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Attention: Todd Whittaker 

Company: Planning Works 

Date: 24-02-2024 
From: Andrew Blayney 

Message Ref: Ecological review – memorandum. 

Project No: BM230332 
 

This memo outlines the review process and the review conclusions in terms of the assessment of ecological 
effects for the consent application LU/0077/23 for a Sand Quarry on Newcombe Road. 

Ecological values and the potential effects of the proposal were described in three documents: 

• Alliance Ecology (2022) Newcombe Road Sand Quarry: Ecology Report. 

• Bluewattle Ecology (2021) RS Sands Ltd, DRAFT Baseline long-tailed bat survey & preliminary 
effects assessment on bats of the prosed sand mine at Newcombe Road, Cambridge. 

• Alliance Ecology (2021) Qualitative Biodiversity Modelling Report. 

Prior to reviewing these documents, I attended a site visit on 25 May 2023 to understand the site and assist 
with my review of the assessment provided. My review focused on primarily terrestrial matters, with Waikato 
Regional Council reviewing matters related to freshwater and wetlands. I did make comment where relevant 
on these matters. 

The review of the initial assessment documents highlighted several areas where I considered further 
information was required to understand the potential effect on ecological values. These matters primarily 
related to additional detail needed to support or understand the effects assessment provided. There were 
also several matters of inconsistency that required explanation between the reports where recommendations 
had been made within one report but not the other. My initial review is appended to this memo as 
Attachment A. 

In response to the s92 request for further information based on this initial review the applicant provided 
updated reports and a summary of changes made in response to the s92 request. These reports and a draft 
ecological management plan were as follows; 

• Alliance Ecology (2023) Newcombe Road Sand Quarry: Ecology Report. 

• Bluewattle Ecology (2023) RS Sands Ltd, Baseline long-tailed bat survey & preliminary effects 
assessment on bats of the prosed sand mine at Newcombe Road, Cambridge 2020, including 
potential tree roost assessment 2023. 

• Alliance Ecology (2023) Biodiversity Compensation Modelling Report. Newcombe Road Sand 
Quarry 
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• Alliance Ecology (2023) Draft Ecological Management Plan 

A summary of freshwater ecological matters was also provided but was not subject to my review. 

These updates resolved most of the initial review’s concerns and requests for further information. I carried 
out a final review of the material and provided comments directly within the table provided by the applicants’ 
ecologists in tracking their response to review comments. This table is appended to this memo as 
Attachment B.  

To summarise the comments, my final review and position in terms of the ecological assessment for this 
application is that I agree with the effects assessment provided in terms of the potential impact on ecological 
values identified and sufficient detail has been provided to understand and assess this. In terms of the 
proposed effects management strategies to manage these effects I have residual concerns about the 
conclusions derived from the modelling provided. These concerns stem from several matters, primarily 
related to the modelling inputs in terms of long-tail bat compensation:  

• Benchmarking of suitable long-tailed bat habitat that appears vegetation centric rather than 
functional bat habitat features centric. The stated benchmark results in habitats that may otherwise 
be important and functional for long-tailed bats but have modified vegetation cover, to be scored low 
in ecological value in the modelling. 

• A lack of baseline data collected or established for the proposed compensation sites. Primarily in 
terms of what the value of the proposed compensation site has for long-tailed bats already. 
Particularly a concern where the proposed compensation site contains many physical attributes such 
as a waterway, wetlands, and an incised gully form that are preferred and utilised by long-tailed bats 
but that lack of native or complex vegetative cover has been used as a justification for low scoring. 

• Value score after compensation; assessment relies heavily on the establishment of vegetation to be 
a proxy for the improvement of the habitat’s value for long-tailed bats. This is problematic both in 
terms of that identified above in the lack of baseline data and the assumption that the change in 
vegetation cover directly relates to an improvement of bat habitat values of 40% relative to the 
benchmark. 

• Confidence of the success of the compensation; the model is based on a high confidence of success 
in the proposed compensation achieving the 40% long-tail bat habitat value improvement relative to 
the benchmark. I consider this is appropriate for the confidence in whether the planting would be 
successful in establishing. However, I consider this level of confidence is inappropriate in assessing 
whether this compensation approach would be successful in improving bat habitat values by 40% 
relative to the benchmark. I consider there is considerable uncertainty that this approach will improve 
long-tailed bat habitat to the extent predicted within this timeframe. 

• Uncertainty regarding the temporary loss of pasture. While I consider this is a minor matter, there is 
uncertainty within the reporting on how the temporary loss of pasture is managed, or whether it is 
being managed. 

These matters I consider are needed to be resolved to fully rationalise the compensation proposal. 

Subsequent to this final review the applicant has corresponded with the Department of Conversation and has 
provided a memo in response to the matters raised by the Department” 

• Alliance Ecology & Bluewattle Ecology (2025) Ecology response to DOC site visit letter dated 20 
December 2024, RS Sands project. 

While the memo primarily relates to wetland matters it includes detail on a pest animal control proposal. This 
proposal is new in respect to the previous assessments where pest animal control was restricted to browsing 
animal control. I consider that this proposal, if implemented, would improve the efficacy of the proposed long-
tailed bat compensation. It may not necessary resolve the matters identified but does provide more 
confidence in efficacy as this compensation action will directly benefit long-tailed bats. 
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While I would consider it would be worthwhile to address the matters identified with regard to ensuring the 
adequacy of the compensation package through modelling. I consider that the proposal is likely to be able to 
manage its effects via a suite of management plans which detail the required management actions and 
compensation and how this is to be implemented. 

I recommend conditions that align largely with the content of the Alliance Ecology (2023) draft Ecological 
Management Plan and include requirements for; 

• Vegetation management plan including but not limited to; 

o Vegetation delineation and clearance protocols. 
o Compliance monitoring and reporting. 

• Avifauna management plan including but not limited to; 

o Vegetation clearance protocols to avoid and minimise potential for avifauna injury or death. 
o Protocols if injury or death of avifauna occurs. 
o Accidental discovery protocols for threatened species. 
o Compliance monitoring and reporting. 

• Lizard management plan including but not limited to; 

o Vegetation clearance protocols and salvage methods to avoid and minimise potential for 
lizard injury or death. 

o Release site establishment; location, enhancement, protection. 
o Protocols if injury or death of lizards occurs. 
o Accidental discovery protocols for threatened species. 
o Compliance monitoring and reporting. 

• Long-tailed bat management plan including but not limited to; 

o Vegetation clearance protocols to avoid and minimise potential for long-tailed bat injury or 
death (tree fell protocols) 

o Protocols if injury or death of long-tailed bats occurs. 
o Construction disturbance minimisation requirements 
o Operational quarry disturbance minimisation requirements 
o Replacement of potential bat roosts; 

 roost location 
 design 
 protection 
 maintenance 
 monitoring. 

o Annual bioacoustic survey methods and performance standards. 
o Compliance monitoring and reporting 

• Habitat restoration and enhancement plan including but not limited to; 

o Planting plan for the habitat enhancement and planting areas; 
 Timing 
 Site preparation 
 Pest plant control 
 Stock exclusion requirements 
 Plant selection and sourcing 
 Planting methods 
 Maintenance requirements 
 Performance standards for establishment and cessation of maintenance 

o Predator control extent, methods, and performance standards. 
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o Integrate specific habitat enhancement requirements to manage for the impact of fauna 
habitat loss. 

o Compliance monitoring, review, and reporting. 


