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1 INTRODUCTION  
 

1.1 My full name is Oliver Thomas Adam May. I am an Associate Principal Landscape Architect, specialising 
in Landscape Planning at Boffa Miskell Limited, a leading multidisciplinary planning, landscape and urban 
design company with offices across New Zealand. 

 
2 QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE  
 

2.1 I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of Arts (Dual Honours Bachelor of Landscape Architecture with 
Town and Regional Planning, completed in 2009) and an MLA (Master of Landscape Architecture, 
completed in 2011) both from the University of Sheffield, United Kingdom. I am a Graduate member of 
the New Zealand Institute of Landscape Architects and a Chartered Member of the Landscape Institute 
(CMLI), United Kingdom (since 2017). 
 

2.2 I have approximately 13 years' experience in the landscape architecture field. I have previously worked 
for landscape architecture and engineering consultancies in the United Kingdom and New Zealand. In 
these roles I have provided technical advice and consultancy services for a wide range of clients around 
New Zealand, including local authorities, land developers, and the infrastructure and power sectors. I 
previously worked as a Landscape Architect and Landscape Planner for Mott MacDonald, consultancy 
services for 7 years on major infrastructure projects in the United Kingdom, Ireland and the Middle East. 

 

3 CODE OF CONDUCT 
 

3.1 I have read the Environment Court Code of Conduct for expert witnesses contained in the Environment 
Court Practice Note 2023 and agree to comply with it. I confirm that the opinions expressed in this 
memorandum are within my area of expertise except where I state that I have relied on the advice of 
other persons. I have not omitted to consider materials or facts known to me that might alter or detract 
from the opinions I have expressed. 

 
4 INVOLVEMENT IN THE PROJECT 
 

4.1 I was engaged by Waipā District Council (“WDC”) in May 2023 to provide a peer review of the potential 
landscape, natural character and visual effects assessment in relation to the proposed sand quarry 
(“Proposal”) located at 77 Newcombe Road, Cambridge. 
 

4.2 I initially provided a peer review letter, dated 9 June 2023, on the “Newcombe Road Sand Quarry, 
Landscape and Visual Assessment Report” (“LVA”) prepared by Mr Mansergh for Mansergh Graham 
Landscape Architects (“MGLA”) to inform a Section 92 report. My initial letter requested further details to 
be provided on five matters which were addressed by Mr Mansergh in the “Response to a Request for 
Further Information – Landscape and Visual Effects” memorandum, dated 20 September 2023. 
 

4.3 I provided a peer review memorandum “Newcombe Road Sand Quarry Landscape and Visual 
Assessment Report - Peer Review” to WDC on 22 April 2024 which provided a determination on the 
reliability of the MGLA LVA and the S92 responses. My review determined that the report provided 
sufficient information to support the reported effects and conclusions. However, in my opinion a “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”.  

 
4.4 In particular, I expressed concerns that greater detail was required on the proposed western bund 

adjacent to the property at 41 Newcombe Road. The Section 42A Report provided by Mr Whittaker for 
WDC adds further emphasis to these concerns in [para 177 -178] on the potential effects of the proposed 
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bund on the property at 41 Newcombe Road. These concerns are based in part on my memo provided, 
but also a typical cross section of the proposed bund provided by MGLA on 7 March 2025 (refer to Plate 
1 below), subsequent to my peer review memorandum. 

 

 
Plate 1: Cross Section Through Bund on Western Boundary, provided by MGLA 

4.5 I attended the hearing from the 2nd-4th April online and initially prepared this statement, however the 
hearing was adjourned prior to me having the opportunity to present my statement. 
 

4.6 Following the adjournment of the hearing, I reviewed the material provided by the Applicant’s Landscape 
Expert, Mr Mansergh, in relation to the Amended Proposal1, in preparation for expert witness 
conferencing on 22nd May 20252 attended by Mr Mansergh and Mr Morton. As recorded in the Joint 
Witness Statement the experts discussed five broad matters. 

 
- 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 

 
4.7 These matters were circulated to the experts as agenda items prior to the proposed conferencing, on the 

16th May 2025.  
 
5 SCOPE OF STATEMENT 
 

5.1 This statement has been updated and reduced to provide a review of the “Statement of Evidence provide 
by Mr Morton on behalf of Mr Rhys Powell and Statement of Rebuttal Evidence of Mr Mansergh” 
submitted on 10th May 2025.  

  

 
1 Statement of Supplementary Evidence of David Graham Mansergh on Behalf of RS Sand Ltd 
2 As recorded in the Joint Witness Statement signed 23rd May 2025.  
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5.2 During the preparation of this statement a further communication was received by Counsel from Bal 
Matheson on 12 June 20253. “Memorandum of Counsel on Behalf of RS Sand Ltd Advising of Proposed 
Change to Timing of Gully Wall Removal”. In this statement the Applicant’s counsel has advised in [para 
4] “the Applicant is now proposing to leave the entirety of the Gully Wall in place until Stage 5 (at which 
time it will be removed)”. It is also advised that the Gully Wall will be removed in its entirety in Stage 5. I 
have taken this additional information into account in this submission. 

 
6 SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF ADRIAN DUKE MORTON - LANDSCAPE AND 

VISUAL ASSESSMENT – 10 JUNE 2025 
 

6.1 Following the signing of the JWS an additional supplementary statement was submitted by Mr Morton. 
This section of my supplementary statement addresses the matters raised by Mr Morton.  

 

North Wall and Ratings 
 

6.2  In [para 7 - 9] of Mr Morton submission he raises a point of discussion regarding the consistency between 
Mr Mansergh’s “Low-Moderate adverse” effects ratings for VL2 in his original assessment4 and the 
effects ratings provided from the Powell property in his most recent supplementary submission. I note 
that Mr Mansergh’s more recent submission and effects ratings from the Powell property are far more 
detailed and offer a staged breakdown of the anticipated level of effects experienced at each stage of 
the project. than VL2 in his original assessment. Mr Mansergh’s rating system in the original assessment 
is less detailed and from my reading indicates that the highest level of effects experienced at VL2 any 
stage of the quarry (Low-Moderate).  
 

6.3  The level of effects experienced from VL2 are described on page 21 of the original assessment indicate 
that the heightened level are due to VL2 having “the most direct and clear view of the application site 
attainable from the surrounding public locations”. From my peer review of the original assessment it was 
my understanding that the visual effects on VL2 would vary throughout the quarrying process but would 
be no greater than “Low-Moderate”. 
 

6.4  Mr Morton also considers in [para 8] whether Mr Mansergh has considered the effects heavy machinery 
in his assessment and therefore underrated his effects rating. My peer review did not query the use of 
heavy machinery within the proposal as I am fully aware of the type of machinery typically used quarrying 
activities from my ow n experience and the information provided in the “Newcombe Road Sand Quarry, 
Assessment of Noise”5, prepared by Mr Nevil Hegley, which accompanied the application. As a peer 
reviewer, I was also satisfied that Mr Mansergh is aware of types of machinery used in quarrying and 
makes multiple references to this machinery the assessment of visual effects section and Appendix 
Seven of his original assessment. I am satisfied the Mr Mansergh has considered the impacts of vehicular 
movements in his assessment and the level of effects reported do not understate these potential impacts. 

  
6.5  In [para 10] of Mr Morton’s makes further reference to Mr Mansergh’s evidence noting the proposed 

“condition 20(b)” to provide landscape mitigation on areas to the east, west and south of the property. It 
is noted that this proposed condition was proposed prior to the Mr Mansergh’s visit to the Powell’s 
property and as such did not fully appreciate the way in which the property is used.  

 

 
3 Memorandum of Counsel on Behalf of RS Sand Ltd Advising of Proposed Change to Timing of Gully Wall Removal – dated 12 June 
2025 
4 Landscape and Visual Assessment Report Document Set ID: 11016180 Version: 1, Version Date: 22/05/2023 Prepared by Mansergh 
Graham Landscape Architects (MGLA), page 21. 
5 Dated 24 May 2022 
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6.6 I consider that the proposed update to the quarry design to retain a large part of the “northern quarry 
wall” to reduce the level of effects on the Powell’s property to the north, was an appropriate proposal to 
reduce the level of visual effects experienced from the Powell property. Following the memorandum 
received from the Applicant’s Counsel I am satisfied that the retention of the Gully Wall will further reduce 
the level of effects experienced from the Powell’s property. 

  

Overburden storage 
 

6.7  The potential overburden storage was discussed in the expert conferencing [para 3.8] it was agreed that 
the was the potential for stockpiling of overburden during Stage 1 and Stage 2. It is my understanding 
that the applicant has the option to sell overburden and limit material storage to top soil only. In light of 
this I believe that it is possible to manage the overburden in the site to an extent which will not result in 
additional adverse visual effects from the Powell Property.  

Ecological Planting and Vegetation for Screening 
 

6.8  It was agreed and stated in the JWS [para 4.2] that the proposed ecological planting would not have a 
screening effect from elevated viewpoints on the Powell property, “It was acknowledged by the experts 
that the Ecological Planting Mitigation is not designed primarily to provide landscape planting for visual 
mitigation”. With that in mind, in my opinion I consider that any restrictions on the height of the proposed 
vegetation will not change the potential visual effects of the quarrying activity from the upper terrace of 
the Powell property adjacent to the dwelling and arena. As stated previously the proposed retention of 
the full height of the Gully Wall as proposed by the Applicant’s Counsel will further reduce the level of 
effects experienced from the Powell property. 
 

6.9  I agree with Mr Morton that additional planting information and detailed plans are required for all planting, 
as advised in my original peer review. 

Reinstatement of Quarry 
 

6.10  I agree with Mr Morton, as I did in [para 7.6] of the JWS that there is a lack of information regarding the 
final soil depths throughout the Site. My professional opinion that “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”that is unlikely that a there will be 
insufficient soil overall achieve a grassed pastoral finish” as stated in the JWS. 

 
7 CONCLUSION 
 

7.1 For the reasons stated above and in light of the proposed change to retain the full height of the Gully 
Wall for Stages 1-4 of the project. In my opinion, the proposal (as it currently stands) will adequately 
minimise potential adverse landscape and visual effects and is in general alignment with the outcomes 
sought by Mr Morton in [para 37] of his submission.  

 

 

Oliver May (CMLI) 
Associate Principal Landscape Architect 
12 June 2025 
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