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Waipa District Council has engaged Boffa Miskell Limited to undertake a peer review of the landscape and
visual assessment report (LVA) prepared by Mansergh Graham Landscape Architects (MGLA) for the
proposed new sand quarry located at 77 Newcombe Road.

Boffa Miskell undertook an initial peer review of the LVA to confirm whether the assessment can be relied
upon and identify issues that require further consideration or are in disagreement with. Where issues or
disagreement arise the peer review identifies additional considerations to be taken into account. This initial
peer review, dated 9 June 2023, provided an analysis of the adequacy of the assessment method and its
reporting, alongside a consideration of the outcomes of the assessment against the provisions of the Waipa
District Plan.

The initial peer review concluded that the LVA uses NZILA best practice assessment techniques as outlined
in the Te Tangi a te Manu landscape methodology. However, it was advised that further information was
required before a determination on the overall effects ratings could be confirmed. The further information
was sought on five matters.

MGLA responded to the further information requested in an “Response to a Request for Further Information
— Landscape and Visual Effects” memorandum dated 20 September 2023. The following provides a
summary of the LEA and the S92 response from MGLA.
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1.0

Review of the Response to the S92 request

Overview

The response to the s92 request is thorough in its content and addresses the queries raised.

assessment of the
effects of the proposal
on natural character
should be included in the
report to address the
potential natural
character effects on the
Karapiro Stream.

values of the natural character of the margins of the Karapiro Stream.
The assessment sets out the location, physical condition, existing
practices, land uses and the pressures that influence the Karapiro
Stream. The assessment concludes that, “the overall natural character of
the stream gully is considered very low”.

The assessment acknowledges the Alliance Ecology Ltd. Mitigation and
Compensation Strategy; however it is unclear whether or not this includes
information from the “Draft Ecological Mitigation Plan, Newcombe Road
Sand Quarry”, [dated December 2023]. The Tonkin and Taylor “Proposed
Restoration and Habitat Enhancement Map Newcombe Road Sand
Quarry” included within the MGLA response provides a
strategic/conceptual strategy for restoration. This high level plan is
complemented by additional planting information provided by Alliance
Ecology. However, as specified below, greater detailed proposals should
be included as a condition of consent.

The natural character assessment recognises that “locally reducing the
height of the existing gully wall by approximately 24m and creating an
artificial terrace area” will result in adverse effects. However, the
assessment also states that “on balance the overall effect on natural
character within the stream gully will be enhanced”.

The assessment does recognise that the localised adverse effects on the
Karapiro Stream will be limited to indirect effects related to the changes to

# Section 92 requests Section 92 response Is the
response
accepted?

1 Further information on Further details have been supplied regarding the approximate location Yes
the proposed lighting, and operating hours of proposed lighting. It is also clarified that
operational hours should
be provided. Where “These areas are located within the processing area which, once
necessary the landscape | established, will be contained within a 5m high bunded area (relative to
and visual effects the excavated ground level) planted with vegetation capable of growing
assessment should be up to 2.5m. As a result, much of the area of light throw will be screened
updated to assess the from external views.”
potential effects related
to the lighting proposals. | Based on this information | can infer that the proposed lighting

arrangements will not change the anticipated levels of landscape or visual
effects experienced. Although, this is not stated in the response.

2 Provide an assessment MGLA have provided a comprehensive assessment of the property at 37 | Yes
of visual effects for the Lovells Road. Zone of Theoretical Visibilities (ZTVs) and Model Simulated
property at 37 Lovells views have been provided to compare the visibility of the existing site and
Road the site at Stage 5 and to inform the assessment.

The assessment concludes that effects on this property will:
- range between very low - low (less than minor) adverse effects
during the operational stages of the quarry
- Low (less than minor) adverse effects during the early stages
of the quarry’s development; Stage 1 when the bunds are being
formed, and during Stage 5
- Very low adverse effects will occur for the balance of the
quarrying until rehabilitation of the site occurs
- be negligible (below very low) adverse effect on the landscape
and visual amenity values following the completion of
rehabilitation and landform restoration.
The assessment sufficiently considers visual effects on the residential
audience at 37 Lovells Road.
3 A comprehensive MGLA have provided an assessment of the qualities, attributes, and Yes
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permanent changes to the landform. The assessment assumes that there
will be no other adverse effects on the Karapiro Stream. It is understood
that the replacement planting proposed includes 1.2ha of native
mitigation planting along the northern boundary of the project footprint
and a further 12.5ha of native habitat restoration. However, there are no
further details regarding what species will be included within this
enhancement planting.

The applicant should The S92 Response reiterates information already provided in the original | Partially
provide a detailed assessment. Based on this response, it is understood that the slopes will | met
mitigation plan, which be regraded and grassed
details mitigation
measures and “slopes, no longer at the primary gully edge, repose at more gentle
rehabilitation proposals angles (3:1 or greater’).”
for the extraction area. In
particular details should Typical planting details have not been provided, neither have indicative
be supplied regarding details of slope treatments or examples of how slopes will be integrated
the: into the surrounding landscape.
- treatment and
shaping of the As acknowledged above, the Tonkin and Taylor “Proposed Restoration
finished slopes and and Habitat Enhancement Map” is referenced in the S92 Response as
. well as the “Draft Ecological Mitigation Plan, Newcombe Road Sand
how they will Quarry”. These plans provide some information and direction on the
integrate with the mitigation approach. However, considering the assessments reliance on
retained landform, landscape mitigation to address adverse effect on the landscape
and character greater detail is required to ensure that the expected outcome
- typical planting or will be delivered.
conceptual In my opinion a greater level of detail should be included as a condition of
landscape planting | consent to ensure that the proposed landscape outcomes are achievable
or grassing.’ and have a greater level of certainty.
Further analysis should It is my understanding that 50% of the planting will be removed to Yes

be provided in the
assessment on the
landscape and visual
effects related to the
removal of the large area
of tree and shrub
vegetation to enable
extraction will be
sufficiently mitigated,
from a landscape and
visual effects
perspective.

accommodate the extraction and the remaining area will be removed and
rehabilitated with indigenous species. However, it is unclear at what stage
the removal of pines will occur.

The response recognises that the pines on the upper slopes ‘provides
some low-level screening of the pasture to the south, when viewed from
adjacent propetrties to the north, its removal does not expose any
unexpected or incongruous elements”. However, it is not stated what the
potential visual effects will be when the lower area of pine planting is
removed.

The response also recognises that the stand of pines will be most visible
from adjacent properties to the NNE and views into the site are limited by
“existing farm buildings, hedgerows, shelterbelts, and woodlot plantings”.

It is my understanding that if any of these visually intervening elements
were to be remove then there is the potential for views of the quarry to be
increased for audiences to the north. This includes views from the
property at 42B (2/42) French Pass Road, which is approximately 400m
to the north of the site. The Landscape and Visual Assessment Report
acknowledges that “effects of the proposal from these locations along the
top of the escarpment and within the gully” (locations within private lots)
will be between “Low-Moderate” and “Moderate-High”.

The assessment of the anticipated landscape and visual effects as a
result of the loss of vegetation concludes that

“the removal of the pine trees on the upper slopes of the gully wall will
have a very low adverse effect on landscape and amenity effects.”
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2.0 Clarifications provided

As identified in the table above the S92 Response by MGLA provides adequate clarification on four of the
five requests for information. Although the information requested in #4 is has only been supplied in part. The
information provided in the response overall is adequate to determine the likely effects resulting from the
proposed quarry. However, as stated in my review of the response to the S92 #4 RFI, “In my opinion greater
level of detail should be included as a condition of consent to ensure that the proposed landscape outcomes
are achievable and have a greater level of certainty”. In my opinion, additional specification information
regarding the implementation, typically this would include:

e maintenance requirements

e weed control

e vegetation heights

e canopy coverage

¢ planting density

e anticipated growth rates and

e performance / outcomes for each of the planting areas / types.

In particular, greater detail is required for the vegetation along the western bund to ensure that the planting
will provide sufficient screening to reduce / mitigate adverse effects on the property at . To ensure that the
anticipated outcomes of the assessment are achieved, the above specification information and consultation
with iwi should be included in a set of consent conditions.

3.0 Additional considerations

The LVA does not assess, analyse or make reference to the anticipated cultural effects anticipated as a
result of the proposed quarry. However, it is noted within the ‘Te Tangi a te Manu’ landscape assessment
guidelines? (July 2022) that “landscape assessment within Aotearoa includes awareness of Te Ao Maori and
having regard to relevant tangata whenua matters. Such matters are integral to Aotearoa’s landscapes”
[para. 2.22]. This gives a clear indication that the cultural aspects of a landscape should be considered and
where necessary referenced in a landscape effects assessment.

A Cultural Impact Assessment (CIA) undertaken by Norman Hill (Te Hira Consultant Ltd.) is provided in the
resource consent. From the information provide in the CIA, it is my understanding that consulted iwi
(Waikato-Tainui, Ngaati Korokii-Kahukura and Ngaati Hauaa) have positive or neutral positions on the
proposal, with the assumption that the conditions and recommendations of the report are accepted. The
conditions and recommendations in the CIA refer to continued engagement with iwi in the development and
maintenance of planting to mitigate landscape and ecological effects. In my opinion, the proposed conditions
are appropriate and should be undertaken within input from the landscape architecture professions.

4.0 Conclusion

| consider that the information provided by Mansergh Graham Landscape Architects in this S92 Response in
conjunction with the original Landscape and Visual Assessment provides sufficient information to support the
landscape and visual effects assessment and its conclusions. However, as detailed above, in my opinion the
mitigation planting proposal should be provided with a greater level of detail as a condition of consent, to
ensure that the proposed landscape outcomes are met. The preparation of the proposed detailed plans
should be undertaken in collaboration and engagement with iwi (Waikato-Tainui, Ngaati Korokii-Kahukura
and Ngaati Hauaa).

Boffa Miskell supports the methodology, effects ratings and conclusions of the report and consider them to
be a reliable assessment of the proposal and anticipated effects. However, as indicated above, it is
recognised that the cultural aspects of the landscape have not been considered within the assessment.

If you require any further clarification on the above, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

2 ‘Te Tangi a te Manu: Aotearoa New Zealand Landscape Assessment Guidelines', Tuia Pito Ora New Zealand Institute of Landscape Architects,
July 2022.
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Yours faithfully
BOFFA MISKELL LTD

Oliver May - Author
Associate Principal / Landscape Planner
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Jo Soanes - Reviewer
Senior Principal / Landscape Architect
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