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80. The proposed Project design will protect and provide an appropriate 

setting for the heritage tower. In addition, the removal of incongruent 

structures, hardstanding, and shrubs situated at the base of the 

southern side will help highlight and enhance the setting of the tower.  

 
81. The proposed reservoirs and valve chamber have been designed and 

positioned away from the heritage tower and are of relatively low 

height, partially benched into the topography, to ensure they do not 

visually compete with the tower’s height. The consolidation of the 

reservoirs enables the use of a corten steel curtain wall to visually 

contain the concrete structures and achieve a simple, recessive form. 

The subdued steel colour provides contrast without competing visually 

with the heritage tower and, in my opinion, supports the relevant policy 

requirements.   

 
Chapter 20 Natural Environments. 

 
82. Section 20 relates to the protection of SNAs, Notable Trees or groups of 

trees. Policies aim at identifying the values and characteristics that 

define the City’s SNAs and protecting these values from adverse effects 

by having regard to the degree of modification, loss resulting from an 

activity, the duration and scale of effect and the resilience of the area 

to assimilate change and the need for the works. 

 
83. The subject site includes part of SNA 31. 

 
Recommended Mitigation 

 

84. The key architectural and landscape mitigation design concepts are 

included in Appendix E of my evidence. These plans illustrate the design 

treatments and outcomes sought for the Project. 

 
85. The design incorporates mitigation measures that focuses on 

integrating the reservoir facility so that it sits comfortably within the 
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context of the Domain’s open space and responds to the surrounding 

urban fabric. 

 
86. The requirement to provide a public utility will result in modifications to 

the open space and the loss of mature trees. A staged approach to tree 

removal will help minimise the initial extent of change, while tree 

planting at each stage of the Project will, over time, contribute to the 

treed character of the SNA area. The need for the reservoirs has been 

balanced with an architectural response that delivers a considered 

aesthetic treatment, helping to minimise effects on the SNA. 

 
Architectural Design Outcomes Sought 

 
87. The integrated design proposals aim to deliver a comprehensive and 

well-considered finish to the reservoirs, resulting in a high-quality public 

utility asset that responds to the open space environment and 

complements the Domain’s activities. Detailed information regarding 

architectural treatments is provided in Mr White’s evidence. 

 
88. To this end, the reservoirs and valve chamber have been grouped 

together with concrete retaining wall bases to minimise the overall 

footprint and enable the corten steel curtain wall to encompass the 

facility in a simplified architectural form. Progressive design 

development and refinement have shifted the facility away from the 

heritage tower, allowing space to respect the tower’s heritage status. 

This repositioning also creates an area of open space between the 

proposed reservoir and the heritage tower, enabling a visual link from 

Ruakiwi Road through to the Domain’s open space (refer to Appendix 

D, Montages 9.1 and 11.1). 

 
89. Lighting for the reservoirs has been designed to minimise light spill and 

maintain the integrity of the unlit Domain open space, thereby helping 

to protect bat habitat and minimise visual effects of lighting. Technical 

lighting details are provided in Mr McKensey’s evidence. 
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90. In my opinion, overall the orientation, benching, and grouping of the 

reservoirs—along with the architectural curtain wall and concrete block 

base—collectively integrate the development into the open space and 

contribute to a high-quality design outcome that is visually appropriate 

to the Domain’s environment. Additionally, the relatively low profile of 

the reservoirs has been set back from the heritage tower, thereby 

respecting its prominence and establishing a positive visual and physical 

link between the proposed infrastructure and the existing tower, 

extending through to the Domain’s open space as viewed from Ruakiwi 

Road. 

 
Landscape Design Outcomes Sought 
 
91. The landscape mitigation design has sought to minimise tree removal as 

much as possible by refining construction proposals to reduce the 

delivery and stand-down area. Detailed measures have also been 

developed to protect and retain the group of oak trees along Ruakiwi 

Road. 

 
92. The inclusion of a mass block concrete wall provides a clean interface 

with the surrounding landscape and enables reinstatement of a grassed 

landform around the reservoirs to match existing topography and 

contours, thereby helping to minimise landscape effects. 

 
93. The proposed tree planting will utilise a selection of ‘heroic’ tree species 

that complement the open space setting and, over time, will contribute 

to the treed character of the Domain. Stage 1 planting of advanced stock 

will allow time for trees to establish prior to the construction of the 

Stage 2 reservoir, helping to mitigate the effects of subsequent tree 

removal (refer to Appendix E, Figs 11–14). Additional tree planting will 

be undertaken during Stage 2 construction, with trees positioned to 

screen and soften the built form while maintaining view shafts to the 

surrounding landscape, particularly to the southwest. 

 



28 
 

94. Areas of native plant mixes will enhance ecological values and 

contribute to the visual amenity of the site. Ornamental planting will 

also be incorporated in and around the reservoir, as illustrated in the 

landscape package (refer to Appendix E, Fig 13). 

 
95. General plant selection and placement will be designed to ensure a 

robust and resilient landscape outcome (refer to Appendix E, Figs 14 

and 15), with CPTED principles applied to provide safe walking zones 

and enable passive surveillance from adjacent residential areas where 

possible. 

 
96. A series of paths will be integrated into the development to enhance 

connectivity and provide access into the Domain’s open space. These 

paths will be complemented by a suite of park furniture that enhances 

and supports the open space facilities, contributing to the Domain’s role 

as a valued public destination.   

 
97. Full details of the landscape mitigation proposals are covered in Ms 

Hailwood’s evidence. 

 

RESPONSE TO SUBMITTERS 

 

98. I have reviewed the submissions received which relate to landscape, 

visual amenity effects of the proposed reservoir development. 

Submissions relevant to my area of expertise were received from: 

 
a) Ernest Needham (1/17 Ruakiwi Road); 

 
b) Glenda Morrissey (4/17 Ruakiwi Road); and 

 
c) McCulloch (17 Ruakiwi Road). 

 
99. The submitters are located on the eastern side of Ruakiwi Road (on the 

corner of Ruakiwi Road and Clarence Street), which is opposite the 

Project site.  
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Ernest Needham – Unit 1 / 17 Ruakiwi Road 

 

100. Mr Needham’s submission raises concerns that specific views from his 

property were not assessed in the Landscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment report and that the visual impact on his property has not 

been properly represented. He is concerned that the change in outlook 

and character will be significant and inconsistent with the park-like 

environment of the Domain. Additionally, he considers that the new 

reservoirs do not reflect the scale or character of the existing heritage 

water tower. 

 
101. As part of my assessment, I undertook a comparative viewpoint analysis 

(refer to Appendix D, Montage Location I – Adjacent to 146 Clarence 

Street). At the time of preparing my assessment, it was not possible to 

visit Mr Needham’s property, nor would it have been feasible to visit all 

potentially affected properties. Subsequently, I discussed aspects of the 

property with Mr Dawson, who has visited the site, and I reviewed 

photographs obtained during his visit to provide a suitable response to 

the issues raised. Updated photo montages showing the before-and-

after effects of the Project were provided to Mr Needham and are 

appended to his submission.  They are also appended to Mr White’s 

evidence. 

 
102. Mr Needham is the owner of the house at 1/17 Ruakiwi Road. The house 

is located on the corner of Ruakiwi Road and Clarence Street and is 

oriented on a northwest axis. The main living spaces are situated on the 

first floor, with the dining and kitchen areas positioned at the eastern 

end and the lounge at the western front. The living spaces are primarily 

oriented to the northwest, with views across the balcony toward the 

neighbouring house, partial views of the heritage water tower, and 

oblique views of the Project site (refer to Appendix D-1, photo 17-1). 

Two sets of windows are located on the western aspect of the building, 

with the right-hand window providing views toward the Project site 

(refer to Appendix D-1, photos 17-2 and 17-3). The balcony, located on 
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the first floor at the front of the house, offers more extensive views of 

the surrounding landscape, with the Project site visible to the west 

(refer to Appendix D-1, Montage 11.1). 

 
103. In my opinion, the change in character and outlook from Mr Needham’s 

balcony will be permanent and noticeable, resulting in a likely moderate 

to high adverse visual effect—particularly during construction and for 

approximately five to seven years following completion. However, the 

change in character and view from the first-floor living areas will be less 

significant, as views from these spaces are primarily directed toward the 

neighbouring property and the heritage tower. From these living areas, 

the corten steel curtain wall and mitigation planting may be discernible, 

but due to the oblique angle, they will not be prominent. In my opinion, 

the Project sits well within the receiving environment and will result in 

a low to moderate adverse visual effect from these internal spaces. 

 
104. The western view from the balcony will change from an open space with 

a treed character to one featuring built form, with landscape mitigation 

planting along the frontage (refer to Appendix D-1, Montage 11.1). 

During construction, changes will be most noticeable due to tree 

removal and activity on site. Thereafter, the structure will remain visible 

for the first five years until planting establishes and begins to soften its 

appearance. In my opinion, the end-of-balcony view represents a worst-

case scenario and is not representative of the majority of views from the 

first-floor living spaces, which are more oblique and continue to be 

dominated by views toward the neighbouring house and the heritage 

tower. 

 
105. Mitigation measures include repositioning the reservoirs to allow them 

to be contained within the architectural corten steel curtain wall, with a 

base plinth to reduce perceived scale and massing. Further design 

refinements have reduced the valve chamber and hardstanding, 

enabling the curtain wall envelope to be moved approximately three 

metres further into the site—benefiting the outlook from 1/17 Ruakiwi 



31 
 

Road. Additionally, the retention of oak trees along the Ruakiwi Road 

frontage and the proposed landscape treatments will help ensure the 

reservoir structures sit well within the landscape. Although the 

reservoirs will be new features, in my opinion, the design response is 

significantly better than baseline options, which offered limited 

opportunity for mitigation. These combined design and landscape 

measures help minimise visual effects while delivering a quality built 

form that contributes positively to the character of the area and 

complements the treed character of the Domain. 

 
106. With respect to the heritage water tower, the relatively low height of 

the reservoir structures maintains clear views of the tower and 

enhances skyline visibility from surrounding areas and residential 

properties. The corten steel curtain wall visually contains the concrete 

reservoir structures and creates a simple form that, when combined 

with the recessive steel colour, integrates well into the landscape. The 

architectural treatment distinguishes the proposed development 

without visually competing with or overwhelming the heritage tower 

(refer to Appendix D-1, Montage 11.1). In my opinion, the positioning 

of the proposed reservoirs away from the heritage tower, along with the 

removal of incongruent structures at its base, creates an uncluttered 

open space that respects the tower’s heritage status. Furthermore, the 

increased open space resulting from recent design refinements provides 

a benefit to Mr Needham’s property by maintaining a view corridor 

through to the Domain and enabling long views beyond—views that 

would have been lost under the baseline design options 

 

Glenda Morrissey – Unit 4 / 17 Ruakiwi Road, Hamilton 

 

107. Ms Morrissey’s submission raises concerns regarding development near 

the existing heritage water tower, specifically that any new works 

should protect the tower’s visual integrity and cultural significance. The 

concern is that the new reservoirs may visually dominate the site, 
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thereby diminishing the heritage value and landmark prominence of the 

tower. 

 
108. The heritage water tower is currently surrounded by several 

incongruent structures and areas of hardstanding at its southern base. 

Mature trees surround the tower to the north and west, with lower 

shrub vegetation to the south. From the broader landscape, portions of 

the tower are visible above the existing vegetation, while views from 

nearby locations benefit from closer visual access. However, the 

surrounding topography and built form limit the extent to which the 

tower is visible. 

 
109. The baseline options would allow for the construction of either circular 

or rectangular reservoirs in close proximity to the heritage tower. Their 

positioning near the back of the footpath would make it difficult to 

provide any visual relief, and in my opinion, such an arrangement would 

be incongruent with the heritage structure.  

 
110. In contrast, the proposed reservoirs and valve chamber have been 

designed and positioned away from the heritage tower, with a relatively 

low height and partial benching into the topography. This ensures the 

reservoirs do not visually compete with the tower’s height. The 

consolidation of the reservoirs enables the use of a corten steel curtain 

wall to visually contain the concrete structures and achieve a simplified 

architectural form. When combined with the recessive steel colour, the 

treatment provides contrast without competing visually with the 

heritage tower. Additionally, the removal of incongruent structures 

from the tower’s base creates important open space around the 

heritage feature. In my opinion, this results in an uncluttered and 

respectful setting that appropriately acknowledges the tower’s heritage 

status.  
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McCullochs – Unit 5 / 17 Ruakiwi Road 

 

111. Mr and Mrs McCulloch’s submission raises concerns regarding the 

reclassification of 14,810 m² of the Domain’s open space to 

accommodate the proposed reservoirs, noting that this change will 

impact both the reserve and neighbouring properties. 

 
112. The current designation covers an area of 5,295 m², encompassing the 

existing heritage water tower, an area to the north containing a defunct 

reservoir, and extending approximately 80 m south beyond the group 

of oak trees. The proposed alteration to the designation extends the 

boundary westward, incorporating an additional 14,703 m² (identified 

as Areas B and C) to enable construction of the reservoirs, as illustrated 

in Figure 6.0 below. 

 

 
Fig 6.0 Designation Plan 

 
113. The construction of the reservoirs and valve chamber will require an 

alteration to the designation and the utilisation of a portion of the 

Domain’s open space to accommodate the development. In addition, a 

number of trees—including mature macrocarpa and various smaller 
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deciduous species—will be removed in two stages from the Domain’s 

open space. The associated earthworks will be well contained, primarily 

within the area of the concrete block retaining walls and valve chamber, 

ensuring that the surrounding landform remains largely unaffected. 

 
114. The construction of the reservoirs will result in a reduction of open 

space and the loss of trees, which will alter the character of the area 

surrounding the reservoir. Although the designation alteration 

encompasses an additional 14,703 m², only the reservoirs and enclosed 

compound area will occupy the Domain’s open space. Areas beyond the 

curtain wall will remain publicly accessible. The change in land use will 

result in a localised, noticeable, and permanent change to the usability 

of the Domain’s open space adjacent to the Project area, resulting in a 

moderate to high landscape and visual effect. 

 
115. It is acknowledged that the Project will result in a loss of open space and 

changes to visual amenity. However, in my opinion, the Project has 

sought to strike a balance between delivering critical infrastructure and 

minimising its footprint and potential effects on the receiving 

environment. This includes consolidating the reservoirs and valve 

chamber footprint, and applying an architectural corten steel finish that 

encapsulates the facility. Combined with the concrete retaining wall 

base, this treatment helps reduce the perceived mass of the structures 

while delivering a high-quality aesthetic. The incorporation of a walkway 

with lookout, linking paths, and street furniture enhances public access 

and complements the function and values of the Domain’s open space. 

Landscape mitigation planting will also be implemented to offset tree 

removal, and as the new trees establish and mature, they will contribute 

to the treed character of the area while helping to soften the visual 

impact of the reservoirs (refer to Appendix D-1, Montage 11.2). 
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Response to Section 42A report comments/recommendations  

 

116. I confirm that I have reviewed the Technical Specialist Report for the s 

42A report that was prepared by Mr Gumbley and in addition I have also 

reviewed the s 42A report, prepared by Ms Galt.  

 
117. In my opinion there are no major items or areas of concern that were 

raised within either of the reports, and I support the s 42A report 

recommendation to confirm the Project subject to the recommended 

conditions7.  

 
118. In regards to Condition 3c, although the intent of recycling the timber 

from mature trees is admirable, it is my opinion that this is an onerous 

condition that is an impractical, costly and unnecessary exercise that 

should be removed from the recommended designation conditions. 

From my experience to process the timber for a few seats (including 

properly dressing and assembling) on site is difficult and costly. In my 

opinion it is best done by street furniture suppliers that have the 

facilities to provide a professionally finished product.  In reality, there 

will be a large volume of timber associated with the felled trees, which 

will be passed to a milling company to be efficiently processed and 

subsequently sold on for subsequent use. 

 
119. I agree with Conditions 40 to 44, and consider that the production of an 

Ecological and Landscape Management Plan with the associated 

requirements, provides a robust approach to ensure the concept 

architectural and landscape plans are carried through to the detail 

design stage.  

 

 
7 Conditions as listed in Appendix A of the s 42A report. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

120. I confirm the findings of my original Landscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment report have been identified above.  

 
121. My analysis found that: 

 
a) The landscape containing the Project site comprises grassed open 

space with predominantly large, mature macrocarpa trees, and is 

generally surrounded by urban built form. The Domain is 

recognised as an important open space destination and is well-

used, particularly around the lake margin walkway. 

 

b) The site’s ability to absorb the development is considered to be 

good, as the existing vegetation, topography, and surrounding 

urban built form help contain and filter views of the site and 

proposed development. These elements result in a relatively 

limited visual catchment. 

 

c) Adverse effects on key attributes of the broader surrounding 

landscape—particularly those influencing wider landscape 

character—are primarily associated with changes to ridgeline 

vegetation due to tree removal required to accommodate the 

reservoirs. The magnitude of this effect is considered low, as the 

remaining vegetation effectively contains the built forms. 

 

d) The landscape and visual effects of the Project are largely confined 

to the immediate vicinity due to the screening provided by 

surrounding vegetation, topography, and built form. These effects 

are likely to be moderate to moderate-high, particularly due to the 

permanent loss of vegetation, construction of the reservoirs, and 

reduction in open space—most notably from residential 

properties opposite the site and from nearby public roads and 

pathways. 
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e) The architectural and landscape design approach helps mitigate 

the visual impact of the reservoirs. The corten steel screen and 

concrete block walls reduce the perceived scale and bulk of the 

structures. Tree placement and planting have been incorporated 

to soften and partially screen the built form, and as vegetation 

establishes over time, it will contribute to the treed character of 

the Domain’s open space. 

 

f) The loss of open space to accommodate the reservoirs will result 

in a localised but permanent change in the usability of the 

Domain. However, the Project’s design response integrates 

several features that enhance public amenity and accessibility in 

and around the reservoirs. These include paths, seating, signage, 

and an elevated walkway with a lookout to the south, all of which 

complement the Domain’s open space environment.   

 
122. While I consider that the construction of the Project will result in a 

discernible and permanent landscape and visual effect on the 

immediate surroundings—including the Domain’s open space and 

adjacent housing along Ruakiwi Road—the architectural and landscape 

design approach achieves a considered balance between infrastructure 

requirements and the Domain’s open space character and function. This 

is supported by the inclusion of public facilities that enhance amenity 

and accessibility.  

 
123. In considering the range of factors influencing the landscape and visual 

effects of the proposal, it is my opinion that the Reservoir Project aligns 

with the intent of the relevant objectives, policies, and rules of the ODP, 

and is consistent with the requirements of ss 6 and 7 of the RMA. 

Overall, I consider that the architectural treatments, combined with the 

landscape proposals, have been thoughtfully developed to integrate the 

Project into its setting and to minimise effects on the Domain’s open 

space, character, and visual amenity.  
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124. Based on my report, plus submissions and s 42A my conclusion is that 

the integrated design measures of the Project aligns with the statutory 

and policy requirements, and therefore I support the confirmation of 

consent subject to the removal of condition 3c. 

 

Adrian Duke Morton 

19 December 2025



 

 
APPENDIX A-1 

Methodology Flow Chart and Key Rating System Tables 

 

 

 
Diagram 1.0 – Landscape and Visual Assessment Framework Diagram 
 

  



 
 

Table 1.0: Visual Absorption Capability  

Ratings and Definitions 

VAC Rating Definition 

Very Good Existing landscape features would completely 

contain or screen the proposed 

development/activity and views of the 

development would be unidentifiable or difficult to 

discern.  To this extent, the existing character of the 

surrounding landscape or view remains largely un-

affected.   

Good Existing landscape features would predominantly 

contain or screen the proposed development but 

would be identifiable.  The development may 

introduce a new and/or discernible feature in the 

landscape or view, but it would not affect the 

existing character of the surrounding landscape or 

view in which it is seen. 

Neutral The proposed development or activity may not be 

screened but would not become a visual intrusion. 

The proposed development or activity may 

introduce a new visual element into the landscape 

or view and be discernible from some locations and 

would alter the existing character of the surrounding 

landscape or view in which it is seen. 

Poor The proposed development or activity would be a 

clearly visible/discernible new visual element within 

the landscape or view.  The proposed development 

or activity would alter the existing character of the 

surrounding landscape or view in which it is seen. 

Very Poor The proposed development or activity would be 

highly visible/discernible new visual element (and/or 

not commonly found) within the landscape or view.  

The new visual element will be significantly different 

in appearance, or scale or form from the existing 

landscape elements surrounding it.   

 

  



 
 

Table 2.0: Effects Rating System 

Rating in 

relation to RMA 

scales 

Effects 

Rating 

Definition: 

The development / activity having 

effect as follows:  

 

  

Very High 

 

Complete change resulting in the 

loss of key elements, features and 

characteristics of the receiving 

environment and/or the vista within 

which it is seen. 

High 

 

A high level of effect on the majority 

of key elements, features, 

characteristics of the receiving 

environment and/or the vista which 

it is seen.  

 

 

Moderate-

High 

 

A moderate-high level of effect on 

key elements, features and 

characteristics and/or the vista 

which it is seen i.e. the landscape 

character remains evident but is 

materially/noticeably changed. 

Moderate 

 

A moderate level of effect on key 

elements, features and 

characteristics and/or the vista 

which it is seen i.e. new elements 

may be prominent in views, 

although they may not be 

uncharacteristic within the receiving 

environment.  

 

 

 

Low-

Moderate 

A low-moderate level of effect on 

key elements, features and 

characteristics and/or the vista 

which it is seen i.e. new elements are 

not prominent in views or 

uncharacteristic within the receiving 

environment. 

Low A low level of effect/loss or 

modification to key elements, 

features and characteristics and/or 

the vista which it is seen i.e. 

modification or change is not 

uncharacteristic or prominent in 

views (or maintains) and are readily 

absorbed into the receiving 

landscape. 

Very Low A very low level of effect/loss or 

modification to key elements, 

features and characteristics and/or 

the vista which it is seen i.e. 

effectively no or imperceivable 

change to the landscape or views. 

No Effect  The development has no 

detectable effect on the 

landscape/receiving environment. 
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APPENDIX A-2 

The Summary of Effects are provided in Table 1 below: 
Table 1: Summary of Effects in relation to Representative Viewpoints (Visual Receptors) 

Viewpoint 
Number 

Location Description  Completed 
Project Effects 

A Lakeside walking 
path / open space 
area 

Public location and representative of residential housing 
on rising contour with views across lake toward the ridge 
and Project location. 
Effects relate to a change in skyline with loss of trees. 
Project largely screened/obscured by existing vegetation. 
Change of visibility of the heritage water tower 

Low-moderate 
adverse effect. 
 
 
Very low positive 
effect 

B Lakeside walking 
path / open space 
area 

Public location and representative of residential housing 
on rising contour. Views across lake to broader landscape 
with views of ridge with the Project site potentially 
obscured by vegetation. 
Effects relate to a change in skyline with loss of trees. 
Project largely screened/obscured by existing vegetation. 
Change of visibility of the heritage water tower 

Low-moderate 
adverse effect. 
 
 
 
Low positive 
effect 

C Hamilton sailing 
club ramp location 

Public location and representative of open space and car 
parking area. Views across lake to broader landscape with 
views of ridge, with vegetation obscuring views of the 
Project site. 
Effects relate to a change in skyline with loss of trees. 
Project largely screened/obscured by existing vegetation. 
Change of visibility of the heritage water tower 

Low-moderate 
adverse effect. 
 
 
 
Low positive 
effect 

D Public carpark, 
pedestrian 
Lakeside Walkway 

Public location and representative of residential properties 
facing Lake Domain Drive. Views across lake to broader 
landscape with views of ridge, but Project site obscured by 
vegetation. 
Effects relate to a change in skyline with loss of trees. 
Project largely screened/obscured by existing vegetation. 
Change of visibility of the heritage water tower 

Low-moderate 
adverse effect. 
 
 
 
Moderate positive 
effect 

E Junction of 
Killarney and Lake 
Domain Drive  

Public walkway, public road and representative of housing 
facing Lake Domain Drive, with vegetation obscuring views 
of Project site. 
Effects relate to a change in skyline with loss of trees. 
Project largely screened/obscured by existing vegetation. 
Change of visibility of the heritage water tower 

Low adverse 
effect. 
 
 
Low positive 
effect 

F Fowlers Ave public 
road 

Public road and representative of residential properties 
overlook Hamilton Lake, views across Lake. 
Existing rooflines and vegetation screens Project site. 
Change of visibility of the heritage water tower 

Very low adverse 
effect. 
 
 
No change 

G 12 Ruakiwi Road Public road and residential housing facing Ruakiwi Road. 
The photo location is the limit of visibility from north of the 
Project, with no views of heritage tower. 
Existing vegetation partially screens views; effects relate to 
loss of vegetation and placement of reservoir structure.  
Change of visibility of the heritage water tower 

Moderate 
adverse effect. 
 
 
 
No change 

H 22 Ruakiwi Road Representative of residential properties facing Ruakiwi 
Road (including properties at 21 Ruakiwi Road) with 
oblique views of both reservoir tanks. 
Effects relate to vegetation removal, loss of open space and 
views of reservoir structure.  
Change of visibility of the heritage water tower (proposed 
reservoir effects view) 

Moderate-high 
adverse effect. 
 
 
Moderate 
negative effect 



 
 

I Adjacent to 146 
Clarence Street 

Public road and residential properties at the top of incline 
of Clarence Street will view the Project (Stage 1 Reservoir 
only). 
Effects relate to vegetation removal, loss of open space and 
views of reservoir structure. 
Change of visibility of the heritage water tower 
 

Moderate-high 
adverse effect. 
 
 
Low-moderate 
negative effect 

J Semi-private / 
private location 

108 Pembroke Ave (access drive), representative of 
housing within immediate vicinity. The Project site is 
screened by the existing vegetation located to the south of 
the reservoirs. 
Change of visibility of the heritage water tower 

No effect. 
 
 
No change 

K & L 1/17 Ruakiwi Road To be completed  
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08Ruakiwi Road Water Reservoir
Hamilton

Photo 11.0 - View looking west from Reservoir 2 across open space

Photo 8.0 - View of macrocarpa trees (staged removal) Photo 9.0 - View south across lower Project site (Stage 2 reservoir area)

Photo 10.0 - View southwest from Reservoir 2 location across Hamilton Lake
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