1) pursuant to s 22 of the Queen Elizabeth the Second National Trust Act
1977. The instrument is the same for both and prevents’® the following activities (in summary):

The removal of native vegetation or planting of any non-native vegetation.
Construction / erection of buildings or signs.

Mining or quarrying.

Depositing rubbish.

Allowing livestock into the covenanted areas.

Altering or disturbing water courses.

Disturbing ground.

@ "o oo o p

The only aspect of the Covenant that would seem a potential liability for the Department is the
restriction on stock usage of the covenant. That might result in the Department having to take steps to
fence the area, particularly if the current fencing is not adequate. The Covenant itself has requirements
on fencing, which is to be discussed with the National Trust noting also the Fencing Act 1978 applies to
the boundaries.

7 Land Exchange Report, Wikaira Consulting dated December 2025 at [12.36]
76 valuation Report, Colliers dated August 2025, page 16
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The Northern Gully has potentially been subject to over burden on the site (particularly on Lot 5). Part
of Lot 1 is also subject to an open space covenant (Covenant 10476608.1) (addressed above). The
Preliminary Site Investigation sets out the various approvals acquired for this purpose in the vicinity of
the Northern Gully area.”” This is noted as being unlikely to have involved hazardous material’,
however, this is not known for certain. In addition to overburden the wider property is listed on Greater
Wellington Regional Council’s Selected Land Use Register (SLUR) for mining extraction (quarrying
activities) and the bulk storage of drums for fuel, chemicals or liquid waste.” It would be prudent for this
to be further investigated as part of this exchange process, especially with regard to the fuel, chemical
or liquid waste. Mr Ward’s report includes a photograph of drums dumped in the stream and
recommends this be remedied.

Part of the Northern Gully is a designed landform accommodating overburden. It is understood this has
been designed to achieve acceptable levels of static and seismic stability (Damage Control Limit State)
with calculated displacements in the Maximum Considered Earthquake of less than 170 mm.%
Consequently the Applicant’s report concludes there is limited slope instability hazards and negligible
risk to persons and to conservation values.

Finally, there are Transpower overhead electricity transmission lines in the Northern Gully (which
extend into the Belmont Regional Park). These lines will mean that there are some restrictions under
the lines on the types of activities that can occur on the site, and the potential for future work to ensure
adequate clearance between the top of the vegetation and the linesin accordance with the New
Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances (NZECP34:2001).

Southern Gully

The Southern Gully is subject to a proposed right of way access via Liverton Road. The Colliers Report
notes that this is proposed to be limited to maintenance purposes only.?' Legally this would not seem a
liability but could impact on the conservation values of the block.

The Southern Gully has also been subject to overburden disposal, but again it is noted by the Applicant
that this is unlikely to be hazardous.®? Without further onsite studies it is not possible to know if that is
the case.

Firth Block

The Firth Block is subject to the QEIl covenant (addressed above). It is also subject to an encumbrance
in favour of Hutt City Council for the protection of vegetation on land which is in the process of being
removed (9032630.1).

There are records of potential land contamination.® The north-western portion of the Firth Block falls
within the SLUR delineation for the overall property, which is currently listed on Greater Wellington
Regional Council’'s SLUR for mining industries (quarrying activities) and the bulk storage of drums for
fuel, chemicals or liquid waste.

As noted in the geotechnical report, there is an area of instability between the Firth Block and the
quarry pit wall.®* The instability extends through the upper two batters, with debris spilling onto the
benches below. The geotechnical assessment considered that a 6 m zone measured from the crest of
the slope back into the Firth Block presents a higher risk of instability. The report recommends

7 Preliminary site investigation — Northern Gully, Southem Gully and Firth block, PDP, dated 5 December 2025, pages 7-8
78 preliminary site investigation — Northemn Gully, Southem Gully and Firth block, PDP, dated 5 December 2025, page 10
79 preliminary site investigation — Northemn Gully, Southem Gully and Firth block, PDP, dated 5 December 2025, page 12
8 Geotechnical Appraisal Report, Baseline Geotechnical Limited, dated December 2025, page 18

81 valuation Report, Colliers dated August 2025, page 17

82 preliminary site investigation — Northemn Gully, Southem Gully and Firth block, PDP, dated 5 December 2025, page 10
& Preliminary site investigation — Northemn Gully, Southem Gully and Firth block, PDP, dated 5 December 2025, page 12
8 Geotechnical Appraisal Report, Baseline Geotechnical Limited, dated December 2025, page 14
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excluding people from accessing this area through fencing positioned a minimum of 6 m from the crest
of the quarry batters.

Dry Creek

The Dry Creek block has records of fill in the northern corner. It is not clear to what extent there has
been past quarrying and whether impacted by that or associated use that might have contaminated the
land being obtained. There is also a right of way road in the southern corner of the block.

The Application notes that there is the possibility for contamination on the site and that, in the future
event of public tracks being constructed, steps would be needed to ensure this was safe for the public
in future.® Overall the Applicant advises that contamination risk is identified as being low.

The geotechnical report notes that localised small-scale instability may still be possible in cut batters
above the former quarry access road, but that scale of instability will present little risk to persons and
negligible risk to conservation values.®

Summary of key risks from land proposed to be obtained from exchange

Aside from the QEIl covenant, a key risk is the potential for there to be ongoing contamination from the
quarrying activities on adjacent sites. The assessment of risk based on what is currently known
concerning contamination is limited. Depending on what forms of contamination / fill is present, and the
amount of future predicted use, there is a risk that DOC will have a legal liability to clean some of the
material if it becomes a hazard to the public. This is also a potential health and safety hazard for
anyone using the areas once incorporated into the Belmont Regional Park.

DOC-Give site

The main legal risk to note is there is a paper road in the northern corner that belongs to the Huitt City
Council. It will be necessary to consider what is going to occur to this as part of the exchange.

In addition, there is going to be a need for adequate public awareness of the new boundaries of the
Regional Park.

Financial liabilities

Weed and pest control will financially be a liability that falls on DOC to maintain the DOC-Give sites as
discussed in section 5.2.

5.5 Statements of general policy (cl 26(1)(e))

When considering a land exchange, the Panel must take into account statements of general policy
under section 17B or 17C of the Conservation Act 1987.

The following documents are relevant.

5.51 Conservation General Policy

The Conservation General Policy (CGP) was prepared under section 17C of the Conservation Act 1987
to provide unified policy for the implementation of a number of Acts listed in the First Schedule of the
Conservation Act. It provides guidance for the administration and management of all lands and waters
and all natural and historic resources managed for the purposes of the specified Acts, excluding
reserves administered by other agencies under the Reserves Act 1977.

8 Preliminary and Detailed Site Investigation — Dry Creek, PDP, dated 5 December 2025.
88 Geotechnical Appraisal Report, Baseline Geotechnical Limited, dated December 2025, page 9
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The CGP also provides guidance for consistent management planning for the wide range of places and
resources administered or managed by DOC, including the preparation of conservation management
strategies, conservation management plans and sports fish management plans.

CGP does not apply to reserves controlled and managed by an administering body i.e. Greater
Wellington Regional Council administers Dry Creek Recreation Reserve. This is due to the definition of
“public conservation lands and water” being:

Lands and water areas administered by the Department of Conservation for whatever purpose,
including the natural and historic resources of those areas covered by this general policy.
Reserves administered by other agencies are not included in this definition.

The CGP is considered to apply to DOC for the purposes of this land exchange application even though
in the future (if the land exchange is approved) the DOC-Get sites may be administered by Greater
Wellington Regional Council.

Policy 6 states:
6. Changes to public conservation land

6(a) Land acquisition or exchange (including boundary changes) may be undertaken to
manage, for conservation purposes, natural resources or historical and cultural heritage; or for
the benefit and enjoyment of the public, including public access, where the land has international,
national or regional significance; or where land acquisition or exchange will either:

I improve representativeness of public conservation land; or
i improve the natural functioning or integrity of places; or
i improve the amenity or utility of places; or
iv. prevent significant loss of natural resources or historical and cultural heritage; or
V. improve the natural linkages between places; or
Vi secure practical walking access to public conservation lands and waters, rivers, lakes or
the coast; or
Vii. achieve any other purpose allowed for under the relevant Acts.

The policy sets out two appropriate circumstances for land acquisition or exchange. The first is where
the land has international, national or regional significance, and the second is where the acquisition or
exchange would meet one of the listed outcomes in (i) — (Vvii).

Based on the DOC technical assessments, the DOC-Get sites would not achieve the matters in (i), (iii)
— (vii). The land exchange will achieve Policy 6(a)(ii) by providing for an improvement in the natural
functioning of conservation land, in particular as Dr Burns evaluated the terrestrial fauna values of the
DOC-Get sites as being slightly higher than the DOC-Give site. In addition, targeted weed and pest
management and restoration planting will improve the natural functioning.

5.6 Strategies and plans (cl 26(1)(f))

When considering a land exchange, the Panel must take into account any conservation management
strategy, conservation management plan or reserve management plan that has been co-authored,
authored or approved by a Treaty settlement entity.

Where these documents exist but were not co-authored, authored or approved by a Treaty settlement
entity, the Panel may consider them (but is not required to) (cl 29(1)(b) of Schedule 6). Clause 26(1)
requires this report to include information on these documents,

The following documents are potentially relevant:

o Wellington Conservation Management Strategy 2019
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o Toitd Te Whenua Parks Network Plan 2020-2030 management plan

5.6.1 Wellington Conservation Management Strategy 2019

The purpose of the Wellington Conservation Management Strategy is to describe the conservation
values and issues for the Wellington region and how these will be managed by DOC. It recognises the
partnerships, organisations and parties that collaborate to deliver the four values of historic, natural,
recreation and engagement. Given that the Wellington Conservation Management Strategy applies to
lands, waters and resources managed by DOC,®” but not to conservation land administered by an
administering agency, this document is not considered to be relevant (Greater Wellington Regional
Council being the administering agency for the DOC-Give land).

5.6.2 Toitd Te Whenua Parks Network Plan 2020-2030 management plan

Toita Te Whenua is the management plan for eight regional parks and forests and includes
considerable detail for Belmont. This replaces all earlier park management plans, including the 1996
Belmont Regional Park Management Plan. The opportunities for the Belmont Regional Park include:

Restoration, including opportunity for community-led restoration and predator free work;

Master planning;

Contributing to Greater Wellington Regional Council’s climate change target through restoration;
Heritage education opportunities;

Development and promotion of key destinations in the park; and

"o o0 oo

Natural heritage improvements through restoration of riparian areas.

The DOC-Give area proposed for exchange currently sits within Belmont Regional Park and is subject
to the policies and direction set out in Toitt Te Whenua.

Section 7.3 is specific to Belmont Regional Park and sets out the key features and characteristics as
well as opportunities. The proposed land exchange does not achieve the following goals:

Natural heritage Goal 1: Protect and restore high levels of terrestrial and freshwater ecosystem
health to enhance biodiversity and ecosystem services

The DOC-Give site contains rare and threatened species including swamp maire and ramarama. The
land exchange will not support the protection and restoration of these habitats.

Recreation experience Goal 2: Parks are highly accessible places for many visitors to enjoy;
they offer a variety of interesting experiences, enhancing the health and wellbeing of local
communities and broader regional economy

The DOC-Give site contains a 4WD track which will no longer be accessible in the event of a land
exchange. Mr Harbrow recorded several predator control lines and informal trails extending from this
area down through bush that has regenerated in the decades since the area ceased to be farmed.
These routes are marked with permalat or flagging tape. Mr Harbrow described these trails to be well
used and maintained, with clear ground trails.® This contrasts with the DOC-Get sites where access to
and within sites would be poor. The land is fragmented, the blocks lack existing tracks and are
generally not well connected to conservation land within Belmont Regional Park.

Cultural heritage features and landscape values Goal 3: A variety of landscape settings are
preserved and enhanced reflecting social values; historic heritage features are protected and
interpreted for visitors

87 Wellington Conservation Management Strategy 2019-2029, page 15
88 Statement of advice on recreation, Michael Harbrow, dated 21 April 2026 at [23-24]
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The land exchange would mean that the archaeological site (R27/910) could not be accessed by the
public, and therefore Goal 3 is partially achieved. The land exchange will have no impact on the
presence of the archaeological site other than preventing public access.

Goal 4 is for DOC and the Council to determine in the future.

Goal 4: Working collaboratively and consistently with others, we enable learning and build strong
partnerships to deliver more conservation and recreation benefits for parks, people and
communities

Toita Te Whenua classifies land / asset swap, disposal or acquisition for Belmont as a ‘restricted
activity’.®° Primary consideration when making decisions is to be given to the land tenure and
associated provisions in legislation for an area within the park. Policy 51P sets out 23 matters to
consider when undertaking an exchange®'.

5.7 Conditions (cl 26(1)(g))

This report must include information about any conditions that should be imposed in accordance with
clause 31 or 32 of Schedule 6, or section 84, as well as being required to specify any conditions of
those specified under section 78 that the Panel must impose in accordance with clause 33.

The Applicant proffered conditions (which form part of the exchange proposal) on the following matters:

a. Separating the individual titles by obtaining a subdivision consent.
b. Preconditions:
e Review and approval of the survey plan
e Outlines the encumbrances and covenants to remain on the titles
o Installation of 60 m of fence set back 6 m from the Firth Block pit face
o Full discharge/withdrawal of Encumbrance for Vegetation Protection from Hutt City Council
o Costs to be met by the Applicant
e Registration of an easement (Right of Way) for the purpose of conservation activity and
maintenance undertaken by DOC or its agents
c. Conditions:
The land being given by the Crown will be subject to no reservation, classification, interest or

encumbrance
Outlines the encumbrances and covenants to remain on the titles
The Applicant must undertake the following improvement works for a period of five years

o Northern Gully: 5.7 ha of pest animal management (goat and possum) control in the
Northern Gully Tawa-Kamahi Northwestern Forest and Eastern Pukatea Forest and 6.3
ha of weed management of old man’s beard, tradescantia and exotic canopy trees and
pest management (possum) in the Northern Gully Cottle Block.

o  Southern Gully: Undertake 3.6 ha weed control, and plant swamp maire, in the Southern
Gully block.

o Dry Creek: weed control over an area of 1.85 ha, and replanting of native species over
an area of 0.80 ha.

o Firth QEIl Block: 9.6 ha of pest management including targeted rodent control around the
water body boarding the Park, OBDA and Firth Block (Farm Pond) for a period of 10 years.

e Active indigenous re-vegetation of 10 m band along quarry edge with Olearia, kamahi and
kanuka mix

# Toitii Te Whenua Parks Network Plan 2020-30 at page 190 (https://www.gw.govt.nz/assets/Documents/2022/05/Parks-Network-Plan-2020-30-3.0.pdf).
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o Development of an Ecological Restoration Plan in consultation with Taranaki Whanui ki te
Upoko o Te lka and integrate matauranga Maori measures alongside ecological science to
guide monitoring and restoration.

It is noted the conditions do not reflect the improvements proposed by the Applicant as set out in the
Land Exchange report. For example, the physical works for Dry Creek are described as:*

a. Drill and fill large exotic trees (Acacia spp);

b. 2 xrounds (spring and autumn) of C. vitalba vine control work per year for five years. Hand
pulling young vines and cutting and pasting established vines.

c. Knapsack spray exotic weed species within the weed management area.

d. Supplementary planting of 0.8 ha. An estimated 7,000 plants.

It may be that this level of detail is intended to be set out in the Ecological Restoration Plan, but it is not
reflected in the conditions proffered.

5.71 Conditions proposed by DOC

In terms of this section, DOC has put together a set of conditions that it would recommend if the Panel
were minded to approve the land exchange, based on the Applicant’s proffered conditions as a starting
point. To be clear, they are not put forward on the basis that they will satisfy the relevant tests in the Act,
including clause 29(2) of Schedule 6. Rather, the conditions are put forward as required by clauses
26(1)(g) and 26(2).

It is for the Panel to consider whether the tests in the Act, including clause 29(2), are met and whether
the land exchange and conditions will enhance the conservation values of conservation areas and
Crown-owned reserves considered as a whole.

In developing the pre-conditions and conditions, DOC has been mindful of s 83 of the FTAA and the
requirement for conditions to not be more onerous than necessary to address the reasons for which
they are set.

5.7.1.1 Clause 31 preconditions
Clause 31 of Schedule 6 relates to preconditions for land exchange:
(1) For the purposes of sections 81 and 86,—
(a) a Panel may impose a condition that the applicant—

(i) obtain any resource consent or other matter necessary to enable the land
exchange to be effected:

(ii) obtain any agreement with the holder of an interest in land:

(b) if the agreement of the holder of an interest in land is required for the land
exchange to be effected, the Panel must impose a condition that the applicant
obtain that agreement:

(c) if the land offered by the applicant is of lower market value than the land to be
given by way of exchange by the Crown, the Panel must impose a condition
that the applicant pay an amount of money to the Crown to offset the
inequality.

(2) No condition may be imposed in accordance with subclause (1) requiring the
payment of money by the Crown to offset any inequality between the market value
of the land to be acquired by the Crown and the land to be given by way of

% Ecology report, BlueGreen Ecology dated December 2025, page 90
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exchange by the Crown, and nothing in this Act otherwise requires such a
payment...

DOC has proposed a number of additional pre-conditions to the set proffered by the Applicant. Each of
the changes is outlined below and the reasons. The additional pre-conditions are considered necessary
to enable the land exchange to be effected in accordance with clause 31(1)(a)(i) of Schedule 6.

Firstly, DOC has added in a draft process for the survey plan to provide sufficient time to review and
make changes if necessary. This would then be followed by the approval of a finalised survey plan. This
ensures there are no surprises for either party and allows input at an early stage. DOC considers it will
result in a more efficient approval process.

DOC has deleted the requirement to vest the sites as a reserve subject to the Reserves Act 1977 as
that is a future decision under clause 34(2) of Schedule 6 which cannot be fettered through this
process.

The condition requiring full discharge / withdrawal of Encumbrance for Vegetation Protection over Part
Lot 1 DP22561 is a requirement of the Applicant, so words have been added to this effect.

The requirement to survey (as well as register) the appropriate easements has been added for clarity.

A suite of pre-conditions around bonds has been added. The purpose of this is not only to ensure that
the improvements offered (and conditioned) are successfully implemented, but also monitoring costs
and to cover any risk to DOC.

DOC has converted the improvements offered by the Applicant into SMART®' conditions that are clear
and enforceable. DOC recommends that the Ecological Restoration Plan covers both weed
management and revegetation, while a Mammalian Pest Management Plan targets eradication of
animal pests.

For each management / restoration plan there is a consistent structure comprising:

a clear statement of purpose or objective;

matters that the management / restoration plan must address in order to achieve the purpose;
a list of information that must be included;

direction on who prepares the management / restoration plan;

a process for DOC to approve the management / restoration plan;

identification of parties that must be consulted during the preparation of the management /
restoration plan and a process for documenting any feedback received and the responses to
that feedback (where appropriate);

g. process for amending the management / restoration plan; and

o Qa0 oo

h. arequirement for activities to be undertaken in accordance with the approved management /
restoration plan.

Clauses (a)-(f) above are considered to sit most appropriately as pre-conditions as they guide the
development of the management / restoration plans. The requirement for DOC to approve the
management / restoration plans as a pre-condition provides a level of certainty that the outcomes
for weeds, revegetation and pest management can be achieved (and how they will be achieved)
prior to the land exchange taking place. The implementation of the management / restoration plans
will be through the conditions (rather than the pre-conditions).

DOC has converted the improvements offered by the Applicant into separate tables for:

a. Weed management requirements;

81 Stands for Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and Time-bound
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b. Ecological restoration; and
c. Mammalian pest control management.

The tables could be located in the pre-conditions or the conditions but given their relationship with the
management / restoration plans they sit more logically in the pre-conditions. The detail on how the
minimum requirements in the tables will be achieved will be outlined in the Ecological Restoration Plan
and Mammalian Pest Management Plan.

The minimum requirements in the tables have been modified based on technical feedback. For
example, the minimum number of swamp maire specimens has been increased to a rate of 200 plants
per specimen. As there are nine swamp maire which will be lost to the conservation estate, technical
advice of Mr Ward is that 1,800 specimens is a more appropriate level to ensure as far as practicable
the value of the lost swamp maire is replaced. A measurable improvement of the Southern Gully would
be the establishment and survival of at least 1,800 swamp maire specimens. A rate of 90% survival
equates to 1,620 survivors in the ground after seven years of post care once planted at a minimum size
of PB3 and a minimum vegetative height of 600 mm.

A pre-condition requiring the propagation of a minimum of 1,800 eco-sourced swamp maire specimens
has been introduced as a pre-condition to ensure that there is a sufficient number of viable specimens
to plant in the Southern Gully.

DOC has identified ten appropriate species for planting in Dry Creek for clarity, whereas no species
were identified by the Applicant. Given the Nationally Critical status of ramarama, DOC’s recommended
conditions require a minimum of 500 of these to be planted at the Dry Creek site.

DOC supports the proffered condition which requires the Applicant to develop the Ecological
Restoration Plan in consultation with Taranaki Whanui ki te Upoko o Te |ka. This supports Goal 4 of
Toita Te Whenua Parks Network Plan 2020-2030 management plan as outlined above. To ensure all
feedback received from Taranaki Whanui ki te Upoko o Te lka is captured, DOC has strengthened the
conditions to require all feedback to be recorded and outline how it has been reflected in the Ecological
Restoration Plan. DOC considers this will enable mana whenua to have meaningful input into the
document and recognises their kaitiaki role.

DOC recognises that despite best efforts it will be impossible to achieve 100% weed eradication due to
latent seeds but considers 90% to be reasonable and will result in an uplift in conservation values. This
will require a baseline assessment of the weeds present to know how the eradication rate is tracking
over time. Rather than specifying the target weed species, DOC prefers to refer to those listed in the
document “List of environmental weeds in New Zealand 2024, Kate G. McAlpine and Clayson J.
Howell, dated August 2024”. This ensures key weed species are not excluded from the conditions
simply because they were not listed.

Given the detail required in the management / restoration plans about methodology, DOC considers
there is no need to specify in the conditions how weed species will be managed (e.g. spraying, drilling
and filling, removal by hand).

DOC has increased the mammalian pest species to be managed to encompass all of the main predator
species. It has also tailored the minimum requirements for recording the levels of each species, and the
way species are monitored. The longer the duration of pest control, the more confident DOC is that the
land is in better ecological condition than when it was exchanged. Two years of pest management
would halt a decline in ecological condition, but five years (or longer) would potentially start to achieve
conservation gains for indigenous fauna. In order to enhance ecological values, DOC considers ten
years of pest management at a minimum is required.
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Bonds

Bonds will assist in identifying risks (through requiring a risk assessment) and addressing any
rehabilitation or works to avoid, remedy, or mitigate an adverse effect. Accordingly a suite of pre-
conditions around the setting of a bond and use of the bond has been included.

Fencing across the quarry face

The proximity of the quarry face to the Firth Block poses a potential risk to safety of recreational users
of this block. The Applicant has proposed a condition requiring a 60 m long fence to be located 6 m
back from the quarry pit face. DOC would prefer certainty over the design of the fence, but that detail is
not yet available. In the absence of a detailed design being set out in the conditions, DOC recommends
inserting a requirement for the design to be submitted for its approval. It is important that this fence is
appropriately designed for safety and to minimise risk. This will also have the effect of minimising risk
to vegetation.

5.7.1.2 Clause 32 conditions
Clause 32 of Schedule 6 provides for other conditions a Panel may impose.

(1) The Panel may grant a land exchange subject to a condition that—

(a) the land being given by way of exchange by the Crown will be subject to a
reservation, classification, interest, or encumbrance specified by the Panel:

(b) the applicant is required to undertake or bear the cost of any improvements to
the land acquired by the Crown that the Panel thinks necessary as part of
ensuring that the land exchange will enhance the conservation values of
conservation areas and Crown-owned reserves considered as a whole.

(2) The Panel may impose any condition to address impacts on any person who has a
right to use the land, but the condition must not include the requirement for the
applicant to obtain the person’s agreement to the land exchange.

Clause 29(2) Schedule 6 of the FTAA (as amended by the FTAAA see the above discussion) requires
that the Panel must not grant the approval unless the Panel is satisfied that the land exchange
(including any money that may be received and any conditions that the Panel may impose) will
enhance the conservation values of conservation areas and Crown-owned reserves considered as a
whole. It is noted, as referred to above, that at the time the application for exchange was made, this
provision stated “land managed by the Department of Conservation.” This wording was expanded to
ensure it included Crown-owned reserves. For the purpose of this report, as also set out above, it does
not materially impact on the assessment of values undertaken above. This report is prepared under the
law as it existed when the application was filed, however, the nature of these criteria put the Panel in
the position of being able to apply and consider the law as it stands when the substantive assessment
is made.

The conditions proffered by the Applicant have been amended by DOC in collaboration with the
technical advisors to ensure that the improvements offered translate into measurable and enforceable
conditions. Following on from the preconditions, DOC has included SMART conditions for ecological
restoration and management of animal pests. The conditions require the Applicant to undertake the
activities in accordance with the approved Ecological Restoration Plan and Mammalian Pest
Management Plan. The conditions also set out a process if the management / restoration plans need
amending. This allows a level of adaptive management — if the six-monthly reporting is showing that the
requirements for weed management, revegetation or management of animal pests are not being
achieved, then the plans can be amended to increase the efforts or use alternative methods. Any
amendments will require the approval of DOC and the conditions set out a process for this.
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Additional conditions provide specificity about the restoration planting — namely that they be eco-
sourced, must be of a certain size or larger, are supported with slow-release fertiliser and must be
planted with mulch. This will give the plants the best chance to become established.

A condition has been added to require removal of rubbish from the sites. DOC is aware that there are
drums and rubbish from past uses in the DOC-Get sites. DOC realises there are challenges in
removing this material and considers five years for these tasks is realistic.

5.7.1.3 Conditions relating to Treaty settlements and recognised customary rights

Section 84 provides that the Panel may set conditions to recognise or protect a relevant Treaty
settlement and any obligations arising under the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011 or
the Nga Rohe Moana o Nga Hapa o Ngati Porou Act 2019.

While there are no conditions necessary for Treaty settlements and recognised customary rights, DOC
supports the condition which requires the Applicant to develop the Ecological Restoration Plan in
consultation with Taranaki Whanui ki te Upoko o Te lka. The strengthened conditions which require the
feedback and input to be recorded will effectively recognise their kaitiaki role and ensure they have a
role in restoration and increasing the conservation values.

5.7.2 Section 78 conditions that must be imposed

Section 78 establishes that the Minister of Conservation may specify conditions that a Panel may be
required to impose on a land exchange approval. Pursuant to clause 26(2) of Schedule 6, this report
must specify any such conditions that the Panel must impose in accordance with clause 33. Conditions
that are recommended to be imposed in accordance with section 78 are outlined below.

Contaminated land (Condition 55)

The contaminated land report prepared by PDP on behalf of the Applicant notes that the Firth Block and
Northern Gully are identified on Wellington Regional Council’s SLUR register, although it is more than
likely that no HAIL activities have been undertaken on these sites. Soil testing of Dry Creek did not
identify evidence that HAIL activities have occurred on the site. However, due to inaccessibility of thick
vegetation not all parts of the site could be sampled. There is a risk of previously undiscovered
contaminant is present, and for this reason DOC has included a condition around remediation.

Fencing (Condition 24)

This condition requires boundary fencing to be installed by the Approval holder to the Minister’s
satisfaction. This would only be required where the DOC-Give sites adjoin privately owned property.

Rates (Condition 27)

This condition requires no apportionment of rates or other outgoings paid by the parties.

Continuance of rights (Condition 56)

This condition enables the rights and obligations of the parties to continue beyond settlement.

Withdrawal by agreement (Condition 26)

Up until the settlement day, both parties may mutually agree in writing that they no longer wish to
proceed with the exchange.

Existing structures (Conditions 28-32)

This condition applies to both parties in that the DOC-Give site is on an “as is, where is” basis. It also
outlines that the Minister accepts no liability in relation to structures or improvements on the DOC-Give
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site. Any structures are required to be removed from the DOC-Get land, including any reinstatement
required as a result.

Biosecurity Act (Condition 25)

This condition requires that the DOC-Get land is compliant with any “good neighbour” rules under the
Biosecurity Act prior to the settlement date.

First right of refusal (Condition 34)

This condition requires the Approval holder to waive any first right of refusal or similar obligations in
terms of the DOC-Get land.

Costs (9-11)

There are also s78 conditions requiring all costs associated with the Exchange Agreement to be met by
the Applicant.

Encumbrances (Condition 6)

This condition ensures that the DOC-Get sites are discharged from all mortgages, charges, and other
encumbrances other than the QEIl covenant 5-07-755.

6 Section 35(4) matters

Section 35(4) sets out matters that this report may include advice on which are discussed further below.

6.1 Effects of Treaty settlements and other obligations on decision making

Section 82 applies if a Treaty settlement, the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011 or Nga
Rohe Moana o Nga Hapt o Ngati Porou Act 2019 is relevant to an approval. It provides that if the
settlement or Act provides for the consideration of any document, the Panel must give the document
the same or equivalent effect through its decision making as it would have under any relevant specified
Act (in this case the Reserves and/or Conservation Act). In this context, “document” means any
document, arrangement or other matter, and includes any statutory planning document amended as a
result of the settlement or Act.

In addition, section 82 requires the Panel to consider whether granting the land exchange would comply
with section 7. This requires all persons performing and exercising functions, powers and duties under
the FTAA to act in a manner that is consistent with obligations under existing Treaty settlements® and
customary rights recognised under the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011 or Nga Rohe
Moana o Nga Hapa o Ngati Porou Act 2019.

6.1.1.1 Obligations relating to Treaty settlements and recognised customary rights

There are two Treaty settlements of relevance:

Port Nicholson Block (Taranaki Whanui ki Te Upoko o Te lka) Claims Settlement Act 2009

Cultural Redress Protocol with DOC is set out in Schedule 2 of the Deed of Settlement (19 August
2008) and acknowledged in the Act under section 29.

While Right of First Refusal regime is provided for, it does not include the Belmont Regional Park
parcels proposed for exchange.

92 Means Treaty settlements that exist at the time the relevant function, power or duty is performed or exercised
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Ngati Toa Rangatira Claims Settlement Act 2014

The Statutory Acknowledgment and Deed of Recognition for the Hutt River and tributaries are relevant
insofar as the proposed exchange area includes waterways. The Act has provisions relating to the
transfer of reserves land, but they all appear to be linked to specific cultural redress sites and does not
include the Dry Creek Recreation Reserve or Belmont Regional Park.

7 Treaty of Waitangi considerations

The Conservation Act, among other things, establishes the Department of Conservation. Section 4 of
the Conservation Act outlines that the “Act shall be ... administered as to give effect to the principles of
the Treaty of Waitangr™.

Based on the information provided in the application for land exchange, the Applicant has engaged
meaningfully with mana whenua including Taranaki Whanui Ki Te Upoko O Te lka, Ngati Toa Rangatira
Te Ati Awa Nui Tonu, Rangitane Ta Mai Ra, and Muatpoko. Two relevant Treaty Settlement deeds
apply, and ongoing engagement is continuing to ensure cultural interests are woven into the design and
respected.

The DOC-Give site is described through a matauranga Maori lens as forming part of the Belmont
landscape that holds enduring cultural association through whakapapa, identity, and kaitiakitanga
responsibilities. The land is connected to the wider catchment system and reflects the principles of Ki
Uta Ki Tai, where gullies, and waterways are understood as an interconnected whole.

The DOC-Get sites hold comparable cultural value at present with the DOC-Get site. Their current state
reflects limited cultural visibility and constrained access, with few opportunities for mana whenua to
exercise kaitiakitanga in an active and visible way. The proposed improvements package provides a
pathway to uplift these values through targeted restoration and management. The cultural values
assessment considers that the DOC-Get sites provide an opportunity to restore and improve the land
and thereby give effect to kaitiakitanga.

Mana whenua considers that the exchange alters tenure but does not diminish the enduring
relationship of mana whenua with the Belmont landscape. That relationship continues regardless of
ownership. Cultural values remain present across the land and can be bolstered through initiatives that
strengthen mana whenua presence, in particular the planned weed management programme at Dry
Creek.

The cultural values report included with the application identifies opportunities to enhance cultural
values through the exchange, including:**

a. Weed management at Dry Creek — improving the health of indigenous vegetation and
strengthening catchment care.

b. Co-lead restoration opportunities — involvement in planning and delivery of works to ensure cultural
approaches guide outcomes.

c. Cultural indicators — applying matauranga Maori measures alongside ecological science to monitor
the condition of vegetation, water, and soils.

d. Application of Ki Uta Ki Tai — recognising the interconnection of uplands, waterways, and lowlands
when planning and implementing management actions

The comments on the exchange application provided by Taranaki Whanui ki te Upoko o te lka noted the
comprehensive engagement on the proposed land exchange. The issues captured in the Cultural

% Cultural Values Assessment, Hikoikoi Management Limited dated December 2025, page 10-11
9 Cultural Values Assessment, Hikoikoi Management Limited dated December 2025, page 1
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Values Assessment and the associated improvements package prepared for the application are still
relevant.

Te Rananga o Toa Rangatira expressed a neutral position to the proposed land exchange. It cautioned
that DOC must be satisfied that the exchange results in a genuine conservation gain, with clear
evidence that the values of the land received exceed, or appropriately offset, those of the land being
relinquished. The feedback addressed the importance of ecological function, including the habitats,
hydrological characteristics, species composition and regeneration potential. It noted the vulnerability of
swamp forest and consideration of the regional scarcity of such ecosystems, and that swamp maire is

a taonga species.

More specifically, the cultural values assessment sets out opportunities to strengthen cultural values
where mana whenua involvement is embedded in access, restoration, and interpretation:%

DOC-Give Block:

e No cultural enhancements proposed
e  Cultural values remain as existing associations and responsibilities without additional
expression or visibility

Northern Gully:

o Pest management: opportunity for mana whenua to shape the targeted pest management
programme and provide hands on delivery and monitoring where appropriate.

Southern Gully:

o Weed and pest management: opportunity in both areas for mana whenua role in developing
and implementing where appropriate.

e  Cultural harvest opportunity: to ethically harvest fallen Swamp Maire materials for cultural
practices

Firth Block:

e Active indigenous re-vegetation: opportunity for mana whenua to provide cultural oversight on
how the active revegetation area is implemented and monitored. Identification of taonga
species.

o Pest management: opportunity for mana whenua to shape the targeted pest management
programme and provide hands on delivery and monitoring where appropriate.

Dry Creek:

o Active indigenous re-vegetation: opportunity for mana whenua to provide cultural oversight on
how the active revegetation area is implemented and monitored. Identification of taonga
species.

o Weed management: opportunity for mana whenua role in this programme.

Te Rananga o Toa Rangatira stated that the proposed land exchange does not alter the enduring
relationship of mana whenua with the Belmont landscape. Kaitiaki responsibilities remain irrespective of
land tenure. Based on the cultural values assessment, the DOC-Get sites appear to provide
opportunities for partnership and active kaitiakitanga which accords with the principles of the Treaty of
Waitangi - but only through the improvements offered, not through the land exchange itself.

95 Cultural Values Assessment, Hikoikoi Management Limited dated December 2025, page 14-15
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8 Comments received

8.1 Comments on the Application

Of those invited to comment on the land exchange application, sixteen parties responded and their
responses are available through the link included in Appendix 1. In accordance with s 35(2), the
Applicant was required to provide any responses to the invited comments received by 5 March 2026,
which it did. A summary of the Applicant’s responses is included in Appendix 2.

There was a mix of comments supporting, opposing and neutral. A summary of the main themes is
outlined below:

a. The land exchange would be a net loss to biodiversity and conservation values in the
Wellington region.

b. The DOC-Give site has significant biodiversity, harbours several nationally threatened species,

and has a long history of natural regeneration.

Concern at the loss of the swamp maire.

Concerns whether transferring nine swamp maire will be successful.

The DOC-Get sites are not suitable for recreation due to topography and difficult access.

The greater perimeter will increase the incursion of pests and weeds.

The need for any legal or financial liabilities resulting from the land exchange, including bonds.

The application will secure the long term future of the quarry.

Housing and infrastructure growth means increased demand for concrete which in turn

requires reliable, local aggregate.

@ ™0 oo

Some of the comments raise concerns about the effect of the overburden on hydrology or visual effects.
This is beyond the scope of the considerations for land exchange and therefore has not been taken into
account.

The Applicant responded to the comments with a mix of technical addendum reports and memoranda,
a planning response and legal memorandum. All feedback from Winstone’s is premised on QEII
covenanted land being included as having positive value in terms of the exchange, in alignment with its
legal opinion.

The comments have been considered by DOC in the context of not only the assessment of the values
of both the DOC-Give and DOC-Get sites, but also in the development of recommended conditions.

8.2 Draft report feedback [Placeholder for after comments received]

The list of those invited to comment on the draft report and their comments are included in Appendix 3.
Include commentary on any late comments received if any and whether or not they have been
considered with reasons if relevant. Summarise comments and DOC's response.

9 Summary of conclusions

As outlined in the Introduction, this report has traversed all of the relevant statutory criteria in s 35 and
the associated provisions. It is prepared and assessed against the provisions in the FTAA that were in
force when the Application was made. A decision by the Panel will be required on whether the new
provisions apply at the time it makes its decision. The legal memorandum in Appendix 5 sets out the
Department’s view that these new provisions do apply to the Panel.
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This report provides the necessary platform for a decision by the Panel on whether to approve the
exchange under the key provisions in the FTAA (s 81 and Schedule 6) as they were when the
Application for land exchange was lodged.

By way of overall summary on the values, based on the current values of the sites (i.e. not taking into
account any possible improvements through conditions), the technical advice to DOC is that there
would be:

a. no net gain for biodiversity - flora and recreation;

b. no difference (and therefore no net gain) for cultural heritage values and freshwater ecology
values; and

c. a net benefit for landscape and natural character and terrestrial fauna.

When the improvements offered by the Applicant are assessed, there are some small increases in the
values. In terms of net benefit, all net effects remain unchanged if the improvements offered by the
Applicant are implemented.

This contrasts with the Applicant’s assessment which indicates:

a. a net gain for ecology (habitat, birds and lizards), landscape and aquatic; and
b. no difference for ecology (bats), recreation and archaeology.

Should the Panel be of the mind to approve the land exchange, the conditions recommended by DOC
ensure there is a benefit to the conservation values as the weed removal, pest management and
restoration plantings improve the values of some of the DOC-Get sites.

DOC has recommended substantial additions and amendments to the conditions proffered by the
Applicant, not only to ensure they are SMART but also to provide certainty that the improvements will
be carried out to an appropriate standard. Mandatory conditions under s78 are also proposed as

relevant.
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MAY IT PLEASE THE PANEL:

Introduction

1. This memorandum addresses the issue of what law the Panel’s decision should be under with regard to
the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 (FTAA) as amended by the Fast-track Approvals Amendment Act
2025 (FTAAA). This issue arises because under the FTAAA the matters for the Department and the
Panel for an exchange have been amended.

The change in provisions - purpose

2. The FTAAA sets out in s 55 the provisions that have changed. Without listing all detailed adjustments,
the key changes to Schedule 6 are:

2.1 For referral applications, in cl 23 in describing the conservation values, rather than just explaining
why the exchange would benefit the conservation estate, there is a need to include the details
of anything registered or noted for conservation purposes on the record of title for the land to be
acquired by the Crown.

2.2 Clause 26(1)(a) (which required a comparison of conservation values), to be replaced with more

description, including when considering the conservation values of the land concerned:

221 How threatened or abundant they are.

222 A comparative assessment of the values that relate to each area of land concerned.
223 An explanation of why the exchange would benefit the conservation estate.

224 The impact of anything registered or noted for conservation purposes on the record

of title for the land.

2.3 For the Panel, changes to cl 29 including:
2.31 Replacing “land managed by the Department of Conservation” with “conservation

areas and Crown-owned reserves considered as a whole”

2.3.2 Adding a new cl 29(2A), which provides: “When considering the conservation values
of the land to be acquired by the Crown, for the purpose of forming its view under
subclause (2), the Panel must discount the extent to which the conservation values
of that land are affected by anything registered or noted for conservation purposes on
the record of title for that land.” This final change is arguably the most significant of

the various amendments outlined above and in the FTAAA.

3. There is little guidance in the Select Committee material and Departmental Report on these
amendments.'® The Departmental Report provides the Government’s overall intention is for the

changes to commence as soon as practicable, to ensure the benefits from the amendments are

87 The Select Committee Report does not address this point, simply noting in respect to transitional provisions that:

Include commencement and transitional provisions—The Govemment intends to set specific commencement dates for different provisions in the
bill and include transitional provisions. These suggested provisions are set out in Appendix 2 of the departmental report (See departmental report pp
82-84 and Appendix 2). Broadly, the Government proposes that:

- amendments that would not require the EPA to make updates to its systems would come into effect the day after Royal assent
- amendments that would require the EPA to update its systems would come into effect on 31 March 2026

- further transitional provisions would be added to avoid adverse effects on applicants, commenters, and expert Panels for applications that are
cumrently in train. (Refer to page 13 Select Committee Report on the Amendment Bill).
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embedded in the system as soon as possible.'® This could justify having the amendment not apply to
an exchange application that is about to be filed, yet, with the passage of time, for the adjusted test
applying to the Panel’s substantive consideration.

The Table at the back of the Departmental Report confirms the transitional provisions will have two
transition points, to ensure applicants are not adversely affected.'®® This also indicates that, with the
expanded powers available to the Panel to seek more information, it is not unreasonable for the later
substantive consideration to be subject to the enhanced test.

In making these changes, the legislation appears to be balancing applications about to be made or in
train, against requiring significant rework before being considered. This was enabled by having the
ability to have the report from the Director-General under the old law and, if any changes are significant,
the Panel will determine them or seek further information.

A related matter is whether discounting is required under the “old” section 29(2). As this note sets out
below, the law applies as it stood when the application was made. That requires consideration of
whether the exchange will enhance the values of land managed by the Department. Arguably, this is

not the same as applying a discounting with respect to the areas already protected.

The Report by the Director-General on the exchange

7.

The pre-amendment provisions in the FTAA apply to the Director-General’'s exchange report (and the

attached exchange report has been prepared on that basis):

7.1 In preparing the Director-General's report on Belmont’'s exchange application under cl 26 of
Schedule 6 to the FTAA the Department must do so in accordance with the FTAA provisions as
they were immediately before the “first commencement date” (17 December 2025) (refer to
FTAA schedule 1, clauses 5 and 6(1)).

7.2 “Application” is defined in cl 5 to include both land exchange applications and substantive
applications — the application already lodged with the Department being an exchange
application, but not a substantive application.

7.3 The FTAA, as it was before the 17 December 2025 amendments came into force, continues to
apply to an exchange application lodged before 17 December 2025. Winstones’ exchange
application was lodged before 17 December 2025, so the old law applies to the exchange

application report prepared by the Department.

The substantive application and consideration

8.

The Panel will need to determine if it substantively is under the old or new law, as outlined below, and

then make a decision on whether the report fundamentally provides all of the information required to

make a decision under the FTAA, noting in particular the tests at clauses 29(1), (2) and (2A) above.

With respect to the substantive consideration of the proposed exchange by the Panel, the key

provisions provide:

9.1 Under s 35(9) of the FTAA there is no discretion, an applicant must not lodge a substantive
application for an exchange for a project until they receive the report of the Director-General on
the land exchange. That hasn't been provided, so Belmont is not yet entitled to lodge a

substantive application. Noting “substantive application” means an application under s 42 of the

'8 FTA AM Bill, Departmental Report, page 83.
18 FTA AM Bill, Departmental Report, page 88.
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10.

1.

12.

13.
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FTAA for one or more approvals for a listed or referred project.

9.2 An application, if it includes an exchange, must comply with s 35(9) — see s 42(8). It is clear an
application for a substantive application cannot be lodged until the report is provided by the
Department under s 35 if it involves a land exchange.

9.3 As a substantive application has not been lodged, the savings provisions in clauses 5 and 6 of
Part 2 of Schedule 1 (as inserted by the FTAAA) will not apply to it. Rather, cl 8 of Schedule 1
and the new FTAA provisions that came into force on 31 March 2026 (“second commencement
date” as per cl 5 of Schedule 1) will apply to any substantive application Winstone makes. The
old law will not apply to their substantive application.

9.4 These provisions mean that, when the decision is made by the Panel on the substantive
application, all of the new exchange provisions that will be in force will apply. This includes new
clause 29(2A) inserted by s 55(12) FTAAA, which will require the Panel in considering the
conservation values of the land to be acquired by the Crown, to discount the extent to which the
conservation values of that land are affected by the QEIl covenant on the title for that land.

The applicant asserts that a relevant consideration in this case is cl 27 to Schedule 6. Clause 27

provides that the information required for the land exchange is the application and the report from the

Director-General (provided under s 35). The clause makes clear that nothing more can be provided

under s 43 (cl 27(b)). Superficially this suggests the total information that the Panel will have is the

application and Director-General exchange report and, since they must be under the old law, it cannot
be the case that the Panel can consider anything further.

However, this is not correct for the reasons in this advice and as set out below.

11.1  The criteria in cl 26 pre-amendment are broad enough to enable the Panel to apply the new
provisions in cl 29 and 29(2A) in particular.

11.2 It is an oversimplification to say an absurd result will arise if the Panel's decision on the
exchange is made under the new law. A key addition for the Panel in considering the exchange
is cl 29(2A), noted above. Adding this consideration to the decision would not seem particularly
onerous and would be able of being considered with the report as provided. The report has been
carefully prepared to enable the Panel to consider what the position would be if the values
attributed to the QEIl land were discounted from the exchange consideration.

11.3 If the Panel were to consider that the new provisions apply (as we consider it must), but thought
it needed further information, there are mechanisms under the FTAA for that to be sought from
the Department. For example, s 68 specifically provides that the Panel may request from the
Director-General of Conservation any information on any issue relating to an application for land
exchange.

When the Panel receives the Department’s exchange report, it will need to determine what law applies

when making its decision under s 81 and whether, having made that decision, it needs further

information from the Department. More information or advice could be sought on the implications under

s 67, or s 68 of the FTAA.

Finally, it would seem difficult to argue the old provisions apply to the Panel and its consideration, but

that these must be limited to the exchange. There are a range of generic provisions that have been

amended, and it would arguably create more complexity and absurd consequences if the Panel was

part in, and part out, of the old and new law.
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Appendix 6 — Draft conditions proposed by the Applicant

Proposed Draft Pre-conditions for land exchange (cl.31 sch.6)

To prepare the land for exchange, the following draft pre-conditions are proposed under schedule 6, clause 31:

(1)

)

3)

101

The Minister or his delegate acting reasonably to review and approve the survey plan prepared by the
Applicant to define the exchange land within 20 working days of receiving the plan.

The Applicant obtaining (on terms satisfactory to itself and the Minister of Conservation or his delegate) all
consents and approvals required to separately define the Applicant’s land and to enable ownership of
Fletcher Infrastructure and Concrete Limited’s land to be transferred to the Crown. The Applicant’s land
will be provided free of all encumbrances and interests, except for the following interests that must remain
in place and brought down into the new titles:

a. Open Space Covenant Pursuant to Section 22 of the QEII National Trust Act 1977 (Lot 1
DP60552 and Part Lot 1 DP22561 — Creating document 10476608.1);

b. Encumbrance for Vegetation Protection Part Lot 1 DP22561 (Creating document 9032630.1);

c. Right of way over Part Lot 1 DP 28205 (Creating Document 701267); and

d. Easement in Gross -Quarrying effects, shown on Lots 4,5 and 100DP322126, burdened land Lots

4,5 &100 DP 322126 (creating document 583385.5) and vested as a reserve subject to the
Reserves Act 1977 [with the reserve classification to be consistent with the classification specified
by the Panel].

The Applicant obtaining (on terms satisfactory to itself) and the Minister of Conservation or his delegate)
all consents and approvals required to separately define the Reserve land and to enable ownership of the
Reserve land to be transferred to the Applicant as fee simple land. The Crown land will be provided free of
all encumbrance and interests and without a reserve classification.

In preparing the land for exchange the Applicant must install 60m of fence set back 6m from the Firth
Block pit face in the location shown on Drawing W15069_Land_Exchange_Concept Boffa Miskell 1
December 2025.

Obtain full discharge/withdrawal of Encumbrance for Vegetation Protection Part Lot 1 DP22561 (Creating
document 9032630.1) and necessary approval of Hutt City Council.

For avoidance of doubt all costs associated with complying with conditions 1-5 shall be met by the
Applicant.

Winstone shall register the appropriate easements as shown on Scheme Plan SC-02 (Appendix B10a)
including but not limited to:

a. Easement Z (Right of Way) for the purpose of conservation activity and maintenance undertaken
by DOC or its agents. The Grantee shall have the full and unrestricted right of access, including
the right to enter, pass, and repass on foot or by vehicle or machinery, together with its
employees and contractors, for the sole purpose of accessing adjoining conservation land for
inspection and maintenance related to conservation purposes. Public access is expressly
excluded unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Grantor. The Grantee shall have the right to
carry out inspection, maintenance, repair, and improvement works on any tracks, roads, or
structures within Easement Z as reasonably required for conservation purposes.

BELMONT QUARRY SECTION FTAA 35(3) LAND EXCHANGE REPORT
101



Draft Proposed Conditions (Cl.32 Sch.6)

To prepare the land for exchange, the following draft conditions are proposed under schedule 6 clause 32:

1.

102

The land being given by the Crown by way of exchange will be subject to no reservation, classification,
interest or encumbrance.

The Applicant’s land will be provided to the Crown free of all encumbrances and interests, except for the
following interests that must remain in place. These must be specified in the Gazette Notice and brought
down into the new titles:

a. Open Space Covenant Pursuant to Section 22 of the QEIl National Trust Act 1977 (Lot 1
DP60552 and Part Lot 1 DP22561 — Creating document 10476608.1).

b. Right of way over Part Lot 1 DP 28205 (Creating Document 701267); and

c. Easement in Gross-Quarrying effects, shown on Lots 4, 5 and 100 DP 322126, burdened land

Lots 4, 5, & 100 DP 322126 (creating document 583385.5)

The Applicant is required to undertake the following improvement works for a period of 5 years as part of
ensuring that the land exchange will enhance the conservation values:

a. Northern Gully

i.  Undertake 5.7 ha of pest animal management (goat and possum) control in the Northern
Gully Tawa-Kamahi Northwestern Forest and Eastern Pukatea Forest.

i. Undertake 6.3 ha of weed management of old man’s beard, tradescantia and exotic canopy
trees and pest management (possum) in the Northern Gully Cottle Block.

b. Southern Gully
i.  Undertake 3.6 ha weed control, and plant swamp maire, in the Southern Gully block.
c. Dry Creek

i. At Dry Creek, undertake weed control over an area of 1.85 ha, and replanting of native
species over an area of 0.80 ha.

d. Firth QEIl Block

i.  Undertake 9.6 ha of Pest Management including targeted rodent control around the water
body boarding the Park, OBDA and Firth Block (Farm Pond) for a period of 10 years.

The Applicant is required to undertake the following works:

a. Active indigenous re-vegetation of 10 m band along quarry edge with Olearia, kamahi
and kanuka mix (as requested by QEIl National Trust) to better manage quarry edge
effects and agreed by Winstone.

The Applicant shall develop an Ecological Restoration Plan. The purpose of the Ecological Restoration
Plan is to detail how compliance with Conditions 3 and 4 are achieved. The ERP shall address as a
minimum:

a. A maintenance plan for all new planting.
b. Defined funding allocations and timelines.
c. Annual reporting for the first five years.

BELMONT QUARRY SECTION FTAA 35(3) LAND EXCHANGE REPORT



d. Methods and specifications as to how the improvements listed in (3) and (4) are to be
achieved.

6. The Ecological Restoration Plan shall be developed and implemented in consultation with Taranaki
Whanui ki te Upoko o Te lka and integrate matauranga Maori measures alongside ecological science to
guide monitoring and restoration. Design and implementation of the ERP may facilitate a pest plant
management programme at Dry Creek to restore indigenous vegetation, opportunities for wananga and

educational activities alongside restoration efforts, and the opportunity to ethically harvest fallen Swamp
Maire materials for cultural practices.
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STATEMENT OF ADVICE: Matt Ward — RESTORE

Botanical and Ecological Restoration
Independent contractor local in Wellington Region
27/05/26

INTRODUCTION

1.

My name is Matt Ward

INSTRUCTION

2.

| have been requested to provide expert advice on behalf of the Department of Conservation
(DOC) on the Belmont Quarry Land Exchange application.

QUALIFICATION AND EXPERIENCE

3.

| am an independent Botanist working from my home in Pukerua Bay, Porirua. | have a
Bachelor of Science in Environmental Science and Geography from Victoria University of
Wellington (2007). | have worked with plants since graduating, firstly at Zealandia — Te Mara a
Tane as a Conservation officer, then at Kapiti Coast District Council as an Ecological Restoration
Officer. | have worked for myself as Matt Ward — RESTORE since 2012. | have 20 years’
experience working with plants and plant conservation.

| have a good understanding of the Wellington Regional flora and environment. Work that is
especially relevant to this application includes:

i. Restoration of Baring Head’s Rare and Endangered plants (GWRC), 2017 — ongoing.

ii. Technical plant identification for the LUCAS project- specifically orchids (DOC), 2021-
ongoing.

iii. Tier 1 Dunes Health Monitoring Work (GWRC) 2017 — ongoing.

iv. Mana Island Floral Diversity Enhancement Report Stage 2 (FOMI) 2015-2016.

CODE OF CONDUCT

Whilst it is acknowledged this is not an Environment Court Proceeding, | confirm that | have
read the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses contained in the Environment Court Practice
Note 2023. | have complied with the Code of Conduct in the preparation of this advice. Unless
| state otherwise, this advice is within my area of expertise, and | have not omitted to consider
material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions | express.

SCOPE OF ADVICE AND EXPERT OPINION

6.

My expert advice relates to the following:

Adequacy of the Applicant’s assessment of botanical and vegetation elements of the project,
including identification of any values that have not been assessed or have been insufficiently
characterised.



MATERIAL CONSIDERED

7. In preparing this advice | have reviewed the following document about the vegetation content
of this land exchange application:

BlueGreen — Belmont Quarry Land Exchange — Overview of Ecological Values. Prepared for Winstone
Aggregate Ltd, 20 February 2026. (v12_FINAL_20260220)

e | have visited the Winstone’s sites on 4" September 2025 & 19™" March 2026.
e | have visited the Department of Conservation site on 9", 12" and 16™ of September 2025.

SUMMARY

This application for land exchange involves Winstone Aggregates (the applicant) offering some
adjacent land to the Belmont Regional Park (BRP) administered by the Department of Conservation
(DOC) for some of the BRP land adjacent to their active quarry Hebden Cresent, Lower Hutt. The
applicant intends to use the ‘DOC give’ area as an Over Burden Deposition Area (OBDA), therefore
removing all the organic material and reshaping the area permanently. | will review the material in the
application report stated above to accurately cover the details of the vegetation present in both the
‘DOC give’ and ‘DOC take’ areas. The plants present may be used to assess the quality of the areas in
question, to ascertain whether this application will benefit the DOC estate and the BRP.

RESPONSE TO BLUEGREEN SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

KEY ISSUES

The following headings are in the order they appear in the BlueGreen report, along with other issues
needing consideration.

1. LENZ Threatened Environments pp. 12-13.

The BlueGreen report states that the OBDA is of low value retaining very little indigenous vegetation
when applying the LENZ Threatened Environments rating (MWLR, 2026). This is a moot point as the
evaluation used is broadscale 1:25,000, and suggested by the authors not for use to make any
objective conclusions in substitution for on-the-ground assessments (Cieraad et. al., 2015; Walker et.
al., 2007).

2. Historical Context (The OBDA through time pp. 13-14)

The area where the OBDA is located is shown in figure 1 (Retrolens, 2026), it shows that areas of the
farmed land was not completely devoid of native vegetation. The flatter more favourable pasture
areas are those paler areas in the black and white image. The two magnified insets of the darker areas
in figure 1 show the differences in texture present, likely relating to taller (than pasture) vegetation.









3. Swamp Maire (pp. 85-88)

During my surveys in September 2025,
9 mature (reproductive age) specimens
of the Threatened Nationally
Vulnerable Syzygium maire- swamp
maire were located within the OBDA
area. All of the specimens were found
in areas related to the shallow gullies
of the headwaters as shown in figures
1 and 2 as green stars. During a brief
traverse through the OBDA on March
19t 2026, whilst exiting the Northern
Gully section of Winstone’s, a Syzygium
maire — swamp maire was seen in full
flower and fruit, an excellent example
of a healthy thriving specimen within
the OBDA (see figure 6).

In section 9.3.1 (page 88) ‘Swamp
Maire Conclusion’ the BlueGreen
report it states that:

“We recommend here that as part of
the exchange, 200 swamp maire trees
are raised from local sources (near
enough 20:1) and planted into the
wetland and managed to
establishment (5 years), ensuring that
the DOC-Get also has swamp maire
trees.”

Figure 6. Healthy Syzygium maire — swamp maire with both
flowers and fruit present in March 2026. Photos M. Ward 2026.

The proposed offset rate of 20:1 is unsuitable, as it fails to reflect the maturity and ecological value of
the specimens within the OBDA. To ensure the offset site achieves a comparable standard over time, |
recommend adopting the precedent set by the New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) in 2019. In that
project, an acceptable rate of 200:1 for destruction, and 100:1 for damage was applied(NZTA, , page

11).

The Notice of requirements states:

“Include the planting of swamp maire at the following rates:

i) 100 swamp maire trees for any existing swamp maire tree affected by more than 10% of live growth
pruning as determined by an independent, suitably qualified and experienced arborist;

i) 200 swamp maire trees for any existing swamp maire tree that dies as a result of enabling or
construction works activities, as determined by an independent, suitably qualified and experienced

arborist.” (NZTA 2018; NZTA 2019)

Following the suggested off-set planting paragraph the report states:

“We also recommend that part of the substantive application attempts to transfer the existing nine
swamp maire in the OBDA by way of whole tree or pruned tree and root ball transfer.”




There is no evidence to suggest this methodology will be successful. While well-intentioned, the
approach is currently unproven and lacks a conceptual or practical basis. Therefore, this suggestion is
not likely to result in an enhancement of the offset site which would reflect the values present in the
OBDA.

4. Wetland Species

Within the OBDA and Southern Gully (DOC Get) wetlands, several indigenous plant species were
identified that are either restricted to or commonly found in such habitats. Clarkson et. al. (2021)
classifies the affinity of New Zealand plants for wetlands using five indicator statuses:

e OBL: Obligate Wetland. Almost always is a hydrophyte, rarely in uplands (non-wetlands)
e FACW: Facultative Wetland. Usually is a hydrophyte but occasionally found in uplands

¢ FAC: Facultative. Commonly occurs as either a hydrophyte or non-hydrophyte

¢ FACU: Facultative Upland. Occasionally is a hydrophyte but usually occurs in uplands

e UPL: Obligate Upland. Rarely is a hydrophyte, almost always in uplands.

For the purpose of this report only the top 3 statuses are referred to, as they are of higher likelihood
to be supporting the wetlands present in the OBDA or Southern Gully. The 20 species recorded in the
OBDA are as follows:

e  OBL Trees/Shrubs Syzygium maire- maire tawake, waiwaka.
Sedges Carex dissita - forest sedge, Carex maorica - Maori sedge (Regionally Uncommon),
Carex secta - purei, pukio, Eleocharis acuta- sharp spike sedge, Isolepis inundata.

e FACW Ferns Parablechnum minus- swamp kiokio.
Sedges Carex geminata — rautahi, Carex lessoniana- rautahi, Carex virgata - pukio, toito,
Schoenus maschalinus - dwarf bog rush.
Herbs Centella uniflora - centella

e FAC Trees/Shrubs Cordyline australis- ti kouka, Dacrycarpus dacrydioides - kahikatea, Laurelia
novae-zelandiae — pukatea, Leptospermum scoparium var. scoparium — manuka.
Ferns Histiopteris incisa — matata, Parablechnum novae-zelandiae - kiokio, horokio.
Herbs Cardamine corymbosa, Hydrocotyle moschata var. moschata - hairy pennywort.

The ecological integrity of the OBDA wetlands is maintained by a closed canopy of Dicksonia squarrosa
(Wheki, tree fern). The high density of these up to 8-metre-tall tree ferns creates a significant shading
effect, preventing the encroachment of light-demanding invasive species, whilst allowing native
species to create ground cover. This canopy cover has provided the basis upon which the rare forest
type WF8 Kahikatea, pukatea forest — Regionally critically endangered — 1% remaining (Singers et. al., 2018),

has been able to regenerate. A key component to this forest type is the earlier mentioned swamp maire, a
species not found anywhere else in the BRP.

The Southern Gully core wetland was briefly assessed, noting a predominance of planted species.
However, the site is heavily infested with Rubus fruticosus agg. (blackberry). Routine maintenance is
recommended to enhance the ecological health and robustness of this wetland restoration. Naturally
occurring wetland species recorded were as follows:















The OBDA- DOC Give

Criterion

Ranking

Comments

Representativeness

Moderate

Belmont Regional Park (BRP) is located in the Wellington Ecological District (WED), in general the vegetation is described as
remnants of originally widespread forests: podocarp forests (kahikatea, totara, matai) on hills... miro-rimu/tawa forest at
higher levels; all these species present in remnant forests though podocarps have been logged out of many remnants
(McEwan, 1987). The WED covers an area which has many types of habitats (see Appendix 2.), and therefore many indigenous
plant species.

e When directly compared to the plant list of the WED (Ward, 2026) which has 602 indigenous native plant species, the
OBDA area has 111 species (Ward, 2025, Appendix 3.), this includes Woody species 49 (30% of WED); Ferns 38 (37%);
Grasses/sedges/rushes 14 (13%); Herbs 10 (4%).

e The floral vegetation is in recovery after being an area farmed at low impact rates until 1996 (GWRC, 2007). This can
be seen by the low percentage of palatable herbs and grass-like plant species recorded. Tall specimens are present
particularly on the Southwestern section of the area (Figure 11).

e The OBDA is regarded as ‘Lowland broadleaf forest remains’ within the BRP see Appendix 4 (GWRC,2007). There are
several land cover types including a manuka/kanuka dominated block on the Eastern edge. The Southwestern edge
also has the components of MF7 Tawa, Kamahi, podocarp forest regionally endangered 22% remaining (Singers et.
al., 2018).

Future
Representativeness

Moderate

This area is part of the GWRC Dry Creek KNE, continued efforts to remove the woody weed species is evident with the removal
of holly (llex aquifolium) in the west of the OBDA ((GWRC, 2023, pg 12), the area will likely improve in species richness as
potential disturbance areas are repopulated by the adjacent richer BRP forest as well as allowing seedlings and saplings
already present a chance to thrive with the change in resource regime. These improvements would likely be minimal in the
short term 5-7 years as suggested

Diversity & Pattern

Moderate-
High

e The OBDA area has sections of WF8 Kahikatea, pukatea forest — Regionally critically endangered — 1% remaining
(Singers et. al., 2018). The components are present and regenerating of note to this forest type is the Syzygium maire
— swamp maire, a specialist obligate wetland species (Clarkson et. al., 2021). Apart from nearby along the western
edge, this species is not found in any other part of the BRP. The evidence of these gully’s being rare remnants can be
seen in figures 1-3 as mentioned above.

e The gullies are in good health with a canopy of tree fern; the lack of weedy species can be seen in figure 12.

Future Diversity & Pattern

Moderate-
High

The ongoing work undertaken within the area as part of the Dry Creek KNE Operational Plan by GWRC will continue to
improve all facets of the various habitats present. The longer efforts are undertaken the more there is to be gained, not much
will change in a short term of 5-7 years. Long term the whole area may revert back to native vegetation.

Rarity & Distinctiveness

High

e There are up 20 species of the 111 natives present which prefer wetland habitat sequences. The most important
being the Threatened Nationally Vulnerable tree species Syzygium maire — swamp maire an obligate wetland species.

® Details are mentioned above — OBL 5 species; FACW 7 species; FAC 8 species.

e The OBDA is the headwaters of six minor tributaries, which flow into three unnamed creeks which then flow into the
Hutt River.
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Future Rarity & High With the discovery of more Threatened — Nationally Vulnerable Swamp maire specimens, being within the OBDA which has
Distinctiveness occurred in association with this land transfer proposal. More efforts would be made by both GWRC and the Friends of
Belmont Regional Park to propagate and re-enforce the specimens present so that the population is more robust and resilient
over time, the habitat is proven to be suitable for this work to happen.
Ecological Context Moderate e The OBDA is part of the Dry Creek Key Native Ecosystem site (KNE) which is a section of (613 ha) of the BRP (GWRC,
2024).

e The area with indigenous plant species present is well buffered on approximately 80 % of its outer margin, having a
core mostly consisting of non-native species which are slowly being succeeded by regenerating native species as can
be seen in the sequence of pictures on page 14 of the BlueGreen (2026) report.

e The wetlands still present within the area are home to some Nationally and Regionally rare and endangered species
not found in any other part of the BRP. The wetlands are in good condition and are not infested with invasive plant
species (Figure 13).

® The exposed Southern edge of the OBDA has the active quarry face as a border see figure 14.

Future Ecological Context | Moderate- Having a decent population of swamp maire present within the OBDA will continue to provide a seed source that may be
High transported by the visiting avifauna, making the wider area (where swampy) potential sites for further spread of the species.

The ongoing pest animal management in the area (GWRC, 2023, pg. 24) will continue to allow more seedlings to survive as is
evident with this area already having a considerably higher percentage of native flora species than those areas outside the
BRP.

12









DRY CREEK — DOC Get

Criterion

Ranking

Comments

Representativeness Low-moderate e Visited briefly, this area is the source of several weed problems faced by the management of the BRP,
in particular, Cortaderia selloana (Pampas grass). The entire central area of this block (not offered as
exchange) needs critical weed control undertaken as a considerate neighbour to the BRP, some of
these weedy featured a shown in figure 15.

e When directly compared to the plant list of the WED (Ward, 2026) which has 602 native plant species,
the DRY CREEK area has 48 (8% of WED) native species (BlueGreen, 2026), they include Woody
species 26 (16% of WED); Ferns 18 (17%); Grasses/sedges/rushes 1 (0.9%); Herbs 3 (1.3%).
e | mostly agree with the assessments made in the Blue Green Report.
Future Moderate With successful weed species removal/control this area may naturally reinvigorate in time, this would take
Representativeness longer than the suggested time frame for management of 5-7 years, more likely results would be obvious after
25 years, once canopy has formed and natural regeneration occurs.
Diversity & Pattern Low e | agree with the assessments made in the BlueGreen Report.

Future Diversity &
Pattern

Low-moderate

There are a range of habitats present in this area including riparian habitat and slope habitat. The riparian
margins may improve with the removal of weed species, and the source from which they continue to
reinvade, these habitats will improve in diversity in the long term.

Rarity & Distinctiveness | Low e | agree with the assessments made in the BlueGreen Report.
Future Rarity & Low The proposed improvements will yield negligible benefits regarding this criterion.
Distinctiveness
Ecological Context Low e | agree with the assessments made in the BlueGreen Report.
e If this area were to be exchanged it would create an expensive liability for the management of the
BRP, at present it is a buffer from the central weedy zone see figure 16.
Future Ecological Moderate After the removal of the weed species from this area, it will take time for the native species to recalibrate. This

Context

would eventually allow the vegetation to ‘catch up” with the encompassing BRP which has pest plant and pest
animal work already ongoing by GWRC as part of the Dry Greek KNE Operational Plan.
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NORTHERN GULLY SYSTEM (Not Including QEIl covenant) — DOC Get

Criterion

Ranking

Comments

Representativeness

Low-Moderate

When directly compared to the plant list of the WED (Ward, 2026) which has 602 native plant species,
the NORTHERN GULLY SYSTEM area has a total of 31 (5.1%) native species (Appendix 5), this includes
Woody species 19 (11% of WED); Ferns 11 (9%); Grasses/sedges/rushes 1 (0.9%); Herbs 0 (0%).

The North-eastern section of the area has somewhat similar mature forest to the QEIll Covenant yet
lacks in the species diversity. The central watercourse appears to have been channelled as it heads
toward a culvert, which heads in the direction of the active quarry area. There also appears to be a
dumping area below the canopy of the North-eastern tributary closest to the OBDA (Figure 17 & 18.).
The Western section of the area (South of the covenant) is majority low value reshaped, replanted
overburden area. The canopy is mahoe with eroded substrate exposing large grade greywacke like a
scree slope (Figure 19.).

Diversity & Pattern Low e | agree with most of the assessments made in the Blue Green Report.
e There s a large proportion of reshaped and replanted areas which detract from the overall value and
natural features present.
Rarity & Distinctiveness | Low e | agree with the assessments made in the BlueGreen Report.
Ecological Context Low e | agree with most of the assessments made in the Blue Green Report.

The area has too many modifications to accurately represent natural sequences of vegetation or
landform. This area is overall, of low value.

* In the relative short term, the proposed improvements will yield negligible benefits regarding this site, therefore the Northern Gully has been assessed as a
whole in more detail on page 26.
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NORTHERN GULLY SYSTEM (QEIll covenant) - DOC Get

Criterion

Ranking

Comments

Representativeness

Moderate

When directly compared to the plant list of the WED (Ward, 2026) which has 602 native plant species,
the NORTHERN GULLY SYSTEM QEIl COVENANT area has a total of 55 (9.1% of WED) native species
(Appendix 5), this includes Woody species 34 (20% of WED); Ferns 18 (17%); Grasses/sedges/rushes 2
(1.8%); Herbs 1 (0.4%). | imagine this number of species would improve with more time spent
searching.

The QEIl covenanted area is 3.6ha (Appendix 6) of the total 12.62ha, representing approximately
quarter of the area not half (6ha) as suggested in the BlueGreen report (page 30 6.1.1 first
paragraph), this part of the Northern Gully System contains some quality forest including mature
Pukatea, Miro and Tawa shown in figure 20. Unfortunately, the understorey is hollow due to
recruitment failure, pest management is required. The same forest type and age is contiguous into
the BRP (some of which is included in the OBDA).

Just over % of the covenant is low value reshaped, replanted overburden area.

Diversity & Pattern

Moderate

The area has a south facing slope, stream bed and north facing slope, the latter being an older
reshaped overburden planted area.

The area has a section of Tawa dominated forest type (see Figure 21.) which is consistent with the
neighbouring BRP, and a largely typical type of forest for the WED. Often this type of forest is seen in
lowland terraces in the WED. If the area was larger there may be more biodiversity to consider.

Rarity & Distinctiveness

Moderate

Despite the presence of some podocarp species, they do not feature in high numbers or as complete
in age profile from seedlings to sapling to mature.

Ecological Context

Moderate-high

The area has three profiles of note which affect the vegetation.

The former overburden section is about 30% and of low value.

The lowest section represents about 25% of the covenant and is relatively intact stream, with good
riparian vegetation and settled stream edges.

The upper section about 45% which abuts the BRP, is a continuation of the relatively mature
vegetation across the fence providing canopy, epiphytes and some recovering understorey.

The area is not exposed to any open-air edges, having forested private property to the west (see
figure 22), the forested DOC-owned BRP to the North, and the Winstone’s quarry land to the East and
South.

* In the relative short term, the proposed improvements will yield negligible benefits regarding this site as a standalone unit, therefore the Northern Gully
has been assessed as a whole in more detail on page 26
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FUTURE NORTHERN GULLY SYSTEM (including QEIl covenant) - DOC Get

Criterion Ranking Comments

Future Moderate In the relative short term, the proposed improvements will yield negligible benefits regarding this criterion.
Representativeness

Future Diversity & Moderate The area will improve with the eradication of pest plants and animals. The seeds would likely have a better

Pattern

chance of being dispersed by natural vectors, without predation. Additional habitat opened up with the
removal of pest plants will improve the robustness of the area, and allow spread of native species. This may

result in a noticeable improvement in seedling and sapling survival therefore an improvement in recruitment.

Future Rarity &
Distinctiveness

Low-Moderate

In the relative short term, the proposed improvements will yield negligible benefits regarding this criterion.

Future Ecological
Context

Moderate

The area will improve with the eradication of pest plants and animals. The seeds would likely have a better
chance of being dispersed by natural vectors, without predation, increasing its value as a seed source.
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SOUTHERN GULLY

Criterion

Ranking

Comments

Representativeness Low-Moderate e The BlueGreen report does not contain a botanical list for this area.

e During my 19/3/26 visit | recorded the plants in the area. The botanical list is attached as Appendix 5.
Only plants deemed natural are directly compared to the datum WED list.

e When directly compared to the plant list of the WED (Ward, 2026) which has 602 native plant species,
the SOUTHERN GULLY area has 33 (5.5% of WED) native species, they include Woody species 17 (10%
of WED); Ferns 14 (13.7%); Grasses/sedges/rushes 2 (1.8%); Herbs 0 (0%).

e The area has a central wetland which has been planted and now overrun by blackberry in large parts
(See figure 23). It appears that Winstone’s has started to attempt to remove some of the gorse and
blackberry in the wetland area and on the western bank see figures 24-26.

Future Moderate If the wetland area has the weeds removed successfully the area will likely measurably improve in quality. It

Representativeness would allow new species establishment, and other already present the chance to thrive.

Diversity & Pattern Moderate e There are two types of ecosystem present in the area, wetland and regenerating forest.

Future Diversity & Moderate The successful introduction of another native species would improve the diversity of the area slightly. A

Pattern measurable change in the ecotones of may not be realised to a measurable level in the time span suggested,
in the longer term e.g. 25 years this would be more noticeable.

Rarity & Distinctiveness | Moderate e The Western edge bordering farmland is gorse regenerated bush, referred to in the BlueGreen report

as ‘seral’ vegetation (see figure 27).

e When observing the central wetland area overtime on GoogleEarth, the area appears to have been
reduced to bare agricultural land until relatively recently, suggesting the Carex geminata may be the
only likely remnant indigenous plant species found within.

e Healthy remnant wetlands in the WED are diverse in biodiversity this area is not.

Future Rarity & Moderate The suggested transfer of the 9 mature swamp maire specimens from the OBDA to this site is not likely to

Distinctiveness

succeed due to the fragile ecology of the species. There is no precedent for this methodology, every expert
that | have consulted with on the matter concurs. The suggestion of 200 swamp maire being planted in this
site is a good start,

If the suggested establishment of swamp maire in this area proves successful, the resulting improvements will
be clearly noticeable. | acknowledge that the requirement of growing and planting 1800 swamp maire
specimens at a size of PB3 may take time so this may also be difficult to achieve in the suggested 7 years of
post-transfer care suggested.
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The addition of a rare species by planting it is not a feature that can be considered as naturally occurring, this
may change in the long term if the species then spreads naturally within the site.

Ecological Context

Low-Moderate

e The Southern Gully is triangular, bordered by privately owned farmland to the West, a privately
owned farmland with bush to the Southeast, and the quarry land to the Northeast. This area at
3.94ha (Table 12 pg. 80, BlueGreen 2026) is susceptible to edge effect and will require continual
maintenance.

e The wetland present is not particularly natural, lacking original or naturally regenerating vegetation.

e The regenerating edges around the wetland are a mixture of early stage and planted vegetation.

Future Ecological
Context

Low-Moderate

With the weed care suggested in this area being successful, some evidence of natural buffering may occur to
naturally increase the buffering resilience of the edge effect this block is pressured by. If the area was to
remain weed-free in the long-term (25 years) it would be measurably improved.
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Appendix 3. Botanical list for an area of Belmont Regional Park (The OBDA). Recorded by Matt Ward

during three visits in September 2025.
NATIVE

PODOCARPS

Dacrycarpus dacrydioides

Dacrydium cupressinum

Pectinopitys ferruginea

MONOCOT TREES

Cordyline australis

Rhopalostylis sapida

TREES

Aristotelia serrata

Beilschmiedia tawa

Brachyglottis repanda

Carpodetus serratus

Coprosma areolata (including a specimen 10m)
Coprosma autumnalis

Coprosma rhamnoides

Coprosma robusta

Coprosma rubra

Corynocarpus laevigatus

Elaeocarpus dentatus var. dentatus
Geniostoma ligustrifolium var. ligustrifolium
Hedycarya arborea

Knightia excelsa

Kunzea robusta

Laurelia novae-zelandiae

Leptospermum scoparium var. scoparium
Leucopogon fasciculatus

Lophomyrtus bullata (no Myrtle rust noted)
Melicytus ramiflorus ssp. ramiflorus
Myrsine australis

Olearia rani var. colorata

Pennantia corymbosa

Piper excelsum ssp. excelsum
Pseudopanax arboreus

Pseudopanax crassifolius

Pterophylla racemosa

Knightia excelsa (seedlings only)
Schefflera digitata

Solanum laciniatum

Syzygium maire (no Myrtle rust noted)
Veronica stricta var. stricta

kahikatea
rimu
miro

ti kouka
nikau

makomako
tawa

rangiora
putaputaweta

kanono

karamd

karaka

hinau
hangehange
porokaiwhiri
rewarewa
rawirinui, kanuka
pukatea
manuka

tall mingimingi
ramarama
mahoe

mapau
heketara
kaikomako
kawakawa
whauwhaupaku
horoeka
kamabhi
rewarewa

pate

poroporo
maire tawake, waiwaka
koromiko
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FERNS & ALLIES

Alsophila dealbata

Alsophila smithii

Asplenium bulbiferum
Asplenium gracillimum
Asplenium flaccidum
Asplenium oblongifolium
Asplenium polyodon
Austroblechnum lanceolatum
Austroblechnum membranaceum
Cranfillia fluviatilis
Dendroconche scandens
Dicksonia squarrosa
Histiopteris incisa
Hymenophyllum bivalve
Hymenophyllum dilatatum
Hymenophyllum flabellatum
Icarus filiformis

Lastreopsis hispida
Leptopteris hymenophylloides
Lomaria discolor
Notogrammitis billardierei
Paesia scaberula

Pakau pennigera
Parablechnum minus
Parablechnum novae-zelandiae
Parapolystichum glabellum
Pellaea rotundifolia
Polyphlebium venosum
Polystichum neozelandicum ssp. zerophyllum
Polystichum vestitum
Pseudodiphasium volubile
Pteridium esculentum

Pteris macilenta

Pteris tremula

Rumohra adiantiformis
Sphaeropteris medullaris
Tmesipteris elongata
Zealandia pustulata ssp. pustulata
VINES

Clematis forsteri

Clematis paniculata
Freycinetia banksii
Metrosideros diffusa
Metrosideros fulgens

ponga
katote

pikopiko

hen & chicken fern
hanging spleenwort
huruhuruwhenua
sickle spleenwort
nini, rereti

kiwikiwi, kiwakiwa
mokimoki

wheki

matata

filmy fern

matua mauku
filmy fern

climbing hard fern
hairy fern
heruheru

petipeti, piupiu
common strap fern
lace fern

piupiu

swamp kiokio
kiokio, horokio
smooth shield fern
round-leaved fern
veined filmy fern
shield fern

pUniu
waewaekoukou
rarauhe

sweet fern

shaking brake
leathery shield fern
mamaku

fork fern
kowaowao, paraharaha

Forster’s clematis
puawananga
kiekie

white rata
climbing rata
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Metrosideros perforata
Muehlenbeckia australis
Parsonsia capsularis var. capsularis
Parsonsia heterophylla
Passiflora tetrandra
Ripogonum scandens
Rubus cissoides
GRASSES

Austroderia fulvida
SEDGES

Carex banksiana

Carex dissita

Carex forsteri

Carex geminata

Carex lessoniana
Carex maorica

Carex megalepis

Carex secta

Carex uncinata

Carex virgata
Eleocharis acuta
Isolepis inundata
Schoenus maschalinus
ORCHIDS

Caladenia sp.

Microtis unifolia
Pterostylis alobula
Pterostylis banksii
Pterostylis graminea
Pterostylis sp.

HERBS

Cardamine corymbosa
Centella uniflora

Hydrocotyle moschata var. moschata

Stellaria parviflora

EXQOTICS

GYMNOSPERMS
Hesperocyparis macrocarpa
Pinus radiata

TREES

Berberis glaucocarpa
Cytisus scoparius

Ilex aquifolium

Leycesteria formosa

akatea
pohuehue
NZ jasmine
NZ jasmine
kohia

kareao, pirita
tataramoa

kakaho

fine-leaved bastard grass

forest sedge
Forster’s sedge
rautahi

rautahi

Maori sedge
caver’s beard

purei, pukio

amu, matau-a-maui
pukio, toito

sharp spike sedge

dwarf bog rush

onion-leaved orchid
greenhood
tutukiwi

centella
hairy pennywort
NZ chickweed

macrocarpa
radiata pine

barberry
wild broom
holly

Himalayan honeysuckle



Ulex europaeus
VINES

Clematis vitalba
GRASSES

Dactylis glomerata
Ehrharta erecta
RUSHES

Juncus effusus
HERBS

Cirsium arvense
Cirsium vulgare
Lotus pedunculatus
Plantago lanceolata
Rumex acetosella
Rumex obtusifolius
Ranunculus repens
Solanum chenopodioides
Trifolium repens

gorse

old man’s beard

cocksfoot
veldt grass

soft rush

Californian thistle
Scotch thistle

lotus

narrow-leaved plantain
sheep’s sorrel
broad-leaved dock
buttercup

velvety nightshade
white clover
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Appendix 5. Botanical lists for Winstone’s areas without details provided in the BlueGreen report.

Botanical lists for Winstone’s areas as recorded 19/3/26

NORTHERN GULLY (QE!l Covenant)

NATIVE 34woody 18ferns 2sedges lherb
PODOCARPS

Dacrycarpus dacrydioides
Pectinopitys ferruginea
Podocarpus totara var. totara
MONOCOT TREES

Rhopalostylis sapida

TREES

Alectryon excelsus subsp. excelsus
Aristotelia serrata

Beilschmiedia tawa

Brachyglottis repanda

Carpodetus serratus

Coprosma autumnalis

Coprosma lucida

Corynocarpus laevigatus
Didymocheton spectabilis
Geniostoma ligustrifolium var. ligustrifolium
Hedycarya arborea

Knightia excelsa

Kunzea robusta

Laurelia novae-zelandiae
Lophomyrtus bullata (no Myrtle rust noted)
Melicytus ramiflorus ssp. ramiflorus
Myrsine australis

Olearia rani var. colorata

Piper excelsum ssp. excelsum
Pittosporum tenuifolium
Pseudopanax arboreus
Pseudopanax crassifolius
Pseudowintera axillaris
Pterophylla racemosa

Schefflera digitata

FERNS & ALLIES

Alsophila dealbata

Asplenium gracillimum

Asplenium flaccidum

Asplenium oblongifolium
Asplenium polyodon

Cranfillia fluviatilis

Dendroconche scandens
Dicksonia squarrosa

Histiopteris incisa
Hymenophyllum demissum

kahikatea
miro

totara

nikau

titoki
makomako
tawa

rangiora
putaputaweéta
kanono
karamd
karaka
kohekohe
hangehange
porokaiwhiri
rewarewa
kanuka
pukatea
ramarama
mahoe
mapau
heketara
kawakawa
kohdhd, kowhiwhi
whauwhaupaku
horoeka
horopito
kamahi

paté

ponga
hen & chicken fern
hanging spleenwort
huruhuruwhenua
sickle spleenwort
kiwikiwi, kiwakiwa
mokimoki

wheki

matata

piripiri

41



Icarus filiformis

Lomaria discolor

Paesia scaberula

Pakau pennigera
Parablechnum novae-zelandiae
Pyrrosia eleagnifolia
Sphaeropteris medullaris
Zealandia pustulata ssp. pustulata
VINES

Freycinetia banksii
Metrosideros diffusa
Metrosideros fulgens
Metrosideros perforata
Ripogonum scandens

SEDGES

Carex forsteri

Carex uncinata

HERBS

Astelia solandri

NORTHERN GULLY
NATIVE

MONOCOT TREES

Rhopalostylis sapida

TREES

Aristotelia serrata

Beilschmiedia tawa

Brachyglottis repanda

Coprosma autumnalis

Elaeocarpus dentatus var. dentatus
Fuchsia excorticata

Geniostoma ligustrifolium var. ligustrifolium
Knightia excelsa

Laurelia novae-zelandiae
Lophomyrtus bullata (no Myrtle rust noted)
Melicytus ramiflorus ssp. ramiflorus
Olearia rani var. colorata

Piper excelsum ssp. excelsum
Pseudopanax arboreus

Pterophylla racemosa

Schefflera digitata

FERNS & ALLIES

Alsophila dealbata

Asplenium gracillimum
Austroblechnum lanceolatum
Cranfillia fluviatilis

Dendroconche scandens

climbing hard fern
petipeti, piupiu
lace fern

piupiu

kiokio, horokio
ota

mamaku

kowaowao, paraharaha

kiekie

white rata
climbing rata
akatea

kareao, pirita

Forster’s sedge
amu, matau-a-maui

kowharawhara

nikau

makomako
tawa
rangiora
kanono
hinau
kotukutuku
hangehange
rewarewa
pukatea
ramarama
mahoe
heketara
kawakawa
whauwhaupaku
kamahi

paté

ponga
hen & chicken fern
nini, rereti
kiwikiwi, kiwakiwa
mokimoki
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Dicksonia squarrosa

Lomaria discolor

Loxogramme dictyopteris

Pakau pennigera

Sphaeropteris medullaris
Zealandia pustulata ssp. pustulata
VINES

Freycinetia banksii

Ripogonum scandens

SEDGES

Carex virgata

EXOTICS

TREES

Buddleja davidii

Cytisus scoparius

Ulex europaeus

HERBS

Bidens frondosa
Persicaria sp.

Ranunculus repens
Solanum pseudocapsicum

SOUTHERN GULLY

wheki

petipeti, piupiu
lancefern

piupiu

mamaku

kowaowao, paraharaha

kiekie

kareao, pirita

pukio, toito

buddleia
wild broom
gorse

beggar’s ticks
willow weed
buttercup
Jerusalem cherry

Likely more species to be recorded with an additional visits and time.

NATIVE

(p) = planted

MONOCOT TREES

Cordyline australis (p)

TREES

Alectryon excelsus subsp. excelsus
Aristotelia serrata

Brachyglottis repanda

Coprosma autumnalis

Coprosma rhamnoides

Coprosma robusta

Geniostoma ligustrifolium var. ligustrifolium
Hedycarya arborea

Hoheria sextylosa (p)

Knightia excelsa

Leptospermum scoparium var. scoparium (p)
Melicytus ramiflorus ssp. ramiflorus
Myrsine australis

Piper excelsum ssp. excelsum
Plagianthus regius ssp. regius (p)
Pseudopanax arboreus

Schefflera digitata

CLUBMOSSES & QUILLWORTS

ti kouka

titoki
makomako
rangiora
kanono

karamd
hangehange
porokaiwhiri
lacebark
rewarewa
manuka
mahoe
mapau
kawakawa
manatu
whauwhaupaku
paté
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Diphazium scariosum

FERNS & ALLIES

Alsophila dealbata

Asplenium gracillimum
Asplenium oblongifolium
Austroblechnum lanceolatum
Cranfillia fluviatilis

Dicksonia squarrosa

Icarus filiformis

Lastreopsis velutina

Paesia scaberula
Parablechnum novae-zelandiae
Polystichum neozelandicum ssp. zerophyllum
Sphaeropteris medullaris
Zealandia pustulata ssp. pustulata
VINES

Muehlenbeckia australis
Ripogonum scandens

Rubus cissoides

GRASSES

Austroderia toetoe (p)

SEDGES

Carex geminata

Carex secta (p)

Carex uncinata

EXOTICS

TREES

Cytisus scoparius

Leycesteria formosa

Rubus fruticosus agg. (abundant in wetland)
Ulex europaeus

HERBS

Erythranthe guttata

creeping clubmoss

ponga
hen & chicken fern
huruhuruwhenua
nini, rereti
kiwikiwi, kiwakiwa
wheki

climbing hard fern
Velvet fern

lace fern

kiokio, horokio
shield fern
mamaku

kowaowao, paraharaha

pohuehue
kareao, pirita
tataramoa

toetoe
rautahi

purei, pukio
amu, matau-a-maui

wild broom

Himalayan honeysuckle

blackberry
gorse

monkey musk
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Appendix 6. QEll Covenant measured accurately.

The QEIl Covenant in the Northwest of the Northern Gully System was measured using the GWRC
online measuring tool. Its area is 3.61ha.
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Introduction

1.

My full name is Rhys James Burns.

Instruction

2.

| have been requested to provide expert advice regarding terresrial fauna values to
the Department of Conservation (DOC) on the Belmont Quarry Development

Project Fast-track land exchange application.

Qualification and Experience

3.

I am a Senior Technical Advisor (Fauna) for the Department of Conservation (DOC)
based in the Rotorua Office. | have a BSc(Hons) (1993) and a PhD (1997) in
Biochemistry from the University of Otago. | have been employed by DOC for 26
years — 5 years as a Biodiversity Ranger and the other 21 years as a Technical
Advisor for terrestrial biodiversity. In this role | have performed a wide variety of
roles such as providing advice to staff regarding terrestrial conservation matters,
advising on prioritising national aerial 1080, assessing and advising on Wildlife Act
authorities including lizard salvage applications, wildlife translocations. | am the
leader of the Weka Recovery Group and the Kokako Recovery Group, and am a
member of the Frog Recovery Group. | have been an expert witness for DOC on
terrestrial fauna matters in several RMA cases including Mt Messenger Road
Bypass, Kaiwaikawe Windfarm, and Auckland Regional Landfill (Dome Valley). |
am also a member of the Mt Messenger Ecological Review Panel, that advises
New Zealand Transport Authority (NZTA) on ecological and pest control matters as
they arise during the construction of this road bypass. | currently also have a
central role co-ordinating DOC'’s terrestrial responses to listed and referred
projects under the Fast-Track Approvals Act (2024) and Fast-Track Amendment Act
(2025). Other Fast-Track projects | have provided expert terrestrial fauna advice to
include Waihi North, Southland Windfarm (also under the Covid Fast-Track (2021)
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legislation), Takitimu North Link Stage 2, and Huriwaka Windfarm. My role in this
project to date has included review of land exchange application documents
concerning ecological values of the sites, and attendance at a site visiton 17

October 2025.

Code of conduct

4.  Whilst it is acknowledged this is not an Environment Court Proceeding, | confirm
that | have read the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses contained in the
Environment Court Practice Note 2023. | have complied with the Code of Conduct
in the preparation of this advice. Unless | state otherwise, this advice is within my
area of expertise, and | have not omitted to consider material facts known to me

that might alter or detract from the opinions | express.

Scope of advice and expert opinion
5. My expert advice relates to the following:

i. Adequacy of the Applicant’s assessment of terrestrial fauna values, including
identification of any values that have not been assessed or have been

insufficiently characterised.

Material Considered

6. Inpreparingthis advice | have reviewed the following documents as part of the

land exchange application:



i. BlueGreen (2026). Belmont Quarry Land Exchange: Overview of Ecological
Values. Report prepared by BlueGreen Ecology Ltd for Winstone Aggregate
Ltd."

ii.  Blueprint Ecology (2025). Lizards Memo, Appendix B2.

iii.  Boffa Miskell ltd (2025) — Bat Assessment, Appendix B3.

iv.  Climate Change and natural hazards (appendix B14).

v. Ecology Addendum - BlueGreen Ecolgy Ltd. (Dated: 5 March 2026).
vi. Lizard Ecology Addendum - BluePrint Ecology. (Dated: 3 March 2026).

vii.  Waikaira Consulting (2025). Land Exchange report. An application by

Winstone Aggregates for the Belmont Quarry Development.

Summary

8. Each block at Belmont Quarry proposed for land exchange was considered for fauna
values, following the DOC guideline for land exchange assessments under the Fast-
Track Approvals Act (2024)2.

9. The values for birds, lizards and bats were considered at all sites as these were the
main focus of the applicants’ reports. No invertebrate surveys were undertaken, but
some consideration was given to the possible presence of a threatened moth that is
host dependent on the critically threatened swamp maire. Due to most sites being
adjacent or relatively close to each other, mobile species such as birds and bats (if
present) would be expected to generally use all sites similarly, but influenced by
habitat type and quality. Animal pest control measures would be expected to
increase breeding success. The presence and density of less mobile lizard species
are expected to mainly be influenced by habitat quality, and animal pest

management may increase their survival and breeding success.

' Any references to Sections, Figures or Tables in my Statement of Advice relate to this document, unless
otherwise stated. Figures, tables and appendices within my Statement of Advice are referred to in bold

text.

2DOC (2025). DRAFT internal guidance for conservation values assessments for land exchanges under

the fast-track Approvals Act.



10. All sites have been disturbed by humans in the past, but due to containing areas of

11

greater maturity and complexity (related to time and extent of previous
disturbances) and greater area of extent, | consider the proposed total DOC
acquisition sites (‘DOC-Get’) to be of slightly higher value to terrestrial fauna than
the current PCL site (also called OBDA or ‘DOC-Give’) — see Appendix 1. However, if
QEll sites in the Northern Gully and Firth block are unable to be considered, in my

opinion the ‘DOC-Get’ and ‘DOC-Give’ sites have comparable fauna values.

.An assessment of each land block for terrestrial fauna values is given in Appendix 1,
and a table of how this was determined is shown in Appendix 2. Assessments were
also made for the value of the terrestrial fauna found in blocks both with and without
the QEll sites.

Terrestrial Fauna Values

Lizard values

12.

13.

14.

Lizards have been surveyed at the DOC Public Conservation Land (PCL) site in
the proposed OBDA by the applicant, using 75 triple-stacked onduline Artificial
Cover Object’s (ACQO’s), 105 pitfall traps, 3 nights of spotlighting and hand

searching of habitat.

Within the OBDA, these surveys found four grass skinks (Oligosoma polychroma;
At Risk - Declining) after surveying for 3 days, giving a low Capture Per Unit Effort
(CPUE) of 3%. Spotlighting also occurred for 15.5 person-hours in the OBDA and
three ngahere geckos (Mokopirirakau “Southern North Island”; At Risk -

Declining) were found.

No lizard surveys were undertaken in any of the proposed land to be acquired by
DOC, due to the feasibility and risk of undertaking the activity (very steep terrain,
complex tall vegetation or dense, scrubby vegetation). It was also considered by
the applicant’s herpetologist that even if lizards were present and surveys
occurred, there would be a relatively low chance of detecting lizards due to the
complexity of the habitat (such as height of the canopy when undertaking spot-
lighting), reflecting that most lizard survey methods often have poor detection

rates.



15. However, previous surveys® conducted in 2013-2017 did conduct surveys in the
Firth Block, showing this is possible (Fig 1).

Fig. 1. Surveys undertaken in 2013 for lizards. The turquoise-coloured area on the left has now

been largely quarried. From Bell et al (2013), Appendix, Fig. 2.

16. The 2012-13 survey recorded a well established population of ngahere gecko on
a ridge that has now been quarried (Fig. 1). Other ngahere gecko were found in
the current Firth Block QEIll site. My understanding is that 49 of 51 ngahere gecko
found following initial surveys were translocated to the Mana Island in 2015* and

2017° (with 2 having died in captivity).

17.  Acomparison with previous lizard assessments in the area is provided in Table
WW. This shows considerably higher survey effort than was undertaken for this

assessment including in parts of the Firth Block which are currently declared to

3Bell T, Herbert S and Melzer S (2013). An assessment of the lizard fauna — Belmont Quarry Extension.
Report prepared for Winstone Aggregates. Eco Gecko Consultants Ltd. DOCDM-1550867.

4 Ngahere gecko transferred from Belmont Quarry to Mana Island |

https://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/SC1507/S00020/ngahere-gecko-transferred-from-belmont-quarry-to-

mana-island.htmcoop News

5 https://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/AK1703/S00827/native-geckos-rehomed-on-pest-free-island.htm




be unworkable due to very steep terrain and dense vegetation. For example, the
survey effort in March-May 2013 consisted of placing 270 sets of ACO’s, pitfall
traps, and closed-cell foam covers ona 10 x 10m grid. All 270 ACO’s and closed-
cell covers were checked 7 times each and pitfall traps checked 5 times each,
resulting in the capture of 13 ngahere geckos. This level of monitoring was
required as destruction of their habitat by quarrying was imminent, but it
demonstrates the level of effort that is required to find lizards in this habitat.
Despite this level of effort, no other lizard species were found, indicating a low
density or possible absence of these species at this site (although barking gecko

are difficult to find due to often being in the canopy of trees).

18. The details of all lizard removal efforts could not be located, but in total these
removal efforts performed 16,000 checks of closed-cell foam covers and
removed 51 ngahere geckos®. An indication of the initial survey effort undertaken

in 2012 and 2013 is provided in Table 1.

Date Land Survey methods and effort Total
Block Lizards
Minnow | Pitfall Hand Closed- | Onduline Night Caught
traps traps searching | cell ACO’s Spot-
(daytime) | covers lighting
21-23 Firth 46 trap 50 trap 15.4 - - - 1
May Block days days person- northern
20127 hours over grass
11,600m? skink
[1 skink
caught]
Firth - 270;5 - 270;7 270; 7 checks 20 hours 13
Block checks checks (1890 catch- over 3.0ha ngahere
(1350 (1890 days) [1 gecko gecko
trap catch- [0 lizards caught]
days) days) caught]
March- [0 (2
May lizards geckos
20138 caught] caught]
Belmont - - 30; 3 checks - 0 lizards
Regional (90 catch-
Park days) (0
lizards
caught)

Table 1. Previous survey effort for lizards at Belmont Quarry in 2012-13.

19. These surveys strongly indicated that closed-cell foam was the most effective

method to detect ngahere gecko, after being left in place for several months to

8 Beca Limited (2023). Lizard management Plan — Belmont Quarry. DOC-7499493.

7Bell T, Herbert S and Melzer S (2013). An assessment of the lizard fauna — Belmont Quarry Extension.
Report prepared for Winstone Aggregates. Eco Gecko Consultants Ltd. DOCDM-1550867.

8 Ibid.






22.

23.

A summary of the quality of lizard habitat is provided across all the considered
land areas®, which based on my site visit and consulting aerial maps, | largely
agree with. This shows that there is approximately 4.29 ha (over 2 separate
sites™) of high quality lizard habitat in the PCL (‘DOC-Give’) area, and 7.75 ha
(over 5 separate sites) total high quality in the proposed DOC acquisition (‘DOC-

Get’) sites.

However, previous surveys revealed a relatively high density of ngahere geckos in
habitat that has now been quarried. The vegetation at these sites was referred to
as native scrub, with rocky habitat also being present. Of 13 ngahere geckos
caughtin 2013 surveys, 4 were found in ‘Kanuka, manuka & gorse’, 4 found in
‘mixed secondary forest’, 3 in ‘secondary forest’ and 2 others in mahoe forest
(Table 2). None appeared to be in mature forest habitat, but this could reflect the
difficulty of catching geckos in this habitat type.

Habitat Type Ngahere geckos caughtin 2013

Kanuka, manuka & gorse 4

Mixed secondary forest, 4

incl. red mapou

Secondary forest, adjacent 3

to tawa

Mahoe in broadleaf forest 1

Mahoe adjacent to tawa 1

Total 13

Table 2. Ngahere geckos caught in 2013 surveys by habitat type in area of Firth block that has now been quarried.

24.

The use of animal pest control for maintaining lizard populations is important,
but due to the very steep terrain and dense vegetation at much of the proposed
exchange sites, the feasibility of undertaking effective ground-based pest control

at the proposed DOC acquisition sites, and maintaining lizard populations in the

®Table 3, Blueprint Ecology memo, 3 December 2025 (Document B2 Lizard Assessment)

10 Figure 5, Blueprint Ecology memo, 3 December 2025 (Document B2 Lizard Assessment)



25.

26.

long-term, is likely to be lower than on the more accessible and gentler
topography of the PCL (OBDA) site.

The applicant is also offering to undertake rat control (Table 20), but the offer of
developing a ‘rat trap plan’ indicates rat trapping only will occur. Rats are difficult
to consistently control to the low levels required to achieve conservation gains,
and several methods (e.g. toxins in bait stations) may need to be deployed
simultaneously. In addition, lizards can also be badly affected by mice (which
can also increase when rats alone are controlled), so any rodent control plan to
benefit lizards will also need to consistently control mice to low levels. Rodent
monitoring objectives should also be clearly stated (e.g. 5% tracking tunnel

index), rather than the current suggested measure that rats are ‘kept low’ (Table

20).

The lizard species present potentially present at the site are listed in Table 3,

alongside their regional and national threat status. The Wellington Region is

considered for both mainland-only sites, and the whole region (including islands

and pest-free areas) as lizards are vulnerable to introduced pests that can

dramatically alter population abundance and trends.

Common Scientific Wellington Wellington National
Name name Mainland Region
Pacific gecko | Dactylocnemis Not
B Data deficient | Data deficient
pacificus Threatened
Barking Naultinus L
Vulnerable Vulnerable Declining
gecko punctatus
Copper skink | Oligosoma o o
Vulnerable Declining Declining
aeneum
Ornate skink | Oligosoma
Vulnerable Declining Declining
ornatum
Glossy brown | Oligosoma o o o
) ) Declining Declining Declining
skink zelandicum
Ngahere Mokopirirakau
gecko "southern Declining Declining Declining
North Island"
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Minimac Woodworthia

gecko “Marlborough Declining Declining Declining
mini”

Northern Oligosoma Not Not Not

grass skink polychroma Threatened Threatened Threatened

Raukawa Woodworthia Not Not Not

gecko maculata Threatened Threatened Threatened

Table 3. Conservation status of lizards currently found on the mainland in the Wellington region.

Avifauna Values

27.

28.

Bird surveys with acoustic recorders were carried out at four sites — two within
the PCL (OBDA), one on the boundary of the PCL (OBDA) and Firth Block, and
one on the boundary of the Northern Gully and Belmont Regional Park (Fig. 11).
These sites correspond with four different habitat types (Table 4) — Tawa
(Northern Gully), Lake (Firth Block QEIl), Kanuka and Exotic (both OBDA),
although habitat immediately adjacent to AR1 (outside the PCL and proposed
acquisition area), have not been described. Each site is also immediately
adjacent, or close to, habitat types other than that described for the immediate
site. This will influence the birds present and thus the recorded bird calls, as
birds are mobile and their calls can be heard from distances greater than the
size of the habitat areas. For clarity, | note that Table 10 calls the site of the AR4

recorder ‘Manuka’, whereas Fig. 44 & 45 refer to it as ‘Kanuka’.

The recordings of AR1, AR2 and AR3 were analysed by the applicant, but the
‘Manuka’ site (AR4) in the PCL area (described as Manuka Mixed Broadleaf
Forest) in Fig.11, was apparently not analysed for birds (Part 7.1, first
paragraph). However, Table 10 does include species detected at the AR4 site.
The AR4 site has more mature forest than the other PCL site (AR2) that was
analysed, and | consider is will likely have a higher density of native birds than
the AR2 site. The analysis in Table 10 showed little difference in species
diversity (if North Island robin is excluded). | consider this recording data
demonstrates that diversity is not especially meaningful when considering the
value of each land parcel for birds, as they are small areas close to each other,

and most birds can readily fly between the different land parcels. It also doesn’t
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29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

account for how much time birds of each species spends in each land parcel,

to gauge its relative importance.

There are several drawbacks to understanding the avian value of a site by
relying on sound recordings alone. Some species that could be present rarely
verbalise, particularly outside of the breeding season or away from nests (e.g.
shags), so will not be recorded by this method. The sites also had recordings
made at the coldest time of the year (July and August) which in my opinionis a
poor time of year to rely on an assessment of bird value at each site. Some
birds (e.g. kingfisher) can move to lower and warmer altitudes over winter
months, other birds have different call rates at different times of the year, while
other birds (e.g. long-tailed cuckoo and shining cuckoo) migrate overseas
during winter. Undertaking bird monitoring in each of the four seasons would be
far better in order to gain a better understanding of how important these sites

are for birds throughout all times of the year.

Nevertheless, | consider the areas of tawa-kamabhi forest, hinau-kamahi forest,
pukatea-rewarewa forest and pukatea-tawa forest in the Northern Gully (Fig.
15) and the small area of tawa-kamahi forest in the Firth Block QEIIl area (Fig.
36) should offer better quality native forest bird habitat than most areas present
in the PCL (OBDA). However, | consider the other forest types in these two

blocks will offer relatively low quality habitat for native forest birds.

Likewise, the other sites proposed for DOC to acquire —the Southern Gully (Fig.
23) and Dry Creek (Fig. 28) — the forest is in a state of early succession or
dominated by exotic vegetation and weeds, so | consider these areas to be of

low quality for native forest birds.

The applicant has stated they cannot determine an abundance estimate of
birds for the sites using the acoustic recorders. | agree with this to some extent,
as acoustic recorders have most accuracy when only used to confirm which
bird species are present through their calls. However, | also consider this
approach is limiting the full usefulness of these recorders, particularly when
there is a requirement during the land exchange process to make a direct

comparison between sites, including estimates of density of fauna species.

Acoustic recorders can also be used to determine a call activity rate for each

species (such as the number of calls per 5 minutes, or calls per hour). When

12



34.

35.

36.

used to compare different sites with similar habitats, these call rates can be

used as an approximation of the relative abundance of each bird species™'.

Another way to estimate bird species’ abundance can be to use five-minute
bird counts (5MBC’s)'2. This would mean having a grid (e.g. spaced 100 x 100m
apart) over the entire area, and counting all individual birds that are seen and
heard within a set distance (usually 200m but this can be modified to a smaller
distance to accommodate smaller, fragmented forest blocks) for 5 minutes at
each grid point, with the location and species of each bird recorded. In this
way, the number of individual birds of each species can be estimated at each
grid point. As more counts are undertaken (including repeated counts at the
same site) an increasingly robust estimate of the density for each species can
be calculated for a given site. A combination of both acoustic recorders and

5MBC’s have also been used for New Zealand forest birds™s.

Yet another method that could be undertaken is ‘distance sampling’, where the
distance and direction of each bird from each grid point or transect line is
determined, and then a computer program is used to estimate the density of
each bird species across a forest block. This has also been undertaken

successfully in New Zealand forests™.

The density and diversity of forest birds is also likely to be related to the current
management of the site. There is currently animal pest control undertaken at
the Belmont Regional Park, including in the proposed OBDA (Fig. 1 at[20]
below), and very little (with no bait stations) in the current private land being
considered for exchange. Since it was implemented, this pest control should
have resulted in birds within the pest control area having a higher proportion of
successful nests and increased food resources, enabling them to both increase
in density and disperse into neighbouring areas, including the adjacent private

land being considered for exchange.

" Mortimer, JAJ; Greene, TC; van Dam-Bates, P; Westbrooke, IM (2019). Effectiveness and efficiency of

avian species detection: a comparison between field observers and automatic recording devices.
Notornis, 66: 109-128.

2 Dawson, DG and Bull, PC (1975). Counting Birds in New Zealand Forests. Notornis, 22: 101-109.

3 Bombaci, SP and Pejchar, L (2019). Using paired acoustic sampling to enhance population monitoring
of New Zealand’s forest birds. NZ Journal of Ecology, 43: 3356.

4 Drummond, FM and Armstrong, DP (2019). Use of distance sampling to measure long-term changes in

bird densities in a fenced wildlife sanctuary. NZ Journal of Ecology, 43: 3371.
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37. The other habitat type present — a freshwater pond — contained several species

of birds that would otherwise not be usually found in forested habitat. These

include Caspian tern, pied shag and little shag. However, due to the location of

the pond on the boundary between the PCL and Firth Block, these species are

found on both parcels of the proposed land swap, so it is effectively a neutral

value when considering any loss or gain that would result for the DOC

conservation estate if the proposed land swap were to occur.

38. There are 8 bird species present that are regarded as nationally threatened, two

of which are assessed as being Regionally Critically Threatened, and a further

two Regionally Critically Threatened on Mainland sites only (Table 4).

Species Regional Threat Status'® National Threat
Status’®
Mainland sites Region-wide
only (including islands
and pest-free areas)

Caspiantern Critical Critical Vulnerable
Bush Falcon Critical Critical Increasing
NI robin* Critical Vulnerable Declining
Red-crowned Critical Vulnherable Relict
parakeet
Little shag Endangered Endangered Relict
Long-tailed cuckoo Endangered Endangered Vulnerable
Little black shag Endangered Endangered Uncommon
Pied shag Vulnherable Vulnherable Recovering

Table 2. Threatened avifauna species detected

*In my opinion, unlikely to be present

'S Crisp P, Robertson H, McArthur N and Cotter S (2020). Conservation status of birds in the Wellington
Region. Greater Wellington Regional Council, Publication No. GW/KI-G-23/21, Wellington.

6 Robertson HA et al. (2021). Conservation status of birds in Aotearoa New Zealand, 2021. New Zealand

Threat Classification Series 36, Department of Conservation, 43p.
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Fig. 3. Animal pest controlin the Belmont-Dry Creek KNE site'’. Black oval is approximate OBDA site

39.

40.

The comparative assessment (Table 19) shows the most threatened fauna
species known at the site. | agree with the assessment that the forest bird
species are mobile and if present in one area, are likely to also be presentin the
other forested areas nearby. However, | consider forest birds are unlikely to
consistently use the early seral vegetated areas, but should increasingly do so
as the vegetation slowly matures into full canopy and more complex and varied
habitat.

| am somewhat sceptical that North Island robins are present at any of the sites
as they are regarded as Regionally Critical (less than 250 individuals) on the
mainland of the Wellington region and, outside pest-free areas (e.g. Zealandia),
only seem to be found in small areas of the Tararua ranges. However, if they are
present, they are apparently present in both the PCL and proposed DOC
acquisition areas. Similarly, shining cuckoo were regarded as being detected by
the bird recorders during the July recording period. | also regard this as dubious,

as shining cuckoo migrate overseas during winter and very few are thought to

7 GWRC (2023). Key Native Ecosystem Operational Plan for Belmont-Dry Creek 2023-2028. Appendix 1:

Map 6.
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41.

42.

43.

remain in New Zealand during winter. Despite their song being very distinctive,
eBird records only one shining cuckoo record in the Wellington region ever
during June-July (in 2021), and only 13 records over all of New Zealand during
June-July®. These two examples of unlikely (but still ecologically possible)
species being identified makes me hesitant in relying on the accuracy of bird
species identified using the avian bird recorders at this site. | consider species
identified in site visits (Table 10) are likely to be more reliable, as these species

can often be seen as well as heard.

For threatened birds found at the pond (Caspian tern, pied shag and little shag),
| consider that as the pond is found adjoining both the Firth Block and PCL
(OBDA) areas, then both areas should have the presence of these species
attributed to them when ecologically evaluating all the sites. This has not
occurred in Table 10, where only the Firth Block is attributed as having these

species present.

The use of bird recordings alone does not present the best opportunity to
detect whether spotless crake or marsh crakes are using the site. A better
option is for an observer to broadcast their recorded calls in spring to try to
illicit a response from any resident birds. This method does not seem to have

been employed here.

For wide-ranging birds such as bush falcon, all sites are likely to be used for
hunting, resting or roosting. Emergent trees can be valuable perching and
observation sites for falcon, and somewhat ironically, the exotic pine trees in
the PCL (OBDA) may best serve this function across all the proposed land
exchange areas. | consider it unlikely bush falcon use any of the land exchange
sites for nesting, based on the relatively small area these sites would contribute
to a typical falcon territory. Falcon may return to a similar area to nest most
years (usually in areas clear of vegetation or rocky ledges), but | am not aware
of where any nesting sites are for falcon in this territory. If falcon were
confirmed to be consistently nesting in one of the land exchange areas, that

would make the site locally important for falcon. In the absence of this

8Shining Cuckoo - Species

https://ebird.org/map/shbcuc1?neg=true&env.minX=175.08235168457034&env.minY=-

41.025118295975886&env.maxX=175.77998352050784&env.maxY=-

40.803552231219506&zh=true&gp=false&ev=Z&excludeExX=false&excludeExAll=false&mr=6-

7&bmo=6&emo=7&yr=all&byr=1900&eyr=2026 Map - eBird ; Accessed 27" April 2026

16



44,

evidence, however, | consider all sites with a closed canopy to be rated the

same value for bush falcon.

The comparison of the values for land exchange requires each site is
considered. In my opinion, a more robust approach would have been to
undertake bird monitoring using a variety of methods — avian recorders, 5MBC’s
and distance sampling, and undertaken each season e.g. February, May,
August and November. At least one avian recorder should have been placed in
each block proposed for land exchange, with one near the centre of the block
and others near the centre of different habitat types if present so all main
habitat types e.g. tall mature forest, seral forest, exotic dominant grassland,
wetland, are captured. Analysis of 5SMBC and distance sampling could also
stratify results into these main habitat types. Ideally, this monitoring would also
have occurred over several years to understand the extent to which there is any

annualvariation in the use of each site by native birds.

Bat Values

45.

46.

47.

48.

Bat monitoring was undertaken for 21 nights between 24 October and 14
November 2025 at 23 (Fig. 13) sites in both proposed OBDA and DOC

acquisition area, using suitable bat detectors.

While the number and layout of detectors is adequate, there was no analysis
provided of which of these nights were suitable for the emergence of bats (i.e.
low wind speeds and warm conditions (>10 deg C for the first 2 hours of

darkness)).

Therefore, despite the 3 weeks of survey, bat monitoring requires
approximately 3 weeks (21 nights) of monitoring in environmental conditions
in which bats are known to be active. As this information was not provided,
and no analysis of environmental suitability was provided, it is somewhat
uncertain if this monitoring regime could be fully relied upon to detect bats

with high certainty if they are intermittently present at the site.

This is important, as if the land swap proceeds, the vegetation on the PCL will
be felled. The DOC bat tree-felling protocol should be implemented if this

occurs.
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Invertebrate values

49. No invertebrate monitoring was undertaken by the applicant, and there are no
known threatened invertebrate species present at the site. However, the
presence of swamp maire means it is possible the brightly coloured endemic
leaf miner moth Macarostola miniella™, which is regarded as being host-
specific on swamp maire, may also be present. If so, then due to the low
abundance of swamp maire in the Wellington region?°, this moth is likely to be

rare in the Wellington region also.

50. Swamp maire has been assessed to have a national conservation threat
classification of Threatened — Nationally Critical?' due to the recent arrival of
myrtle rust in New Zealand, a fungus that causes high mortality of swamp
maire. Despite this, M. minella has recently been assessed as being At Risk —
Declining on a national scale?. It should be noted, however, that this species
has also been given the qualifiers of ‘Data Poor Size’ and ‘Data Poor Trend’,

reflecting uncertainty in the current size and trend of its national population.

51. As swamp maire is only found in the current PCL (proposed OBDA), and not in
any of the other proposed DOC acquisition areas, | consider the terrestrial
invertebrate values in the PCL are likely to be higher than the other lands
available for the proposed land exchange due to the potential presence of this
moth. However, due to the paucity of invertebrate information, | have not
considered invertebrates in the evaluation of terrestrial ecological value
(Appendix 1 & 2).

Additional comments

52. Table 12 that is comparing the sites appears to have some errors. Several of
the columns and rows don’t sum up to the totals stated in the Table, and

some habitat appears to be assigned to the incorrect area of the proposed

'® https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Macarostola_miniellalla - Wikipedia, accessed 13 April 2026.

20 Statement of evidence of Mr Ward (Vegetation) at [5], p.7

21 de Lange, PJ; Gosden, J; Courtney, SP; Fergus, AJ; Barkla, JW; Beadel, SM; Champion, PD; Hindmarsh-
Walls, R; Makan, T and Michel, P. (2024). Conservation status of vascular plants in Aotearoa New

Zealand, 2023. New Zealand Threat Classification Series 43. Department of Conservation, 105 p.

22 Hoare, RJB; Edwards, ED; Knox, C; Frost, WT and Michel, P. (2026). Conservation status of Lepidoptera
(moths and butterflies) in Aotearoa New Zealand, 2025. NZ Threat Classification Series 51. Department of

Conservation, 58 p.
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53.

54.

55.

land exchange (‘DOC-Get’ or ‘DOC-Give’). For example, the ‘Tawa-kamahi
forest’ row shows 3.24 ha is present in the ‘Northern tawa-kamahi-Cottle’
area, but the total for the ‘DOC-Get’ is 0.9ha; whereas the OBDA + setback is
0.9ha, yet the Total ‘DOC-Give’ area is left blank. The total of the OBDA +
setback area states a total area of 24.00ha, but summing this column only
shows 16.51ha. The last row in Table 12 also has no description attached so |
am unsure of the habitat type this signifies. Unfortunately, | have had to
conclude that this table, which would have been very helpful in understanding
the extent of habitats that will support native terrestrial fauna in each

individual block, cannot be relied upon.

Table 13 appears intended to have measurements taken directly from Table
12, but there again appear to be inconsistencies. For example, Table 12 shows
the ‘Total DOC-Get’ area of ‘Young gorse/pasture’ to be 11.75ha, whereas
Table 13 shows this habitat type to only be 0.29 ha, but ‘Early seral broadleaf
forest’ to be 11.75ha, the exact same areas as ‘Young gorse/pasture’ in Table
12. This creates considerable uncertainty in knowing which measurements
are the correct ones to be relied upon in any assessment where vegetation
habitat influences fauna values. Comparing the habitat area in both tables
with Fig. 54, | consider Table 13 is most likely to have the correct habitat areas

recorded, so | have used those measures to support my assessment.

Table 16 and Table 17 both include a separate assessment of ecological
function over 5 different sites that DOC may acquire in any successful land
exchange process, whereas Table 12 only shows 4 sites. The additional area
appears to be the ‘Cottle Block’ which for a reason that isn’t explained is
considered separately in this assessment. The Cottle block is also described
separately as part of the Northern Gully in Part 6.1, but the accompanying
map (Fig. 15) doesn’t specify the boundaries of the Cottle block. | have
assumed this block is located between the Northern Gully area (also called
Northwestern tawa-kamahi) and the Southern Gully area. The addition of the
Cottle block is also inconsistent with other Tables and assessments
throughout the document (e.g. Table 4), where only 4 potential DOC

acquisition areas are considered for birds.

Animal pest controlis currently undertaken in Belmont Regional Park by
Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC), using bait stations and traps to
target possums, rats and mustelids (Fig. 3 above). Possum control has

occurred since 2007 while mustelid and rat control commenced in 2018.
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Overall assessment - current terrestrial fauna value of Sites

56. | consider the current overall ecological value of the sites proposed for land

exchange (PCL and potential acquisition areas) for terrestrial fauna as:

a. DOC PCL component of Belmont Regional Park — the proposed OBDA
[‘DOC-Give’] site: Moderate.

b. Proposed DOC acquisition sites [‘DOC-Get site’] (composed of: Southern
Gully, Northern Gully, Firth Block and Dry Creek): Moderate-High.

57. The assessment process | used to determine these values is shown in
Appendix 2. In this process, | divided the ‘Representative’ value into four
components and the ‘Ecological Context’ value into two components. |
considered this was necessary in order to encompass the different aspects

contained within these definitions when considering terrestrial fauna.

Overall assessment - future terrestrial fauna value of land parcels following

improvements made by the Applicant

58. The applicant has offered several ecological management improvements to
the proposed acquisition land parcels?. | have considered any likely changes
these proffered management actions may result in and outline them in

Appendix 1.

59. The proffered management actions vary considerably across all the ‘DOC-Get’
blocks, but only a subset of actions will have benéefit terrestrial fauna over the
period the actions are offered over. The applicant offers weed, goat, possum
and rodent control actions. All actions have a defined term that varies from 2-
10 years, and all actions are offered by block, except for rats, where a rat trap
plan is offered to be developed. As the timeframes for different actions are
variaeble, there is uncertainty at which year to consider the result of the
management actions for each land parcel. As 5 years is the most consistent
time frame, | have decided to consider the terrestrial fauna of the land parcels
after 5 years of the proffered management actions. Itis assumed the current
pest control at the OBDA (‘DOC-Give’) site would otherwise continue with

seasonal control of rats, mustelids and possums. | have also considered the

28 Waikaira Consulting (2025) at [10.7] —[10.14] and Section 13.
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60.

61.

62.

63.

terrestrial fauna value of the OBDA in 5 years’ time as a fair comparison with

the proposed DOC acquisition sites.

Northern Gully

Goat and possum control occurs for 5 years in the QEll site and eastern
pukatea forest, while possum and weed control is proposed for the Cottle

portion of this block. The frequency of possum trap checking is not

mentioned, but as there are two traps proposed per hectare, | have assumed

there would be a slow reduction in the density of possums over a 2 year period

to low levels, at which point a low density of possums would be achieved for

the next 3 years. Due to the small site, | have assumed goats can be effectively

eradicated from the site over the first year.

This should result in slightly better habitat for birds over the 5 years, allowing

better food resources and better roosting and nesting sites. More native plant

species dominance in the weed-controlled seral areas is assumed to have a

marginal benefit for birds over 5 years. However, as rat, mustelid or cat control

isn’t proposed, there will only be limited benefit to nesting birds from possum

control alone. Increased food resources may result in a higher density of birds

at the site over 5 years as they spill over from possum, rat and mustelid
controlin areas adjacent to this land parcel. Lizard species are unlikely to
benefit from this pest management regime as they are susceptible to rats,

mustelids, cats and hedgehogs.

Firth Block

Rat control is offered over 10 years, but the area being offered for control
seems contradictory. At [10.12], ‘targeted rodent control around the farm
pond’ is offered, but the maps (at [10.7]) indicates the entire Firth Block will
have rat control. For my assessment, | have assumed effective seasonal rat
control to benefit nesting birds, from spring to late summer, each year for 5

years.

It is not known if wetland birds breed at the pond, so the benefits of this
control for these species is uncertain. Nevertheless, | have assumed some
wetland birds may benefit from this pest control. However, no possum or
stoat control is offered, so benefits to birds are not as high as they could be

with this control.
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64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

As rat control alone is offered, and only seasonally (to benefit bird nesting),
accompanying benefits to lizards will be low, as lizards can be vulnerable to
rat predation throughout the year. Indigenous revegation measures will have

little impact on bird values but may marginally benefit lizards within 5 years.

Dry Creek

No animal pest controlis offered — only weed control and supplementary
indigenous planting. These actions will have little to no discernable benefit to

birds and lizards over a 5 year period.

Southern Gully

Weed and possum control is offered for 5 years. Due to the largely seral nature
of the vegetation, these actions are likely to have little discernable benefit to
nesting birds or lizards populations within the 5 year timeframe. The
vegetation will continue to mature and possum control should cause a
marginal increase food resources for birds. The lack of rat, stoat, cat and
hedgehog control may still result in any lizard population continuing to

decline.

PCL (OBDA)

Without a land exchange, rat, possum and mustelid control is assumed to
continue seasonally for the next 5 years at this site. The vegetation at the site
will continue to slowly mature, and with the ongoing pest control, there are
likely to be continued benefits to native birds breeding at this site. This should
result in a smallincrease in bird density over 5 years, but a reasonable
proportion of successfully fledged birds are likely to disperse out of this small

area, providing the benefits of native birds to other sites.

It is difficult to suppress predators to such low levels that lizard species
benefit, particularly if controlis only seasonal. However, this site has the most
comprehensive pest control of all the other measures offered at any other
site, so there is some likelihood that populations could slowly increase over

time. However, this is not likely to be discernable over a 5-year timeframe.
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Firth Block Moderate-Low Moderate | Moderate Moderate-Low Moderate-Low Moderate
(QEI)

Dry Creek Low Low Low Low Low Low

Southern Low Low Low Low Low Low to Moderate-Low
Gully

Total‘DOC Moderate Moderate | Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate
Get’

(excluding

QEIl)

Total ‘DOC Moderate-High Moderate- | Moderate-High | Moderate Moderate-High [Moderate-High
Get’ High

(including

QEIl)

2 assuming current pest control continues on PCL (OBDA) area and all measures the applicant has proposed are fully implemented and attain targets for 5 years (so this

assessment is for terrestrial fauna values expected in 2031).

bassuming current pest control measures at this site in Belmont Regional Park continue for another 5 years until 2031.
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Before the Fast-track Panel

Under: Fast-track Approvals Act 2024
In the matter of: FTAA-2603-L003 - Belmont Quarry Project — Land Exchange
Statement of advice: Jeremy Head

Landscape

Independent consultant

26 May 2026



Introduction

1.

My full name is Jeremy Everett Head.

Instruction

2.

| have been requested to provide expert advice on behalf of the Director-General
of Conservation for her section 35 land exchange report required to be prepared
under the Fast-Track Approvals Act 2024, for the Belmont Quarry project land

exchange application.

Qualification and Experience

3.

I am anindependent Consultant Landscape Architect based in Christchurch. |
have a Bachelor of Landscape Architecture (Hons) from Lincoln University (1993)
and am a registered member of the Tuia Pito Ora New Zealand Institute of
Landscape Architects (NZILA). | have over 30 years’ experience as a Landscape
Architect including eight years experience working at Lucas Associates and four
years experience working for WSP in Christchurch where | held the role of South
Island Team Leader Urban Design. Otherwise | have been self-employed. My role
in this project to date has included a peer review of the Applicant’s Landscape

Assessment and a site visit.

| have a good understanding of the Applicant’s Landscape Assessment of the land
exchange where the various land parcels are located around Belmont Quarry,

Lower Hutt.

Code of conduct

Whilst it is acknowledged this is not an Environment Court Proceeding, | confirm
that | have read the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses contained in the
Environment Court Practice Note 2023. | have complied with the Code of Conduct
in the preparation of this advice. Unless | state otherwise, this advice is within my
area of expertise, and | have not omitted to consider material facts known to me

that might alter or detract from the opinions | express.

Scope of advice and expert opinion

6.

My expert advice relates to the following:



i. Adequacy of the Applicant’s Landscape Assessment, including identification of
any valued attributes that have not been assessed or have been insufficiently

characterised.

ii. Adequacy of the Applicant’s assessment of effects on existing natural landscape
character and its values with specific reference to any values that are

incomplete, understated, or not addressed.

Material Considered

7. Inpreparing this advice | have reviewed and rely on the following documents as

part of the land exchange application:

e Belmont Quarry Overburden: Land Exchange Landscape Assessment; 1
December 2025 prepared by Rhys Girvan, Senior / Principal Landscape
Planner, Boffa Miskell Ltd (Appendix B6a of Application).

o Terrestrial Ecological Report (draft) prepared by Rhys Burns for Department
of Conservation (April 2026)

e Freshwater Ecological Report (draft) prepared by Jacob Williams for
Department of Conservation (April 2026)

e Botany Ecological Report (draft) prepared by Matt Ward for Department of
Conservation (April 2026)

e Recreation Report (draft) prepared by Michael Harbrow for Department of
Conservation (April 2026)

e Heritage Report (draft) prepared by Richard Nester for Department of
Conservation (April 2026)

8. | have attended weekly Teams calls with Department of Conservation (DOC)
experts since 11 March to contribute, share and discuss others’ assessments of
the different land parcels and their varied attributes. This has enabled me to

better and more fully assess the landscape characteristics of each land parcel.

9. | undertook a site visit on 24 March 2026.



Summary

10. This statement of advice (‘statement’) has been requested by the Department of
DOC to assist it with preparing the Director-General’s report for the Fast-track
Panelin respect of Winstone Aggregate’s Land Exchange Application. Part of this
statement considers the Applicant’s landscape effects assessment prepared by
Rhys Girvan of Boffa Miskell (the ‘BML Landscape Report’). This statement
includes a review of the Applicant’s assessment methodology and findings
regarding the valued attributes of the five land parcels® as they currently exist. |
understand that any proposed changes to the land parcels that may occur in the
future subject to the land exchange being approved are not within scope of this
Application. Such changes may include vegetation removal and earthworks and
its replacement with quarrying activity and in other areas the restoration and
enhancement of natural landscape character. In this regard, the existing natural
landscape character values of the various land parcels, and how the values of
these land parcels contribute to the wider landscape forms the focus of this

statement.

11. For ease of cross-referencing back to the BML Landscape Report where | provide
comment on a point made, | include the page number from the BML Landscape

Report in brackets (e.g. [XX]).

Methodology

12. Asite visit was undertaken on 24 March 2026 where | was accompanied by Mr
Girvan. We walked into the OBDA ‘Give’ block from near its northernmost and
localised high point down to a point close to the parcel’s southern boundary. We
also walked into the ‘Southern Gully’ (Get) block from Liverton Road. We observed
the ‘Dry Creek’ (Get) block from the existing Dry Creek quarry roading. We also
observed all the various land parcels from the same or similar viewpoint locations

in the wider contextual setting that Mr Girvan used in his Landscape Report.

1 Referred to in the Landscape Report as: ‘Dry Creek’, ‘Firth QE11 Block’, ‘Northern Gully’ and ‘Southern Gully’ (4 x ‘Get’
blocks) and the ‘Proposed Overburden Disposal Area’ or ‘OBDA’ (the ‘Give’ Block).



13.

14.

The peer review methodology | have used is based on that set out in Te Tangi a te
Manu Aotearoa New Zealand Landscape Assessment Guidelines (TTatM) and
utilises information lodged by the Applicant and DOC. As such this statement is
largely desktop-based, informed by a site visit. The widely accepted NZILA Seven-
Point scale has been used to help describe the landscape quality, the same scale

that Mr Girvan has used.

This statement forms an impartial and focussed appraisal of the BML Landscape

Report and is not a parallel assessment.

Natural Landscape Character

15.

In this statement | use the terminology ‘natural landscape character’. This is not
the same as ‘natural character’ which is an RMA term used exclusively for S6(a)
matters — ‘the preservation of 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.” While some land parcels include wetlands, (small) lakes and rivers
and their margins, | use the term ‘natural landscape character’ to mean the
distinct combination of each land parcel’s natural characteristics and qualities,
including its degree of naturalness. As mentioned above, a determination of levels
of natural landscape character has been made based largely on available

reporting both from the Applicant and DOC.

QEIll Covenants

16.

| understand that the areas mapped as QEIll Covenant comprised partially
modified landforms prior to the placement of the QEIl covenants. They were not
fully natural landscapes. Modifications included quarrying activity and earthworks
and native planting to varying degrees. | understand that drainage works including
earthworks to form artificial channels to control stormwater including inside the
QEIll covenant area at the Northern Gully land parcel was implemented prior to the
covenants being put in place. | also understand from discussions with DOC
experts, that while these covenanted areas are fully clothed in vegetation cover
now, these areas are not highly natural and in terms of natural landscape

character are little different to adjacent non-QEll areas. From my own site



observations, parts of the QEIll covenanted areas still retain an expression of
layered horizontal earthworks patterning (Firth Block). However, (any) areas
protected via QEIl covenant will by definition have higher associative shared and

recognised values than areas that do not have this protection?.

Points of Agreement with the Applicant’s Landscape Report

17. Ingeneral, | agree with the content of Sections 1.0, 2.0, 3.0, 4.0 and 5.0.

18. The ‘DOC-give’ areas will not visually change much (if at all) when viewed from

afar — especially to the layperson.

19. Putting the landscape quality of each land parcel to one side, the Firth Block and
Dry Creek land parcels do not in my opinion contribute ‘fragmentation’ but rather

would consolidate the broader vegetated setting.

20. The zone of theoretical visibility (ZTV) analysis is useful and accords with
observations made during the site visit. Further, the limitations of ZTV analysis are

correctly stated (Section 5.1).

21. The methodology in selecting public viewpoint locations is logical and represents

an appropriate range of views (Section 5.2).

22. The BML Landscape Report considers the land parcels as they are now, and that
any proposed physical changes would be assessed when the substantive

proposalis applied for.

23. The BML Landscape Report is focussed on the physical, perceptual and
associative attributes of the various land parcels, after which an evaluation is
made. Visibility and landscape capacity of each land parcel are addressed
separately. Regarding capacity, | agree with the discussion in the BML Landscape
Report (Section 7.0) and note that capacity will be a relevant matter only when the

substantive application is being assessed.

2 QEIl National Trust Open Space Covenant 5-07-755; Background (C) “The Covenantor [Fletcher Concrete and Infrastructure
Limited] wishes to protect and preserve certain significant natural environmental values and open space values on the
Covenant Area as defined in this deed.” (9 November 2025). My emphasis added in bold.



24.

The solid line inside the heavier dashed line around the OBDA on the ‘Belmont
Quarry Land Exchange Concept Plan’ represents an area that may or may not be

physically modified in the substantive application.

Limitations / Information gaps

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

There is only brief mention of specific ‘landscape natural character’ (elements,
patterns and processes), such as hydrology - how water flows across the land
including to, over and downstream of the land parcels, a description of the
wetland areas in terms of their natural quality, occurrence of mature / noteworthy
native trees, levels of biodiversity and their respective values. A more detailed /
nuanced acknowledgement (including reference to other’s reporting) to these
valued attributes would help influence / underpin / strengthen the subjective

aspect of the overall evaluation of natural landscape character.

To help the Panel, it would assist readability if the A3 photographic viewpoint

graphics (pages 9 — 13) illustrated the vegetation cover ‘deleted’ from the ‘DOC-
give’ / OBDA; or the OBDA area was somehow ‘picked out’ better (e.g. outlined /
hatched). This would highlight the relative location / visibility of the various land

parcels better. The overlapping arrowed extents are difficult to follow in places.

The photographic viewpoint locations are missing from Figure 4 which includes

the ZTV analysis for the OBDA land parcel.

ZTV analysis is mostly relevant when a physical change to (any) landscape setting
and an assessment of those effects is critical. In other words, a mapped ZTV
viewshed indicates the extent of those potentially affected following a landscape
change. In the case of this application which is limited to a legal land exchange
process and outcome, the outward appearance of the five land parcels will not
alter, and further, the outward appearance of all five land parcels which are

presently fully vegetated is very similar.

| don’t believe the area’s role as the scenic backdrop (visual attribute) to the Hutt
Valley will be ‘maintained’ (BML Landscape Report, Section 8.0, second bullet
point) following the substantive and future changes to the area - if the land

exchange is approved. While to a degree ‘visually contained’, the OBDA land



30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

parcel still forms a part of the visible scenic backdrop. The other visible ‘DOC-get’
land parcels will change little visually if at all. Therefore, if the land exchange is
approved, one area will change while four will not. Overall, there will be a net loss

in landscape quality in the future.

Notwithstanding the above, though the BML Landscape Report does not address
actual change (which is the correct approach), there is no ‘general’ discussion on
the implications of the ‘edge effect’ or ‘fragmentation’ regarding the five land
parcels. Put simply, edge effects occur where different habitats meet - in this case
where increased levels of sunlight and temperature, greater exposure to damaging
winds and reduced levels of humidity will likely occur. Risk of fire is also increased
as the length of edge increases. Edges can create a non-natural ‘transition zone’ of
sorts which may adversely affect plant growth and the composition of and levels
of biodiversity which may have to relocate to more internal locations in the

adjacent vegetation cover.

The OBDA land parcel includes a ‘hollowing out’ of an area of largely intact native
vegetation albeit in its early stages of succession creating an approximately
1,550 m long ‘front’ which would be vulnerable to weed invasion, requiring
ongoing management. Currently the edge of the ‘Give’ land parcel with the quarry

is approximately 360 m long or some 75% shorter in length.

The Dry Creek ‘Get’ land parcel partly includes rehabilitated quarry land and an
approximately 1,050 m long edge adjacent to the existing former quarry site which
appears to have a considerable weed infestation problem, requiring urgent

management now.

The southern ‘panhandle’ of the Northern Gully and the Southern Gully ‘Get’ land
parcels form a relatively narrow 100 m — 150 m wide ‘peninsula’ largely comprising
‘edge’ as opposed to ‘patch’ extending into a developing rural-residential area.
This developed area may be the source of an ongoing spread of animal and plant

pests.

The existing ‘edges’ to Belmont Regional Park adjacent to and forming part of the
‘Get’ land parcels are approximately 2,400 m long, combined. The total lengths of

the additional edges of the ‘Get’ land parcels is approximately 4,350 m. In addition

8



35.

to this, the ‘Give’ land parcel currently has an approximately 360 m long edge with
the quarry. As proposed, the length of edge for the ‘Give’ land parcel will increase
to approximately 1,550 m. This represents a net increase of approximately

3,140 m of edge that may be susceptible to various risks that DOC will need to

manage.

Fencing and its ongoing maintenance has not been addressed but will need to be

considered by the future landowner/s.

Natural Landscape Character (natural elements, patterns and processes)

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Ecological values / levels of biodiversity are touched on briefly but should form a
more transparent contribution towards a description of the various land parcels’

levels of natural landscape character.

A description of water bodies, the extent and health of wetlands, length of
streams / catchments, hydrological patterns and the natural qualities of these
features is touched on briefly. More information on the contribution these features
make to each land parcel would enable a deeper understanding of the levels of

natural landscape character.

An approximate area / proportion of native vegetation cover versus exotic
vegetation and weeds versus open pasture quantified for each land parcel would
assist with better understanding the levels of natural landscape character in each
land parcel. As would any information on animal pests, their habitats and

movement.

There is no visual sensitivity finding for the OBDA land parcel. However, the term
‘visual sensitivity’ implies landscape change which this Application does not

include.

The BML Landscape Report does not summarise all the various findings together
in one place which would make a comparison between each land parcel clearer.
As such | have assembled the Table 1 (page 12) using the various findings from the
BML Landscape report. Of note, the BML Landscape Report records both a ‘Low-
moderate’ [6.5.5] and ‘Low’ [7.3] visibility finding for the Southern Gully. When

assessing Table 1, the overall landscape value is highest at the Firth Block, and



slightly lesser at the Northern Gully Block. The other three blocks are essentially
similar. From my own observations, | would suggest that the overall landscape
value of the Dry Creek land parcel should be lower than the other land parcels at

‘Low-moderate’ (Table 2 page 13).

Summary of landscape values for each land parcel

41.

At Section 6.0, the BML Landscape Report steps through a description of the
various attributes of each land parcel and concludes with an overall evaluation.
As mentioned above, | do not dispute any of the descriptive text in this part of the
BML Landscape Report and further, the descriptions accord with my own
observations made during the site visit. This section of my statement utilises
further information provided by DOC’s experts that in my opinion enable a fuller
understanding of the natural landscape character values of each land parcel that

may be of benefit to the Panel.

OBDA /‘DOC Give’ land parcel

e Source water for downstream wetlands and several streams that eventually

flow into the Hutt River (tributaries).

e The wetlands (0.23 ha) and waterways that are present have not been
modified in recent times and have well-vegetated riparian marginsin a

‘natural’ state.

e Regenerating wetland forest, including ‘good quality’ wetlands within the

area as well as directly to the northeast of the land parcel.
e Vegetation includes some Nationally Threatened plant species.

e Ridges between the arms of the headwaters include large ‘old man’ pine,

macrocarpa and regenerating kamahi or manuka type forest.
e Edges are sound without obvious areas for weed species invasion.

e The flat area in the central / north part of the land parcel once included farm
buildings, where the area is now mostly in large macrocarpa with some open

exotic grassed areas.

10



e No planting or major earthworks are present, other than an old pylon access

track / farm road.

e Approximately 340 m long edge with the quarry.

Northern Gully / ‘Get’ land parcel (partly includes QEIl covenant)

e Thereis an area directly adjacent to the Belmont Regional Park which
includes ‘good quality’ kamahi / pukatea along the margins of several

tributaries.

e The land parcelincludes landform modifications including the dumping of
material. In addition, approximately one third of the area includes a

channelised watercourse / modified stream.

e Thereis a small area of natural regeneration along the central western edge

of the ‘Cottle Block’ adjacent to neighbouring private property.

e Part of the topography has been re-shaped and re planted due to quarrying

activity.

Southern Gully / ‘Get’ land parcel

e This area was historically cleared for pastoral grazing and is now clothed in
regenerating native (largely mahoe) and exotic vegetation cover including

blackberry and gorse which has overgrown the area in places.

Firth Block ‘Get’ land parcel (overlain with QEIl covenant)

e Some wetlands present.

Dry Creek ‘Get’ land parcel

e This area includes an ex-quarry site that is very weedy but includes some

natural regeneration of native plant species through the weed cover.

e The central area (outside the Application) is essentially fully clothed in weed

cover which may spread into the ‘get’ part of the land parcel.

11






possum, Old man’s beard, Tradescantia, and ‘potential’ canopy trees, there
will be other plant and smaller animal pests (e.g. mustelids) likely to be

present or at least able to invade. Blackberry and Pampas grass is noted by
the Applicant as occurring in the adjacent Southern Gully block, and also in

the adjacent Belmont Regional Park.

Southern Gully / ‘Get’ land parcel

A ‘Moderate’ overall landscape value — no change to the previous overall
landscape value rating. While the Applicant proffers the establishment of
200 Swamp maire, there is no measurable outcome or objective regarding

weed and animal pest eradication and control.

Firth Block ‘Get’ land parcel (overlain with QEIl covenant)

A ‘Moderate-high’ to ‘High’ overall landscape value — no change to the
previous overall landscape value rating. Measurables include 90%
establishment within the quarry edge. While this will be an improvement, it is
not enough to increase the value higher. It is unclear whether weed and
animal pest eradication and control is a measurable objective or outcome in

this area.

Dry Creek ‘Get’ land parcel

43.

A ‘Moderate’ overall landscape value. This improves on the previous ‘Low-
moderate’ overall landscape value rating. The increase is based on 90%
weed eradication, canopy closure, natural regeneration and the beginnings
of natural ecological processes over the entire land parcel and 90% plant
establishment within the ‘supplementary planting area’ shown on the Boffa
Miskell Landscape Appendix B6a. Of note no animal pest control is proffered
in this land parcel which will have some level of negative effect on any new

or regenerating vegetation particularly.

The above findings align with the fact that the Applicant does not proffer the same
level of weed and animal pest control in all DOC-Get land parcels. Given that
many weed species and animal pests will likely be present in all the land parcels,

or able to invade all the land parcels from adjacent areas, this introduces a

13



weakness in the Applicant’s measurable objectives and outcomes. In my opinion
the eradication and ongoing control of animal and plant pests is more important

than replanting or transplanting plant species. Further, it would provide a greater
level of certainty if the Applicant also proffered robust conditions regarding

planting methodology, protection and replacement.
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** N/A — any natural landscape value will be largely extinguished over time through quarrying activity. In the event the land parcel exchange did not occur, it is assumed that
through ongoing weed and animal pest control, the landscape values of the land parcel would gradually improve. To what extent is uncertain and is time-dependant. As

such an assumption is made that there will be an improvement, as opposed to a neutral effect or degradation over time in this scenario.

16






MEMO

DATE:
TO:
FROM:

SUBJECT:

20/04/2026
Amy Robinson

Jacob Williams (Freshwater Technical Advisor)

Freshwater assessment of Belmont Quarry proposed land swap

Overall Assessment

The values of the DOC Give and DOC Get areas are assessed in further detail in Tables 1 and 2. My overall
assessment of the two areas with the limitations and information gaps discussed below are:

Overall freshwater ranking for DOC give site: Medium-High

Overall freshwater ranking for each block in the DOC get sites: Northern Gully: Medium
Firth Block: Medium-High
Dry Creek: Low
Southern Gully: Medium High

Overall freshwater ranking for the DOC get sites: Medium-high

Limitations/information gaps

The eDNA surveys collected in the DOC Give block were collected at the boundary of the proposed
overburden site and not at the boundary of the ‘give’ area. As such there may be additional species
present in the habitat (about 100 m of stream length), between the sample points and the boundary
of the ‘give’ area that may have been missed.

The applicant states that for the DOC Give block “Freshwater habitat and species values are limited
in the intermittent sections (macroinvertebrates) and largely absent in the ephemeral sections”.
However, the applicant’s eDNA reports (which were mostly collected at the interface of the
intermittent and ephemeral sections of the waterways), indicate good freshwater biodiversity values
due to the high proportion of EPT macroinvertebrate taxa and good-excellent MCI values.

It is not clear in the application as to the specific types of wetlands that are present. Some wetland
types (e.g. ephemeral and seepage/flush) are considered threatened (Holdaway et al, 2012)*
which, if present, would increase the value.

| am unsure where the values and area calculations for the farm pond/wetland located between the
DOC Give and DOC Get (Firth Block) are recorded. | have assumed that the feature is located in
both blocks given that the water source for the pond will be predominantly from the DOC Give
block.

The waterways present on the site are likely to vary in their hydrology over time depending on
weather, geology and hydrological processes. This highlights that while some of the waterways may
be ephemeral/intermittent/perennial at the time of surveying, they may change throughout time
which could impact the habitat and freshwater species that are present or likely to be present.

1 Holdaway R. J., Wiser S.K., Williams P. A. 2012: Status assessment of New Zealand's naturally uncommon ecosystems.
Conservation Biology, 26: 619-629.



Changes to the hydrological process upstream of the DOC Give and DOC Get blocks will have an
impact on the waterways and wetlands located in and downstream of the blocks.

¢ Some of the information provided appears to be based on qualitative and assumed statements
rather than surveyed information, especially in relation to ephemeral and intermittent stream
reaches. Ephemeral and intermittent waterways may have less value as habitat for fish species,
however, they still provide seasonal habitat for fish species, habitat for macroinvertebrates, act as
buffers for downstream reaches and can help regulate water flows.

e There is no quantitative survey information for the waterways in the Firth Block however
observational information has been provided (BlueGreen, 2026 a)?.

e There is no quantitative or qualitative survey information for the waterways present in the Dry Creek
Block.

Overall ranking

The overall ranking for the DOC get site (as a whole) is based on a combination of factors including the
values assessments, area of wetlands, length of waterways, quality of waterways, fish passage barriers etc
rather than a numeric values-based assessment e.g. adding or averaging across the rankings.

2 BlueGreen a, 2026: Belmont exchange clarifications sort by DOC, memo.



Table 1. DOC Give Site

Criterion Ranking Comments

e Wetlands present on site (0.23 ha) (BlueGreen 2026 b)® and downstream of the site. A farm

Representativeness Medium pond and associated wetland sits between this block and the DOC Get (Firth Block)®.

¢ Ephemeral/intermittent/perennial streams present (1845 m; Landscape Dynamics Ltd 2025)
which are typical of the area®.

e Waterways/wetlands are not modified in recent times® (has historically been pasture and
exotic vegetation) (BlueGreen 2026 b). Currently well vegetated riparian margins in a ‘natural
state’.

e eDNA MCI data indicates MCI scores of 88.7-104.3 (BlueGreen 2026 c)’, which suggests
fair-good quality (Stark & Maxted 2007)2.

e MCI survey downstream of the site indicates scores of 120.8-124.7 (BlueGreen 2026 b)°
(excellent quality class)

Diversity and pattern Medium e Habitat types (small waterways, wetlands), ephemeral/intermittent/perennial, with a diversity

of instream habitat.

e eDNA results indicate no presence of native fish'°.

e eDNAresults indicate MCI scores of 88.7-104.3 (fair-good quality class) (Stark & Maxted
2007).

e Records from the wider catchment indicate the presence of shortfin eel (Not Threatened),
longfin eel (At Risk, Declining)!! and kéura (Not Threatened)!?. These are representative of
the fish diversity in the area®.

3 BlueGreen. 2026 b: Belmont Quarry Land Exchange: Overview of Ecological Values. Report prepared by BlueGreen Ecology Ltd for Winstone Aggregate Ltd.

4 The area of this particular wetland within the two blocks is unknown.

5 Based on the applicant’s data (Landscape Dynamics Ltd. 2025: Belmont Quarry Hydrological analysis of proposed land exchange) and NIWA River Maps analysis

6 Aerial photography in BlueGreen (2026 b) indicates that the area was previously farmland with some riparian vegetation around the waterways. Good vegetation cover was established between
1988 and 2010

7 BlueGreen c, 2026: eDNA results — Belmont OBDA, memo.

8 Stark, J.D., Maxted, J.R. 2007: A user guide for the macroinvertebrate Community Index, Prepared for the Ministry for the Environment, Cawthron Report No. 1166, 58p

9 This data was collected in March 2002 by Boffa Miskell Limited (Boffa Miskell Limited 2022).

10 eDNA samples in the DOC Give area were collected in four locations mostly in waterways classified as intermittent (3 sites) and perennial (1 site).

1 Threat classification for fish from (Dunn, N.R., Closs, G.P., Crow, C.K., David, B.O., Goodman, J.M., Griffiths, M., Hicks, A.S., Hickford, M.J.H., Jack, D.C., Kitson, J.C., Ling, N., Waters, J.M.,
Wylie, M.J., Hitchmough, R.A., Makan, T. 2025: Conservation status of New Zealand freshwater fishes, 2023. New Zealand Threat Classification Series 46. Department of Conservation, Wellington.
66 p).

2 Threat classification for freshwater invertebrates from (Grainger, N., Harding, J., Drinan, T., Collier, K., Smith, B., Death, R., Makan, T., Rolfe, J. 2018: Conservation status of New Zealand
freshwater invertebrates, 2018. New Zealand Threat Classification Series 28. Department of Conservation, Wellington. 25 p.)

13 Based on NIWA Freshwater Fish Database records




¢ Predictive models indicate additional species (banded kdkopu, redfin bully) may be present
(White et al 20224, Crow et al 2014*°, Leathwick et al 20106)17,

e The applicant’s report states there are limited macroinvertebrate species and habitat values
in the intermittent sections and that they are largely absent in the ephemeral sections
(BlueGreen 2026 b, p. 74).18

e The site in LENZ mapped <10% indigenous vegetation cover left.

e Wetlands are present in the site. Only 3% of wetlands remain in the Greater Wellington
Region (Ausseil et al. 2008)*°.

e Longfin eel (At Risk, Declining) and kdura likely present (seasonally).

e Modelled presence indicates that additional fish species, banded kokopu, redfin bully) may

be present.

eDNA results indicate no presence of native fish?®.

eDNA results indicate the present of kdura (Not Threatened)

Rarity and distinctiveness Medium-High

Good buffering between upper catchment source water and lower catchment.

Contains source water for tributaries of Hutt River and wetlands located downstream.
Known fish passage barriers located downstream?.

Connectivity for fish movement is marginal given the location in the catchment and known
fish barriers downstream.

Ecological context (size, shape, | Low-Medium
connectivity, buffering)

14 White, R., Stoffels, R., Whitehead, A. 2022: State and trends of New Zealand'’s freshwater fishes to support the 2022 Threat Classification, prepared for the Department of Conservation, NIWA
report, 2022105CH.

15 Crow, S., Booker, D., Sykes, J., Unwin M., Shankar, U. 2014: Predicting distributions of New Zealand freshwater fishes, prepared for the Department of Conservation, NIWA report, CHC2014-145.
16 eathwick, J.R., West, D., Gerbeaux, P., Kelly, D., Robertson, H., Brown, D., Chadderton, W.L., Ausseil, A-G. 2014: Freshwater Ecosystems of New Zealand (FENZ) Geodatabase, Version One -
August 2010 User Guide, Department of Conservation.

7 An assessment was made using all three predictive models throughout this report.

8 1t is unknown if this is based off any quantitative survey information.

19 Ausseil, A-GE, Gerbeaux, P, Chadderton, WL, Stephens, T, Brown, DJ, & Leathwick, J. 2008: Wetland ecosystems of national importance for biodiversity: Criteria, methods and candidate list of
nationally important inland wetlands. Landcare Research Contract Report LC0708/158 for the Department of Conservation.

20 Based on previous survey reports (Boffa Miskell 2022) and NIWA Freshwater Fish Database records.

2! |dentified in the applicant’'s ecology report (BlueGreen 2026 b) and the NIWA fish passage assessment tool.



Table 3. Northern Gully?*

Criterion Ranking Comments
Representativeness Medium ¢ Ephemeral, intermittent and permanent waterways (1191 m; Landscape Dynamics Ltd 2025) with a mix of
freshwater habitat (BlueGreen 2026 b).
o Waterways appear not to have been modified in recent times, but it appears some section of the waterways contain
“elevated unnatural fine sediment loads adjacent to the existing fill area” (Boffa Miskell 2022 p. 7).
o MCI score for some waterways in the Northern Gully (Boffa Miskell, 2022) is 122-124 (excellent quality class) (Stark
& Maxted 2007).
Diversity and pattern Medium e Surveys for fish completed (previous reports, Boffa Miskell 2022) for the northern gully recorded the presence of
longfin eel (At Risk, Declining), shortfin eel (Not Threatened) and kdura (Not Threatened)®.
¢ Modelled fish presence indicates additional species (banded kdkopu, redfin bully) may be present.
e Previous invertebrate surveys (Boffa Miskell 2022) record an MCI score for some waterways in the Northern Gully
area of 120-124 (excellent quality class) (Stark & Maxted 2007).
Rarity and distinctiveness | Medium e The LENZ mapped indigenous vegetation cover left varies between the blocks with 10 % remaining to 20-30 %

remaining.
Longfin (At Risk, Declining) eel, shortfin eel and kdura are present in some of the waterways (Boffa Miskell 2022).
Modelled presence may include additional species, kdaro, banded kokopu, redfin bully).

Ecological context (size,
shape, connectivity,
buffering)

Low-Medium.

Good buffering between upper catchment source water and lower catchment.

Contains source water for tributaries of Hutt River.

Known fish passage barriers located downstream.

Connectivity for fish movement is marginal given the location in the catchment and known fish barriers downstream.

22 As there is no survey information specifically for the QEIl portion of the Northern Gully Block, | have assessed the values as the same across the non-QEll portion and the QEII portion.




Table 4. Southern Gully

Criterion Ranking Comments
Representativeness Medium-High . :Eéirl]ggg;aznodzgebr)manent waterways (616 m; Landscape Dynamics Ltd 2025) with a mix of freshwater habitat
e Waterways appear not to have been modified in recent times.
e MCI score for one waterway in the Southern Gully is 109 (BlueGreen 2026 c) (good quality class) (Stark & Maxted
2007).
e Thereis a wetland present in the Southern Gully (0.29 ha). Only 3% of wetlands are left in the Greater Wellington
Region (Ausseil et al. 2008).
Diversity and pattern Medium e eDNA survey for fish recorded the presence of longfin eel (At Risk, Declining), shortfin eel (Not Threatened), and
banded kokopu (At-Risk, Naturally Uncommon) (BlueGreen 2026 c)?. The applicant suggests shortjaw kdkopu
(Threatened, Nationally Vulnerable) may be present.?*
¢ Modelled fish presence indicated additional species (banded kokopu, redfin bully) may be present.
e MCI score for one waterway in the Southern Gully is 109 (BlueGreen 2026 c) (good quality class) (Stark & Maxted
2007).
. e . . e The LENZ mapped indigenous vegetation cover left varies between the blocks with 10 % remaining.
Rarity and distinctiveness | Medium-High o Londgfin eel, shortfin eel and banded kokopu are present in some of the waterways (BlueGreen 2026 c).
¢ Modelled presence may include additional species, banded kokopu, redfin bully).
e Wetlands are present in the Southern Gully. Only 3% of wetlands remain in the Greater Wellington Region (Ausseil
et al. 2008).
Ecological context (size Low-Medium ¢ Good buffering between upper catchment source water and lower catchment.
o ’ ' e Contains source water for tributaries of Hutt River.
shape, connectivity, e Known fish passage barriers located downstream.
buffering) e Connectivity for fish movement is marginal given the location in the catchment and known fish barriers downstream.

23 The samples were collected at one location in the Southern Gully.

2 The applicant provides no quantitative evidence to support these statements. There are no records of shortjaw kdkopu in the NIWA Freshwater Fish Database for the Hutt River catchment

(accessed March, 2026).




Table 5. Dry Creek?®

Criterion Ranking Comments
Representativeness Low e 507m of waterways (Landscape Dynamics Ltd 2025), unknown if ephemeral, intermittent or perennial.
P o Waterways have been modified in the Dry Creek block downstream of the proposed give site.
. . o No eDNA or survey information for the Dry Creek block, however significant fish passage barriers downstream
Diversity and pattern Low

(piped stream) means that fish diversity is likely to be minimal but there is likely to be a good macroinvertebrate
community similar to the other blocks.

Raritv and distinctiveness | Low e The LENZ mapped indigenous vegetation cover left varies between the blocks with 10 % to 20-30 % remaining.
y e Modelled presence may include additional species, banded kdkopu, longfin eel and redfin bully.
Ecological context (size Low o Good buffering between upper catchment source water and lower catchment.
9 o ’ e Contains source water for tributaries of Hutt River.
shape, connectivity, e Known fish passage barriers located downstream.
buffering) e Connectivity for fish movement is marginal given the location in the catchment and known fish barriers downstream.
Table 6. Firth Block?®
Criterion Ranking Comments
Representativeness Medium-Hiah e Afarm pond and associated wetland sits between the DOC Give block and the DOC Get (Firth
P 9 Block). Only 3% of wetlands are left in the Greater Wellington Region (Ausseil et al. 2008).
o Ephemeral and permanent waterways (715 m; Landscape Dynamics Ltd 2025) with a mix of
freshwater habitat (BlueGreen 2026 b).
o Waterways appear not to have been modified in recent times.
Diversity and pattern Low-Medium e No eDNA or survey information for the Firth Block.

Modelled fish presence indicates longfin eel, banded kokopu and redfin bully may be present.
The applicant states that “the stream is expected to have a good MCI/QMCI score likely >110,
with some strong sediment related components but absence of fish” (BlueGreen, 2026 a, p. 4)

25 There is no freshwater survey information for the Dry Creek Block, this assessment is mostly based off descriptive information and site photographs but site-specific survey information would be

needed to confirm the ranking.

26 There is no freshwater survey information for this block, this assessment is mostly based off the descriptive information in BlueGreen 2026 a.




The LENZ mapped indigenous vegetation cover left varies between the blocks with 10 %

Rarity and distinctiveness Medium-High . o S
remaining to 20-30 % remaining.
¢ Wetlands are present in the Firth block. Only 3% of wetlands remain in the Greater Wellington
Region (Ausseil et al. 2008).
e Modelled fish presence indicates longfin eel, banded kokopu and redfin bully may be present.
. . . Good buffering between upper catchment source water and lower catchment.
Ecological context (size, shape, Low-Medium.

connectivity, buffering)

Contains source water for tributaries of Hutt River.

Known fish passage barriers located downstream.

Connectivity for fish movement is marginal given the location in the catchment and known fish
barriers downstream.







Before the Fast-track Panel

Under: Fast-track Approvals Act 2024
In the matter of: FTAA-2603-L003 - Belmont Quarry Development — Land Exchange
Statement of advice: Michael Harbrow
Recreation
DOC staff

21 April 2026



Introduction

1.

My full name is Michael Andrew Harbrow.

Instruction

| have been requested to provide expert advice on behalf of the Director-General
of Conservation for her section 35 land exchange report required to be prepared
under the Fast-Track Approvals Act 2024, for the Belmont Quarry project land

exchange application.

Qualification and Experience

2.

I am a Senior Visitor Advisor for the Department of Conservation working from
Whare Kaupapa Atawhai / Conservation House in Wellington. | have a Bachelor of
Science in Plant and Microbial Sciences from the University of Canterbury (1998),
a Master of Science in Zoology from the University of Canterbury (2001) and a Post
Graduate Certificate in Resource Studies with Distinction from Lincoln University
(2009). I have seventeen years’ experience providing recreation and tourism
advice for DOC including ten years’ experience as a Visitor Advisor and seven

years’ experience as a Social Science Advisor.

My role in this project to date has included review of both draft and substantive
application documents, including the applicant’s Recreation Assessment and

other supporting information.

Code of conduct

4.

Whilst it is acknowledged this is not an Environment Court Proceeding, | confirm
that | have read the Code of Conduct for expert withesses contained in the
Environment Court Practice Note 2023. | have complied with the Code of Conduct
in the preparation of this advice. Unless | state otherwise, this advice is within my
area of expertise, and | have not omitted to consider material facts known to me

that might alter or detract from the opinions | express.



Scope of advice and expert opinion
5. My expert advice relates to the following:

i. Adequacy of the Applicant’s assessment of the recreation values of the land
that is proposed for exchange, including identification of any values that have

not been assessed or have been insufficiently characterised.

ii.  The extent to which the proposed land exchange would enhance or diminish
the values of the conservation estate, where this pertains to recreational

values.

iii.  The extent of any health and safety obligations and costs that DOC might
incur in relation to recreational visitors, as a result of the proposed land

exchange.

iv.  Matters raised by submitters in relation to the recreation values of the land

that is proposed to be exchanged.

6. The effects of any future development arising from a further substantive
application are not considered in this advice as they are outside the scope of the

land exchange application.

Material Considered

7. Inpreparing this advice | have reviewed the following documents as part of the

land exchange application:
a. Recreation Assessment and Recreation Values Report
b. Land Exchange Report
c. Health and Safety Report
d. Geotechnical Report
e. Land Contamination Reports
f. Flood and Climate Change Risk Assessment

g. Landscape Assessment



8.

| have undertaken site visits on 3 Apriland 10 April 2026.

Summary of proposal

9.

10.

11.

12.

Winstone Aggregates are seeking a land exchange under section 33 and Schedule
6 of the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 (FTAA). The proposed exchange would add
approximately 34 ha of land owned by parent company Fletcher Concrete and
Infrastructure Limited to the conservation estate. Approximately 24 ha of
conservation land within the Dry Creek Recreation Reserve, managed as part of

Belmont Regional Park, would be transferred to Winstone Aggregates.

The land exchange application forms part of the broader Belmont Quarry
Development Project, which is listed under Schedule 2 of the FTAA. Following a
successful application for land exchange, this project would be advanced through
a further substantive application under the FTAA. This would include development
of an overburden disposal area (OBDA) on the land gained from Belmont Regional

Park which would enable the applicant to extend the life of the adjacent quarry.

The applicant is proposing to transfer four parcels of land owned by Fletcher
Concrete and Infrastructure Limited, referred to as the “DOC-Get” land, to the
conservation estate. These land parcels, comprising the Northern Gully (12.62
ha), Southern Gully (3.94 ha), Firth (9.6ha) and Dry Creek (7.94 ha) blocks, total
approximately 34 ha and are adjacent to Belmont Regional Park (Figure 1). They
include a mix of forest, scrub, and wetland environments and also some areas

previously used for overburden disposal, clean fill or quarrying.

In exchange, a single block of approximately 24 ha of conservation land
comprising regenerating native forest and areas of mixed grass, scrub and
conifers, would be transferred to the applicant. This land is part of the Dry Creek
Recreation Reserve owned by DOC and is currently managed by Greater
Wellington Regional Council (GW) as part of Belmont Regional Park. It is referred
to as the “DOC-Give” land or proposed OBDA.



Figure 1: Overview of proposed land exchange parcels (source: Land Exchange Report, Wikaira Consulting)

Recreational setting

13. Belmont Regional Park is the largest of eight Regional Parks in the Wellington
Region. It covers more than 3500 ha of hills, valleys, native bush and farmland
between Porirua and the Hutt Valley. The Park is made up of various land parcels
owned by DOC, GW and the Hutt, Porirua and Wellington City Councils. Overall

management of the park is undertaken by GW.

14. Belmont Regional Park attracts visitors from across the Wellington Region, and is
an important recreational site for residents of the local, Lower Hutt area.” It is one
of the more popular Regional Parks in the network. Twenty one percent of
respondents to a 2025 Regional Park satisfaction survey undertaken for GW said
that they had visited Belmont Regional Park over the preceding 12 months. This
was behind only the Hutt River Trail (41%) and the Queen Elizabeth (31%) and
Kaitoke (30%) Regional Parks.?

Tten Have, E. & Cox, A. (2020). Community Survey Regarding Regional Parks and Forests. Report
prepared for Greater Wellington Regional Council by Peter Glen Research.

https://www.gw.govt.nz/assets/Documents/2023/08/2020-Parks-and-Forest-Research-Report.pdf

2 Greater Wellington (2025). Regional Parks and River Trails Satisfaction Survey 2025.
https://www.gw.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Documents/2025/10/Greater-Wellington-Parks-Survey-

Report-2025.pdf



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

The same survey indicates that walking and tramping is by far the most popular
activity in the Park (72% of respondents who visited Belmont Regional Park).
Other activities included leisure/sights/scenery (31%), exercising dog (18%),
mountain biking / cycling (16%), social recreation with family (14%), visiting a dam

(11%) and running (10%).

The Dry Creek entrance to the Park is located 9 km from the Lower Hutt CBD, and
10 km from Upper Hutt. It is accessed from Hebden Crescent a short distance off
State Highway 2 and is also close to public transport, being a 15 minute walk from

Manor Park Station.

Several recreation experiences used by walkers, mountain bikers, horse riders and

campers are accessed from the Dry Creek entrance including:
a. Vehicle accessible camping at Dry Creek Camping Area

b. Dry Creek Waterfall Track —a 2.2 km return walk that follows Dry Creek

through native bush up to a small waterfall.

c. Dry Creek Loop Track —an 8 km walking and grade 3 mountain bike track

that loops around the Dry Creek catchment on 4WD tracks.

d. The Buchanan Road Tramping Track —an 8 km return walking and grade 3
mountain bike track on gravel road and 4WD tracks. The track gives
access to Boulder Hill and connects with the Puke Ariki Traverse, a 22 km

trail crossing Belmont Regional Park from north to south.

The Dry Creek Loop Track and Buchanan Road Tramping Track are the only
managed tracks that are affected in any way by the land exchange proposal. The
applicant’s Recreation Assessment provides an estimate of usage for the
Buchanan Road Tramping Track, however | consider the basis for this figure to be
questionable (see “Areas of disagreement with the applicant’s recreation
assessment”, below). No information is available on use of the Dry Creek Loop

Track.

Estimated usage of the Dry Creek entrance in 2024 was 29,400 according to

figures sourced from GW and provided in the applicant’s Recreation Assessment.



By comparison, use of the more popular Hill Road (361,500) and Cornish Street

(414,100) entrances to the Park were significantly higher.

Recreation value of the DOC-Give land

20.

21.

22.

The DOC-Give land can be accessed via the Buchanan Road Tramping Track. This
track climbs up a gravel 4WD road for 1.7 km before splitting into two sections.
The northern section continues on a formed track and is marked as the route
onward to Boulder Hill, the Puke Ariki Traverse and Dry Creek Loop Track. The
southern section continues on as a formed pylon access road, crossing the DOC-
Give land, before rejoining the northern section of the track. This southern section
is referred to as the Utility Track in the applicant’s Recreation Assessment and in

this report.

The Utility Track has some recreational value as it provides access to
opportunities in the DOC-Give land (discussed further below). However, for other
park users the track provides a longer detour with no particular points of interest
or difference in scenery, and is likely to be used inadvertantly by visitors who miss

the marked deviation off the gravel road.

The area around the Utility Track is also traversed by unformed legal road, but the
Utility Track is generally poorly aligned with it. The alignment of the Tramping
Track, Utility Track and Legal Road are shown in Figure 2, below. The applicant has
advised that development of the OBDA will require stopping of the unformed legal
road. The road stopping is not part of the land exchange application so is not

considered further in this report.



Figure 2: Buchanan Road Tramping Track, Ultility Track and Legal Road (Source: Recreation Assessment, Rob
Greenaway & Associates)

23.

24.

25.

From the Utility Track, a 4WD track provides flat, easy access further into the
DOC-Give land to an area of grassy clearings and scrub among pine and
macrocarpa trees. This was previously the site of a farmhouse and associated

shelter belts and some remnants of a farm building and fencing can still be seen.

Several predator control lines and informal trails extend from this area down
through bush that has regenerated in the decades since the area ceased to be
farmed. These routes are marked with permalat or flagging tape. | observed these
trails to be well used and maintained, with clear ground trails. They allowed for
easy travel throughout the block, including to areas of botanical interest and to a
small pond on the boundary with the Firth Block. There were very few traps
observed on these trails, but regardless of their purpose or predominant use, the
extent of the trail network, the ease of access and the length of time they would
allow visitors to spend immersed in the bush environment provides a good

opportunity for those interested in exploring the area.

While the area can be accessed with relative ease and is clearly used and valued
by, what is likely to be, a small number of regular users, there is no reliable means
of assessing the overall level of use. | do not consider information from Strava to
be a useful means of assessing off-track use in this regard (see “Areas of

disagreement with the applicant’s recreation assessment”, below).



26.

I do not consider the experience within the DOC-Give area to be exceptional as
there are numerous opportunities to explore areas off track in a bush setting in the
Hutt Valley and in the wider region, both within GW’s regional parks network and
on land managed by the Department of Conservation. The area also does not
provide connectivity to other locations of interest and does not contain significant

points of interest that would appeal beyond a niche audience.

Recreation value of the DOC-Get land

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

Other than an existing 33m right of way where the Dry Creek Loop Track crosses
the Dry Creek Block, there is currently no public access to the DOC-Get land and

no existing recreational use.

Should the land transfer go ahead, access to and within the DOC-Get land would
be poor. The land is fragmented, the blocks lack existing tracks and are generally
not well connected to conservation land within Belmont Regional Park. This

contrasts with the relative ease of access to the DOC-Give land.

Access is possible from the Buchanan Road Tramping Track to near the boundary
of the Northern Gully Block via an existing pylon access route, but there are no

tracks that would facilitate further access into the block. Furthermore, the slopes
leading down into the block are steep and heavily vegetated which is likely to limit

practical access.

The area of the Northern Gully Block immediately adjacent to Belmont Regional
Park features more mature Tawa — Kamahi forest that could be attractive to
visitors. This area is protected by the smaller of two QEIl covenants on the DOC-
Get land (2.87 ha). However, other parts of the Northern Gully Block have
previously been used for disposal of overburden and subsequantly restored and
replanted. The block also has a long boundary with Belmont Quarry on its
southern and eastern edge and visitors could experience noise and other impacts
from the quarry and therefore a significantly less natural setting and reduced

quality of experience.

The entirety of the Firth Block (9.61 ha) is also covered by an existing QElII

Covenant. Transferring this land would allow the public to access the protected



32.

33.

34.

35.

forest, but the Firth Block is steep and distant from existing tracks. It also adjoins
the quarry land on two sides, while another side borders the busy State Highway 2.

Parts of the Firth Block have been modified by historic quarrying.

Public access into the Southern Gully Block would only be available from Belmont
Regional Park via the Northern Gully Block. A proposed access to the Southern
Gully Block off Liverton Road would be for conservation and maintenance
purposes only, with public access expressly excluded. Parts of the block have also
been used for overburden disposal in the past and the block is a thin strip

bounded by the quarry on one side and lifestyle blocks on the other.

The Dry Creek Block is located close to the Dry Creek entrance to Belmont
Regional Park, however, a steep, bush-clad ridge separates it from the park
(including the campsite and Loop Track), and would limit access. There is
potential for access into the top of the block from an old trail near a power pylon
on the Dry Creek Loop Track. This trail is visible in historic photographs and still
evident on the ground, although currently blocked by beehives. Accessing this
location would require either a steep climb from the upper Dry Creek Campsite or
a long walk around the Loop Track, which would likely limit interest in visiting this
area. The location next to a former quarry and the Holcim Cement Plant is also
likely to limit interest from visitors. Parts of the Dry Creek Block have been

modified by previous disposal of clean fill.

As the right of way for the Dry Creek Loop Track exists currently, transferring
ownership of the underlying land to DOC does not add to the recreational values
of conservation land in the area. There is no practical access into the wider block

from that section of the track due to vegetation and steep terrain.

Overall | consider the current recreational value of the DOC-Get land to be low.

Future development of the DOC-Give and DOC-Get land

36.

It is appropriate to consider the likelihood of future development of both the DOC-

Give and DOC-Get land when assessing its recreational value. The Wellington



37.

38.

39.

Conservation Management Strategy (CMS) 20192 provides direction for the
management of recreation on public conservation lands and waters within the
Wellington Region. The DOC-Give land falls within the Wellington-Kapiti Place
within the CMS, as would the DOC-Get land if it were transferred to the

Department.

The CMS does not provide specific direction on the management or development
of recreation experiences on the DOC-Give land as the land parcel s relatively
small and is managed by GW. Policy 10.3.4.2 of the CMS provides general
direction within the Wellington-Kapiti Place that “when planning for and providing
recreation opportunities, both on and off public conservation lands and waters,
encourage the participation of PSGEs [ Post Settlement Governance Entities],
tangata whenua, other conservation partners and user groups when working with

local authorities to create a coordinated network of recreation opportunities.”

GW'’s Toitl Te Whenua Parks Network Plan 2020-2030* provides direction for
Belmont Regional Park. Some future improvements are specified for the Dry Creek
entrance, and for tracks in the park generally, but the plan does not identify the
DOC-Give land as a priority for development or improvement of recreation
opportunities. It also does not identify the land as a priority for restoration of the

environment that might enhance the recreational experience in the area.

Itis unlikely that DOC would develop facilities or access on the DOC-Get land
under current settings. The Department’s current priority is to renew existing
assets with a focus on the most popular places and showcase experiences within
the conservation estate. Development of recreational opportunities by other
parties is possible, but would be subject to funding and permission being granted
under relevant legislation. | am unaware of any specific proposals for

development of the DOC-Get land.

3 Department of Conservation (2019). Wellington Conservation Management Strategy.

https://www.doc.govt.nz/about-us/our-policies-and-plans/statutory-plans/statutory-plan-

publications/conservation-management-strategies/wellington/

4 Greater Wellington (2020). Toitl Te Whenua Parks Network Plan 2020-30.
https://www.gw.govt.nz/assets/Documents/2022/05/Parks-Network-Plan-2020-30-3.0.pdf




Health and safety of visitors

40. The recreation value of the DOC-Get land could be reduced if DOC incurred
significant costs or obligations to manage the safety of visitors. In this section |
discuss the hazards to the public identified in the application and the

requirements for management under DOC’s Visitor Safety Management Policy.®

41. The applicant’s Health and Safety Report considers potential obligations as a
Person Conducting a Business or Undertaking (PCBU) under the Health and Safety
at Work Act 2015. It advises that “under the land exchange, no additional health
and safety risks to Firth Block, Dry Creek, Northern Gully and Southern Gully have
been identified other than those arising from the quarry interface. The new quarry
boundary extends into the Belmont Regional Park to the Buchanan Track. This will
create a new interface between the public (walkers, park users) and quarry
operations. Although this is a new interface, no additional risks have been
identified beyond those that already exist and are managed by existing site
controls. To manage this interface, a combination of fencing, signage, and physical

buffers will be implemented.”

42. A proposed draft pre-condition for the land exchange outlined in the Land
exchange report, would require the applicant to install 60 m of fencing set back
from the Firth Block pit face to address the risk of visitors entering the active
quarry in this area. The measures that would be employed in other areas (e.g. Dry
Creek Block, proposed OBDA) are not specificed beyond the general approach

outlined above.

43. Geotechnicalreports provided by the applicant discuss two further potential

hazards to visitors on the DOC-Get land.

a. An areais identified within the Firth Block that has previously been
quarried and which is now revegetated with hazards arising from terrain
and potential slope instability. The assessment indicates that, while there

is localised slope instability, the area is heavily vegetated and largely

5 Department of Conservation, Visitor Safety Management Policy. Approved 11 May 2025.



44,

45.

46.

47.

inaccessible and would not be expected to present a significant risk to

persons.

b. There is a former quarry access road within the Dry Creek Block that may
include road cuttings < 5m. The assessent concludes that the area is
largely inaccessible due to heavy vegetation and that the risk to the public
from slopes or cuttings above the road is similar or less than what exists

for access roads that are already present within Belmont Regional Park.

The applicant has also provided natural hazards and contaminated sites reports

covering the DOC-Get land and no hazards of this nature have been identified.

Based on the information provided by the applicant, the proposed land exchange
would not be expected to impose significant visitor safety obligations and costs on
DOC. This is principally because under DOC’s Visitor Safety Policy, the
Department will only undertake management of visitor safety within managed
visitor sites. These are defined as locations on public conservation lands and

waters where:

a. Non-commercialvisitor infrastructure is provided by DOC or an

authorised third party, or:

b. Non-commercialvisitor infrastructure is provided by DOC or an
authorised third party to access it, and/or it is part of the visitor
experience being offered. Even if the location that is accessed has no

visitor infrastructure or is not on public conservation lands and waters.

There are no managed facilities on the DOC-Get land, other than the existing Dry
Creek Loop Track managed by GW. Itis also unlikely that DOC would seek to
develop facilities on the land in the future. The DOC-Get land would not be
considered a “visitor site” and any visitors venturing off-track on the DOC-Get land

would be expected to take full responsibility for their own safety.

The Buchanan Road Tramping Track is directly adjacent to the proposed OBDA,
however, effects arising from this activity are not relevant to the land transfer
application and are best considered as part of a future substantive application.
The track is also managed by GW as part of Belmont Regional Park and DOC does

not manage visitor safety at this location or undertake day-to-day management.



Areas of disagreement with the applicant’s Recreation Assessment

48.

49.

50.

51.

| consider the information provided by the applicant on the recreation values of
the DOC-Get land and the wider recreation context of Belmont Regional Park to be
an accurate representation, however | disagree with some aspects of the

assessment relating to the existing use and value of the DOC-Give land.

The Recreation Assessment and Recreation Values Review provide an annual
estimate of use for the Buchanan Road Tramping Track of 6570, equivalent to 18.3
uses per day. The annual usage figure is calculated using data from a visitor
counter that was installed on the track between 9 July and 9 September 2025 and
reference to Strava data. It was derived by calculating the ratio of Strava counts for
the track for August 2025 to usage recorded on the visitor counter over the same
period. This figure (4.9) was then applied as a multiplier to 12 months of visitor

counter data.

| consider that this approach would only be valid if Strava users and non-Strava
users had similar patterns of recreation use and if the true ratio did not differ
seasonally (i.e. the ratio calculated in August was similar throughout the year).
This is unlikely to be the case as outdoor recreation tends to be seasonal, peaking
over summer when there is better weather and more daylight. Strava-use is also
skewed towards active sports such as cycling and running along with those
tracking performance and progress towards fithess goals. Visitors with other
motiviations for visiting e.g. walking the dog, spending time with friends and
families, appreciating nature and landscapes, relaxation etc would be less likely to

use Strava to track their visits.

| also disagree with the assessment in the Recreation Values Review that use of
the DOC-Give land is insignificant. This statement was based on the author not
observing others using the area during their site visits and observing no activity on
Strava. | consider that individuals accessing the DOC-Give land for exploration or
botanising are unlikely to record visits in Strava. Observations of use during site
visits made in winter and early spring are also very unlikely to be representative of

activity through the year, particularly the summer months.



52.

The Recreation Assessment concludes that the proposed land exchange is one of
low value DOC-Get for low value DOC-Give land, and that there is no measurable
gain or loss at the Regional Park scale. | disagree with this assessment. | consider
that while the recreation value of the DOC-Get land is low, the value of the DOC-
Give is higher and therefore the proposed exchange would reduce the recreation

value of conservation land. Key factors in my assessment are:

a. The ease of recreational access both to and within the DOC-Give land

compared to the DOC-Get land.

b. The extent to which the DOC-Get land has been subject to human

modification compared to the DOC-Give.

c. The contiguous nature of the DOC-Give land and length of experience
that is possible within it, compared to the fragmented nature of the DOC-

Get land and the smaller size of the individual blocks.

Matters raised in submissions

53.

54.

This report discusses several issues relating to recreational values that have been

raised in submissions. These include

a. The relative lack of public access to the DOC-Get land and the challenges
of enabling access (raised by the New Zealand Conservation Authority

and Friends of Belmont Regional Park - FOBRP)

b. The accuracy of the applicant’s assessment of the recreational value and

use of the DOC-Get land (FOBRP)

c. The use of Stava to assess the level of off-track tramping and exploration

(FOBRP)

d. The suitability of the DOC-Get land for creating additional recreation

opportunities (FoBRP)

The New Zealand Conservation Authority and FOBRP have also raised concens
that the proposed OBDA would be visible from other tracks in the Park, including

almost half of the Buchanan Road Tramping Track. As this matter relates to the



55.

future development of the land, rather than the land transfer application, it is not

appropriate to comment on this issue in this report.

The FoBRP submission outlines a number of community aspirations for the DOC-
Get land. These include creation of a circular walkway taking regenerating ridges,
the pond, wetland and taonga species, and installation of interpretation regarding
the farm site and swamp maire. These are noted in my assessment but are
considered speculative in the absence of funding and appropriate management

agreements.

Overall assessment

56.

57.

My overall assessment of the DOG-Give and DOC-Get areas based on the

available information is:
a. Overall recreation ranking for DOC-Give site: Low-Medium
b. Overall recreation ranking for DOC-Get sites: Low

c. Overall recreation assessment for DOC-Get sites (not including QEII

covenants): Low

The values of the DOC-Give and DOC-Get areas are assessed in further detail in
Table1, below. The comparative values of each individial block are summarised in
Table 2, with a separate assessment provided for areas of the Northern Gully

Block with and without the QEIll covenant.



Comparative reporting of criteria assessment

Table 1: Recreation values of DOC-Give vs DOC-Get land

Criteria

DOC-Give

DOC-Get

JAlignment with strategic objectives/visitor network strategy

Low — DOC’s Wellington Conservation Management
Strategy (2019) does not provide specific direction for
management of recreation on the DOC-Give land. However,
the Department is not seeking to offer visitor experiences in
this area as the land is managed by Greater Wellington

Regional Council as part of Belmont Regional Park.

The DOC-Give land is not identified as an area for
development within Greater Wellington’s Toita Te Whenua

Parks Network Plan.

Low — It is unlikely that the Department would seek to offer

or develop additional visitor experiences in this area.

The DOC-Get land is adjacent to Belmont Regional Park,
\Where recreation opportunities are already provided by
Greater Wellington Regional Council. The land is
fragmented, difficult to access and would not complement

or add anything to existing opportunities in the area.

The Department’s current priorities for investment in
recreation are on improving experiences aligned to the
Future Visitor Network (FVN) and intentions for the Visitor
Portfolio (currently under development). A key priority is
investing in the most popular places and showcase
experiences within the conservation estate and renewal of

existing assets, rather than development of new ones.

Social license — for PCL, social license for exchanging away
the land, and for the land offered, social license for

acquiring the land

Low — there is some community opposition to the land
exchange represented by the submission from FoOBRP. In
relation to recreation values, the submission emphasises
the existing use of informal trails and predator control lines
land community aspirations for development of tracks
along with interpretation relating to the farm site and

swamp maire. Loss of these current and future recreation

Low — except for the Firth Block, | am unaware of any public
demand for the DOC-Get land to be brought into the
conservation estate for public access or the development
of recreation opportunities. The FOBRP submission states
that it would be good to enable more public access to the
Firth Block, but notes that this impractical due to the

steepness of the terrain.




lopportunities is expected to result in lower social license

for the land exchange.

Rarity of experience within the region

Low - there are many opportunities to access similar

experiences in the wider region.

Low —there are many opportunities to access similar

lexperiences in the wider region.

Use level (for PCL)/anticipated use level (for land offered)

Low — Although there is no reliable estimate of overall use
of the Buchanan Road Tramping Track, the Utility Track is
used by a significant proportion of visitors who (probably
inadvertently) follow the gravel road rather than the marked
trail when walking to or from Boulder Hill or walking the Dry

Creek Loop Track.

The use of the Utility Track is not representative of the wider
use of the DOC-Give land, which is likely limited to a small

number of visitors engaging in exploration and botanising.

Low — there is existing use on a short section of the Loop
Track within the Dry Creek Block, but this is over an existing
Right of Way and is unaffected by the land exchange.

\Vegetation, steep terrain and a lack of access to and within
the DOC-Get land is likely to significantly limit future use.
Parts of the DOC-Get land have also been modified by
previous overburden disposal, clean fill or quarrying and /
or could impacted by activities within the adjacent Belmont
Quarry and Holcim Cement Plant. There to be limited
interest in visiting these areas when there are more natural

easily accessible opportunities in the area.

Level of access (e.g. tracks)

Medium — Access into the DOC-Give land is straight
forward requiring a 1.7 km walk from the Dry Creek carpark
along the gravel road formation of the Buchanan Road
Tramping Track. From there access into the block is
lobtained via the utility track and a flat section of 4WD track.
Predator control lines and informal trails marked and
maintained through the bush allow relatively easy
navigation throughout the block, including to the pond and

Isites of botanical interest.

Low — Public access to and within the Firth Block would be
difficult as a result of vegetation, terrain and a lack of
tracks. Access is possible to near the edge of the Northern
Gully Block via the Buchanan Road Tramping Track and a
pylon access route, but onward access through the block
Wwould be similarly difficult. The Dry Creek Block includes
33m of the existing Dry Creek Loop Track where access is
already enabled by a Right of Way over the land. This
access would not materially change as a result of the land

exchange. Access into a different part of the Dry Creek




Block would be possible from another section of the Loop
[Track, near a power pylon where an old trail is discernible
through gorse and scrub. However, access up to this point
from the Dry Creek carpark and upper campsite is very

steep.

Natural hazard/climate risk

Low — no known natural hazard or climate risk relevant to

recreation values.

Low — no known natural hazard or climate risk relevant to

recreation values.

How do any heritage or biodiversity values affect the visitor
experience (for land offered, how might heritage or

biodiversity values affect the visitor experience?)

Low - medium —the site of an old farmhouse including
remains of a farm building, fencing and shelter belt are
easily accessible from the Buchanan Road Tramping Track
via the Utility Track and 4WD track and provides a point of
interest for visitors. Away from this immediate area, the
land drops away into regenerated bush and the experience

is of a substantially natural setting.

Low — there are no known heritage values that would be of
interest to visitors. There are two areas protected by QEII
covenants that may offer a more natural experience than
the other areas of the DOC-Get land. However, there is
nothing to indicate that these blocks have significance
either regionally or in the context of the natural values
already present within the Dry Creek area and the presence
of the covenants has only minor impact on the overall
assessment of recreation values. In contrast, all of the
blocks have areas that have been modified by overburden
disposal, clean fill or quarrying. Other areas are adjacent to
the active quarry and Holcim Concrete Plant. This is likely
to have a greater impact on the recreation experience in the
DOC-Get land as it significantly reduces the opportunity for

immersion in a natural setting.







Northern Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low
Gully (non-

QEN)

Southern Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low

Gully




Before the Fast-track Panel

Under: Fast-track Approvals Act 2024
In the matter of: FTAA-2603-L003 - Belmont Quarry Development Project — Land
Exchange

Statement of advice: Richard Nester

Cultural Heritage
Department of Conservation Senior Heritage Advisor

22 April 2026



Introduction
1. My full name is Richard Paul Nester.
Instruction

2. | have been requested to provide expert advice on behalf of the Director-General
of Conservation for her section 35 land exchange report required to be prepared
under the Fast-Track Approvals Act 2024, for the Belmont Quarry project land

exchange application.
Qualification and Experience

3. lam a Senior Heritage Advisor with the Department of Conservation’s (DOC)
Biodiversity, Heritage and Visitor Group based in Wellington and provide cultural
heritage advice nationally and specific advice to the Lower North Island region. |
have a Bachelor of Science in physical geography from the University of Otago
(1994) and a Masters of Library and Information Studies from the Victoria
University of Wellington (1997). | have been employed with the Department of
Conservation for twenty-nine years, including 14 years as a Heritage Techncal

Officer and 15 years as a Heritage Advisor

4. My role in this project has been to review and provide technical comment on the
cultural heritage values, primarilly the archaeologcial values of the Belmont

Quarry Development Project.
Code of conduct

5.  Whilstitis acknowledged this is not an Environment Court Proceeding, | confirm
that | have read the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses contained in the
Environment Court Practice Note 2023. | have complied with the Code of Conduct
in the preparation of this advice. Unless | state otherwise, this advice is within my
area of expertise, and | have not omitted to consider material facts known to me

that might alter or detract from the opinions | express.



Scope of advice and expert opinion
6. My expert advice relates to the following:

i. Adequacy of the Applicant’s assessment of the cultural heritage values of the
land proposed in the exchange, including any values that have been missed

or not assessed.

ii. The physical and documented evidence of tangible cultural heritage values

on the land areas defined in the Land Exchange report.

iii.  Theimpact of losing or gaining any areas or sites of cultural heritage

importance.

It should be noted that the broader cultural values identified and associated with

mana whenua are not addressed in this report.
Material Considered

7. Inpreparing this advice | have reviewed the following documents as part of the

land exchange application:

i. Proposed land exchange for Wellington Belmont Quarry, OBDA, archaeological
assessment: Prepared for Winstone Aggregates A Division of Fletcher Concrete

and Infrastructure Ltd, by Clough and Associates Ltd, November 2025.

ii.  Land exchange report: An application by Winstone Aggregates for the Belmont
quarry development: Prepared for Winstone Aggregates by Wikaira Consulting
limited, 7 december 2025.

iii.  Email correspondance Appendix D8 Heritage NZ Pouhere Taonga

iv.  Data held on ARCHSITE - archaeological site recording scheme



Overview

8.

10.

Winstone Aggregates Ltd have proposed and applied for a land exchange with
DOC to develop an overburden disposal area (OBDA) adjacent to the Belmont
quarry, Lower Hutt. The land wanted for the OBDA is owned by DOC. There are 4
parcels of exchange land owned by Winstone Aggregates (Northern Gully,
Southern Gully, Firth Block and the Dry Creek Gully). Itis noted that two of the
blocks offered for exchange have QEIl covenants over them. These include the
whole of the Firth Block and part of the Northern Gully. This document provides
a technical assessment of the impacts on the cultural heritage conservation

values of the proposed land swap areas.

In general, my review of the Clough and Associates Archaeological report was
found to be complete and thorough. Meetings held by the applicant and
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga also concurred that the overall site low
cultural heritage values. My own review and findings of the sites, aligh with the
above in that the potential is for only low value, tangible cultural heritage to be
located on the sites. Any transfer would not impact on the conservation of
cultural heritage values.

It should be noted that if any archaeological finds were made in the future, then
the archaeological provisions of the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act
2014 would still apply. This could impact ongoing land management decisions

for either DOC or Winstone Aggregates Ltd.

DOC Give site

11.

12.

13.

The proposed Winstone Aggregates OBDA site has one recorded cultural
heritage site. Itis recorded by the New Zealand Archaeological site recording
scheme as R27/910 and is described as the remains of Farm Building and
historic artefacts. The site includes a collapsed roof and associated building
framing, roofing iron, concrete footings, fences and some artefacts (glass
bottles).

Although this indicates a previous land use, the significance of itis low. The
feature does not appear to be outstanding in nature or is unlikely to change our
understanding of the land use in the local area. lrrespective of the significance
of the site, if it is determined to be pre 1900 any change of land use would
require an authorisation from Heritage New Zealand before the site could be
modified in any way.

Currently this is a location not usually frequented by visitors, and there has been
no attempt to manage and or conserve the heritage fabric of this site. This would

be unlikely to change if the site were to remain under conservation management.



DOC Get sites

Firth Block (QEII)

14.This area of land has no recorded or known cultural heritage associated with it.

Northern Gully (QEIll area)

15.There are no recorded archaeological or cultural heritage sites of significance
inside the North Gully QEIll land area. There is the potential for the partial
remnants of a pre-1900 tramway used for timber extraction to be found in this
area. Atthe time of writing, the tramway has not been discovered. The tramway
is identified on a 1900 Deed Plan. Should it be found or located in the future, it is
unlikely that it would be actively managed and would instead be formally
recorded with protection being given through the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere

Taonga Act as an archaeological site.

Northern Gully (Non QEII)

16.There are no recorded archaeological or cultural heritage sites of significance in
North Gully area outside of the QEIll land area. There is the potential for the
partial remnants of a pre-1900 tramway used for timber extraction to be found in
this area. Atthe time of writing, the tramway has not been discovered. The
tramway is identified on a 1900 Deed Plan. Should it be found or located in the
future, it is unlikely that it would be actively managed and would instead be
formally recorded with protection being given through the Heritage New Zealand

Pouhere Taonga Act as an archaeological site.

Southern Gully

17.There are no recorded archaeological or cultural heritage sites of significance in
the Southern Gully land area. There is the potential for the partial remnants of a
pre-1900 tramway used for timber extraction to be found in this area. At the time
of writing, the tramway has not been discovered. The tramway is identified on a
1900 Deed Plan. Should it be found or located in the future it is unlikely that it
would be actively managed and would instead be formally recorded with
protection being given through the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act as

an archaeological site.

Dry Creek

18.This area of land has no recorded or known cultural heritage associated with it.



Overall assessment

19.The values of the DOC Give and DOC Get sites are identified in Tables 1 & 2. My

overall assessment is as follows:

e Rating of the Cultural Heritage values of the DOC give site is Low

e Rating of the Cultural Heritage values of the DOC get site is Low



Comparative reporting of criteria assessment

Table 1 - DOC Give Sites

Criterion Ranking Comments

Aesthetic significance or Low Minimal or no known aesthetic values relating to the cultural heritage values at this site

value

Archaeological Low - Med Archaeological Site R27/910 is recorded on the DOC Give site - this represents a Post 1900 house site

significance or value associated with farming. Itis technically outside the legal definition of an archaeological site. Itis
described as the ‘remains of a farm building: wooden beams, corrugated iron roof, concrete floor,
enclosure of concrete nib wall, bottles, strainer fencepost, patch of flowering daffodils. Possibly a
piggery’.'

Architectural significance | Low Remains of the house site shows characteristic building techniques that are unremarkable of the period

orvalue

Cultural significance or Low Refer cultural values report

value

Historical significance or Low Some of the site is likely to include local significance relating to historic farming activities as indicated by

value previously mentioned site record R27/910

Scientific significance or Low Minimal or no known scientific values relating to the cultural heritage values at this site

value

Social significance or Low Low to medium significance limited to local value or those associated with having been associated with

value the use of the land prior to the Quarry activity in the area

Spiritual significance or Low Minimal or no known spiritual values relating to the cultural heritage values at this site

value

Technological significance | Low Minimal or no known technical values relating to the cultural heritage values at this site

orvalue

Traditional significance or | Low Minimal or no known traditional values relating to the cultural heritage values at this site

value









