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JOINT WITNESS STATEMENT IN RELATION TO:

LU/0077/23 - Newcome Road Quarry

Landscape Conferencing
Held on 22 May 2025 at WDC Offices Cambridge

10am to 3pm

Attendance

This conference was attended by the following participants:

Expert’s name and expertise Party

Oliver May — Landscape Architect (Boffa Miskell) On behalf of Waipa District
Council

Dave Mansergh — Landscape Architect (Mansergh | On behalf of RS Sands

Graham Landscape Architecture) (Applicant)

Adrian Morton — Landscape Architect (Adrian On behalf of Rhys Powell

Morton Landscape Architects Ltd) (Submitter)

Hayley Thomas Waipa District Council
(neutral observer / note taker)

Mr Mansergh provided a summary of the amendments to the application presented
by the Applicant Team at the Hearing and to be considered at today’s conferencing.
In particular the change to the sequence of extraction /staging, the lowering of the
gully wall at Stage 5, and the proposed mitigation planting commencing at the
beginning of the activity. The changes have been made by the applicant team to
provide visual mitigation through screening part of the quarry face, following
concerns raised in submissions.

Mr Morton also re-iterated how the Powell’s property is utilised providing an
emphasis around the house, the arena use with external users utilising the facility
and the general grounds used for horse training and hacking. It was also noted that
many of the paddocks are used for grazing with horses often being feed twice a day,
and therefore it is important to bear in mind the dynamic use of the property and
that views south occur from most places on the property on a daily basis and are
not as static as per the views shown in the model images provided in Mr Mansergh’s
supplementary evidence (Appendix 3). To this extent the Powell’s property is quite
different than say a stock or dairy farm, as it is utilised in a dynamic way.
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3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

Matters considered at conferencing

. Concern of landscape and visual effects resulting from the visibility of
overburden storage areas from works relating to Stage 1 and Stage 2.

. Ecological planting / screening
= Northern gully wall retention
. Visual effects ratings

. Reinstatement of quarry

Concern of landscape and visual effects of overburden

Mr Morton queried the material that will be used to establish the bunds. Mr
Mansergh advised that this would be a mix of material, including overburden, but
mostly topsoil which will be stripped from the site in the early stages of the activity.

Mr Morton is concerned about the amount of overburden and where this will be
used and/or stockpiled. Mr Morton referred to quantities of 23,000m? of overburden
in Stage 1" that is separate from that being used in the bund. The location of
overburden stockpiles and the visual effects of these remain a concern for Mr
Morton’s client, as these could be present for two to three years. In addition, Mr
Morton also commented on the visual effects of the large number of truck
movements/activity to reinstate the overburden within the quarry areas of Stages 1
/2.

Mr Mansergh explained that from a quarry management point of view the use of
topsoil and overburden across the site is part of the rehabilitation that occurs as
the activity is undertaken, therefore minimising the amount to be stockpiled. He
further noted his opinion that the quarry management and conditions regarding a
quarry management plan adequately address this matter.

Mr Morton remains concerned about the lack of information/consideration around
volumes and the potential stockpiling that will potentially result in adverse visual
effects for his client from their property.

The experts discussed the quarrying process noting that it is progressive and the
whole of a stage is hot exposed/opened all at once, although the length of the quarry
face will expand over time as the excavations move southward. There was
consensus that the early quarry stages are likely to be when there is the most
surplus topsoil/overburden needing to be stockpiled.

Although accurate information was not defined, there was consensus that the

" Information from Technical Memorandum, Glen Pope, Ridley Dunphy Environmental Ltd, Figure 2, 5%
March 2025 and the Summary in Appendix G, dated 22.5.2023
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3.7

processing area strip would be used to form bunds around the processing area and
along the western boundary. The amount or surplus overburden material was
deemed to be unknown and the full potential of visual effects could not be
determined.

The experts discussed whether a stockpiling area should be identified and
considered this to be an operational matter (beyond landscape matters) as the
location will be subject to a variety of other technical and operational
considerations.

Points of Agreement

3.8

3.9

4.1

4.2

The experts agree that there is a potential visual risk from seeing potentially large
volumes of unsightly temporary stockpiling of overburden from the Powell property
during Stage 1 and 2. A potential solution is to ensure the quarry management plan
includes requirements that the temporary overburden stockpiles are not visible
from the upper terrace areas surrounding the dwelling and arena on the Powell

property.

The experts agree that the matter above (in Section 3.8) can be addressed in the
Quarry Management Plan with advice note that identifies the issue and appropriate
solution.

Ecological planting / screening

Mr Morton questioned the lack of information and detail of the Ecological Mitigation
Plans. The Ecological Report? only provides information in relation to the Flood Plain
Forest Revegetation Mix and has no information pertaining to the landscape visual
screening being proposed within Mr Mansergh supplementary evidence. Mr
Morton queried the intent of the area shown in orange and it was determined that
the band shown relates to ‘Mitigation revegetation’ in the legend. All three experts
were of the assumption that the orange area on this plan had the potential for some
degree of visual screening function.

The experts discussed the species and plant maturity heights of the Flood Plain
Forest Re-vegetation Mix, and Mr Morton noted that the majority would not grow
over 10m in height especially with the thin sand soils, and therefore would provide
limited screening. To illustrate the screening effects Mr Morton provided a sketch
over (Refer to attached Appendix A) to how the potential height and limited
screening. It was acknowledged by the experts that the Ecological Planting
Mitigation is not designed primarily to provide landscape planting for visual
mitigation.

2 Draft Ecological Management Plan, Alliance Ecology, May 2025, Table 5.5 and 5.6 Appendix A, Figure 3
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4.3

4.4

Mr Morton raised concern that within the written approval provided from
Transpower (and included in Appendix G of the application) are a suite of conditions
that are directly related to planting. Mr Morton is concerned that the requirements
of these conditions (VEG.1 and VEG.2) have not been considered as part of the
Ecological Planting Mitigation Plan and in addition provided an overlay (Refer to
Appendix B, attached) to show the restricted planting zone, which impacts on both
the ecological and visual mitigation planting. He considers that if these conditions
are applied, there may be conflict with the outcomes sought for both ecological
planting and for visual mitigation purposes.

The experts recognise that planting under the lines and around pylons are subject
to the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003 apply.

Issued raised

4.5

Ecological Planting Mitigation Plan identifies an orange area ‘Mitigation
revegetation’ in the legend contained on Figure 3 of the EMP updated 13/05/25, itis
unclear what its purpose is because no planting species list associated.

Points of Agreement

4.6

5.1

5.2

The experts agree that the orange area ‘Mitigation revegetation’ in the legend should
include planting for visual mitigation purposes comprising fast growing native
species to achieve a minimum 10m mature height. To avoid any doubt the orange
area should be interpretated as a 10m wide band of planting starting at RL40 and
extending towards the Karapiro Stream.

Northern gully wall

Mr Morton raised his concern that the retention of the entire height of the northern
gully wall has not been given adequate consideration. It is his view that retention
would avoid adverse visual effects of the activity, particularly in relation to Stages
1 to 4 and would follow best practice of maintaining enclosure around the quarry.
Mr Morton outlined the use of the Powell property, the various viewpoints into the
quarrying activity, being the contrasting sand/mine face, machinery and truck
movements, especially with the haul road being visible on the eastern side of the
quarry). He emphasised the long term visual impact that the duration of the activity
will have for the Powells. Mr Morton considers the quarry will be a prominent view
from the Powell property for 20 plus years.

Mr Mansergh highlighted that his expert assessment was sought for and is based on
the application that has been made, and not the consideration of alternative
options. Noting that the amended proposal being discussed has been determined
by the applicant team as a way to minimise the visual effects and concerns raised
through the submission and hearing process.
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5.3

54

The experts discussed the merits of the retention of the gully wall until Stage 5 of
the activity. Mr Morton noted that the duration and visual effects of the quarrying
activity remains a major concern. However, the amended proposal provides some
reduction of visual effects in comparison to the original scheme in that it reduces
some of the of adverse visual effects experienced from the Powell property. Mr
Morton also provided a markup of Mr Mansergh’s cross section (refer to Appendix
C), toillustrate the visibility into the quarry from the Powell’s property.

The experts also considered the duration of the activity and the scale of the views
to the open quarry face. In summary, it was noted that the activity willoccurin small
stages, however Mr Morton remains concerned about the magnitude and duration
of the visual effects for his client. Mr May noted that due to the nature and staging
of the quarrying activity, there will be peaks and troughs regarding the visibility of
the quarry face. Mr Morton reiterated his view that the visual effects are the impact
of the range of quarry associated activities (i.e. includes earthwork machinery and
large-scale truck movements (associated with the haul road) all of which will be
visible for the duration of the quarry.

Points of Agreement

5.5

5.6

5.7

The experts agree the proposed amended design (as outlined in the Statement of
Supplementary Evidence of DG Mansergh) to retain the gully wall below RL61.5m
until removal at Stage 5 reduces the visual effects outcome in comparison to that
outlined in the original application but acknowledge that some adverse visual
effects will still occur.

The experts agree that the visual effects will come from a combination of the degree
of open quarry face visible at different times and at different locations (particularly
from the upper terrace area surrounding the house and horse arena) over a 25-year
duration of the quarrying activity. Effects will be more prominent from the upper
terrace around the dwelling and arena on the Powell property.

The experts agree that in reference to Stage 5, the removal of the gully wall if
undertaken in a south to north direction helps to reduce the visual effects
particularly with the Stage 1-4 having been reinstated. In addition, the mitigation
planting in the orange area will provide screening from the lower valley areas,
mainly in relation to the gully floor area. Although, works will be visible from the
upper terrace around the Powells house and arena, the duration for the north wall
removal would potentially be relatively short (1-2 years). The experts agree that the
removal of the gully wall should (Stage 5) occur in a south to north direction (as
opposed to east-west) for screening purposes, and this should be reflected in the
quarrying management plan.
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6.1

6.2

Visual effects ratings

The experts discussed the visual effect ratings undertaken by Mr Mansergh in
paragraph 6.3 of his Statement of Supplementary Evidence (pg16). Clarification of
the colours used in the table and their relationship to the effects threshold was
discussed noting that green shading indicates a minor or less than minor effectand
the orange shading reflects an effect that is more than minor in an RMA sense.

The experts noted the matters they consider in making their assessments and while
using their professional judgement there remains some points of difference
between them in their final ratings. The same assessment methodology and rating
system have been used by all three experts.

Points of Agreement

6.3

6.4

The experts agree that the visual effects will come from a combination of the degree
of open quarry face visible, machinery and trucks throughout the quarry works over
a 25-year duration of the quarrying activity. Effects will be more prominent from the
upper terrace around the dwelling and arena on the Powell property.

The experts agree in reference to Stage 5, the removal of the gully wall, if undertaken
in a south to north direction, helps to reduce the visual effects particularly with the
Stage 1-4 having been reinstated. In addition, the mitigation planting in the orange
area (as discussed in paragraphs 4.5 and 4.6 above) will provide screening primarily
from the lower valley areas. Although, works will be experienced from the upper
terrace around the Powells house and arena, the duration will be relatively short (1-
2 years). The experts agree that the south to north staging should be reflected in the
guarrying management plan.

Points of Disagreement

6.5

6.6

Mr Mansergh considers the magnitude of effects from the various viewpoints
remains as per his effects summary table found at paragraph 6.3.6 of his
supplementary evidence and found in Appendix D below. He considers the reasons
forthe magnitude of the rating is influenced by the order of the staging, the retention
of the gully wall, the extent of the mitigation that will occur prior to the gully wall
removal in Stage 5, and to a small degree the growth of the ecological/mitigation
planting on the lower gully wall.

Mr Morton considers that the visual effects ratings for Stages 1 to 4 will be moderate
based on the defining effects as mentioned in the text above and for the 23/24 years
duration in relation to the reduced wall height as proposed. In Stage 5 the removal
of the gully wall will result in a moderate-high visual effect rating in particular
relationship to viewpoints 1, 2, 3,4, 6 and 7 (upper terrace levels surrounding house
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6.7

6.8

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

and arena), with valley areas and point 5 having a low negative effect. However, if
the wall is retained at full height the visual effects of Stages 1 to 4 are likely to be
mainly avoided and result in a low negative effect and therefore limiting effects to
the final 1 to 2 years of Stage 5 wall removal. Mr Morton’s rating table is found in
Appendix D below.

Note: Viewpoints are those shown in the location plan in Mr Mansergh’s
supplementary evidence.

Mr May predominantly agrees with the ratings of Mr Mansergh, except for the
following:

a) Processing P4 and Stage 4 - neutral
b) P5 Stage 2, 3 and 4 - neutral

c) P3 Stage 2, 3,4and 5 - low

d) Stage5P1&P3-low

Mr May’s rating table is found in Appendix D below

Reinstatement of Quarry

Mr Morton raised concerns regarding the reinstatement of the quarry and the final
landform as shown in some of the diagrams included in the application, noting that
some showed benching in areas where he would consider a more natural form
would be achieved. Mr Mansergh noting that the intention is to provide a landform
that is more natural in appearance and that the underlying terrain model has been
produced using the engineering design (without shaping for mitigation purposes).
The intent of slopes being 3h:1v.

Mr Morton also raised concern regarding an earlier comment that there may not be
adequate topsoil to reinstate the entire site, and the implications this may have on
the resulting soil quality and pastoral form following the cease of the quarry
operation.

The experts discussed the risk that, if there was insufficient topsoil to successfully
reestablish the pastoral environment, that may affect the ability to achieve
landscape visual mitigation measures as proposed and shown.

Mr Morton considers the lack of topsoil could potentially jeopardize the success of
establishing the pasture and providing a suitable growing media to successfully
mitigate the visual effects of the quarry (excluding the ecological planting).

Mr Mansergh has relied on evidence of Mr Hunt that pasture can successfully be
reestablished post quarry. While he acknowledges there is a risk he is not as
concerned as Mr Morton.
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7.6 Mr May and Mr Mansergh acknowledge the concerns of Mr Morton regarding the
depth of soil available for reestablishment grassing. However, he also considered
that the from a visual effects perspective a grassed pastoral environment could be
established within the site with a potentially reduced soil depth, and would appear
as such when viewed from the Powell property.

8 Participants to Joint Witness Statement

8.1 The landscape experts to this Joint Witness Statement, as listed above in Section
1.1, confirm that:

. They agree that the outcome(s) of the expert conferencing are as recorded in
this statement;

. They have read the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2023 and agree to
comply with it; and

. The matters addressed in this statement are within their area of expertise.

Signed:

Oliver May

Dave Mansergh

ANSN

I

Adrian Morton

Dated: 23 May 2025
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Appendix A

Mitigation Planting Cross Section
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Appendix B

Transpower Overlay Restrictions
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Legend
Parcel boundary

=== Permanent stream

= = = Ephemeral stream (likely)

A Indigenous wetland vegetation

|:| Mitigation revegetation

Restoration and Habitat Enhancement Measures

- Gully basin wetland native enrichment planting,
weed control and stock exclusion

[ Rushland wetland native enrichment planting,
weed control and stock exclusion

[] Sedgeland wetland native enrichment planting,
weed control and stock exclusion

[ ] Swamp forest revegetation, stock exclusion
and coarse wood deployment

[ | Podocarp broadleaf forest revegetation,
stock exclusion and coarse wood deployment

'Transmission line

12m offset (to oth sides 1.e. 24m
otal). New trees cannot exceed 2m

Figure 3. Newcombe Road Sand Quarry - Restoration and Habitat Enhancement within the Compensation Area
Date: 02/10/23 Scaled to A3: 09/05/24 Updated: 13/05/25

Created by Brenda Bartels for Alliance Ecology Ltd 200
Project: RS Sands Quarry M

Data sourced from LINZ under Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International




Appendix C

Cross Section Mark Up in Relation to Quarry Visibility
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Appendix D

Rating tables

Location Processing STG1 STG2 5TG3 STG 4 STGs Complete
P1 Very Low Low® Very Low Very Low Very Low Wery Low Very Low
(-ve) (-ve) [-ve) (-ve) (-ve) [-ve) (-ve)
P2 Low* Moderate Low-Moderate L Low-Moderate | Low-Moderate Very Low
(-ve) (-ve) (-ve) (-ve) (-ve) (-ve) (-ve)
P3 Very Low Low™® Very Low Very Low Very Low Wery Low Very Low
(-ve) (-ve) (-ve) (-ve} (-ve) (-ve) (-ve)
Pa Low Low Very Low Very Low Low Wery Low Very Low
(+ve)' (-ve) [-ve) (-ve) (+ve) [-ve) (-ve)
Ps Very Low Low-Moderate Low Loy Low Wery Low Very Low
(-ve) (ve) (+ve)’ (+ve)" (sve)' (-ve) (-ve)
P& Low Moderate Low-Moderate | Low-Moderate | Low-Moderate | Low-Moderate Very Low
(ve) (ve) (ve) (ve) (ve) (ve) (ve)
P7 Low Moderate Low-Moderate | Low-Moderate | Low-Moderate | Low-Moderate Very Low
(-ve) (-ve) (-ve) (ve) (-ve) (-ve) (-ve)
' The effect level is scubstantially influenced by the positive effects on landscape character from the ecological plantings.
* Indicates a rating below the minor threshold identified in the Te Tangia te Maonu Aotearoa New Zeoland Londscape Assessment Quidelines severrpoint rating scale.
Table 1.0 Table from Mr Mansergh’s Supplementary Evidence
Location Prgcessing STG|1 STG 2 STG|3 STG 4 STG 5 Complete
P1 Low (-ve) Mod (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod(-ve) | Mod high | Low (-ve)
P2 Low (-ve) Mod (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod high | Low (-ve)
P3 Low (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod high | Low (-ve)
P4 V low (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod high | Low (-ve)
P5 V low(-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mad (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod high | Low (-ve)
P6 Moderate | Mod (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod high | Low (-ve)
P7 Low (-ve) Mod (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod (-ve) | Mod high | Low (-ve)
Table 2.0 Mr Morton’s visual effects ratings
Location Processing Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 Complete
P1 Very Low (-ve) Low (-ve) Very Low (-ve) Very Low (-ve) Very Low Low (-ve) Very Low
(-ve) (-ve)
P2 Low (-ve) Moderate Low-Moderate Low (-ve) Low- Low-Moderate Very Low
(-ve) (-ve) Moderate (-ve) (-ve)
(-ve)
P3 Very Low (-ve) Low (-ve) Low (-ve) Very Low (-ve) Low (-ve) Low (-ve) Very Low
(-ve)
P4 Neutral Low (-ve) Very Low (-ve) Very Low (-ve) Neutral Very Low (-ve) Very Low
(-ve)
P5 Very Low (-ve) Low Neutral Neutral Neutral Very Low (-ve) Very Low
Moderate (-ve)
(-ve)
P6 Low (-ve) Moderate Low-Moderate | Low-Moderate Low- Low-Moderate Very Low
(-ve) (-ve) (-ve) Moderate (-ve) (-ve)
(-ve)
P7 Low (-ve) Moderate Low-Moderate | Low-Moderate Low- Low-Moderate Very Low
(-ve) (-ve) (-ve) Moderate (-ve) (-ve)
(-ve)

Table 3.0 Mr May’s visual effects ratings
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