
1045020-10 11233605v2 RMA Council hearing – Statement of Evidence 

BEFORE THE INDEPENDENT HEARING PANEL 

UNDER   the Resource Management Act 1991  

AND 

IN THE MATTER OF a resource consent application by RS Sands Limited to the Waipa 

District Council and the Waikato Regional Council to establish and 

operate a sand quarry at 77 Newcombe Road, Cambridge. 

 
 
 

 
SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF ADRIAN DUKE MORTON  

LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL ASSESSMENT 
  
 
 
Introduction 

 

1. My full name is Adrian Duke Morton. My experience and qualifications are set 

out in my primary statement of evidence dated 25 March 2025. 

 

2. As detailed in my primary statement of evidence, I confirm that I have read the 

Environment Court’s Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses, as contained in 

section 9 of the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2023, and I agree to comply 

with it. 

 

3. I attended the hearing on 3rd April 2025, which included the introduction of 

and evidence on the Applicant’s proposal to alter the quarry staging, removing 

the top ten metres of the Karapiro Stream gully wall at Stage One, and the 

remainder of the wall at Stage Five (the Amended Proposal).  

 

4. I have reviewed the material provided by the Applicant’s Landscape Expert, 

David Mansergh, in relation to the Amended Proposal.1 I also participated in 

 
1 Statement of Supplementary Evidence of David Mansergh. 
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expert witness conferencing on landscape matters with Mr Mansergh and 

Oliver May.2 

 

5. This supplementary statement addresses landscape matters concerning the 

Amended Proposal, including the proposed landscape planting and updated 

visual landscape plans.  

 

North Wall and Ratings 

 

6. Following conferencing, I remain in disagreement with Mr Mansergh’s ratings 

of visual effects.3  

 

7. On subsequent review of his initial assessment4 I note the transitory receptors 

(viewers) using SH1 are rated a Low-Moderate adverse effect from VL2 and a 

Low to Low-Moderate adverse effect from VL3 (due to the larger separation 

distance) on the surrounding landscape visual and amenity values from these 

locations.  These ratings are based on works that will occur in a staged manor 

from the north to south direction, and assuming there are generally no direct 

view of the cut faces from the southern aspect of the quarry.   

 

8. Based on the reduced gully wall height, the Powell’s however will view a 

degree of the cut face and haul road with constant machinery over a 24 year 

period. I note that Mr Mansergh has mentioned machinery movements in his 

reply, and there has been some depiction of machinery in the updated visual 

landscape images,5 however there is no dedicated or detailed assessment of 

the landscape and visual effects/impact of machinery movements within the 

application still.6  

 
2 As recorded in the Joint Witness Statement signed and dated 23rd May 2025. 
3 Joint Witness Statement point 6 to 6.8. 
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 Supplementary evidence of David Mansergh, at paras 4.1, 5.5c, 6.20, 6.24. 
6 See for example of Maraekakaho Quarry Project  Appendix-07-Landscape-and-Visual-
Assessment.pdf 

https://www.epa.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Documents/Fast-track-consenting/Maraekakaho-Quarry/the-application/Appendix-07-Landscape-and-Visual-Assessment.pdf
https://www.epa.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Documents/Fast-track-consenting/Maraekakaho-Quarry/the-application/Appendix-07-Landscape-and-Visual-Assessment.pdf
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9. In my opinion this will result in a long term moderate visual effect from the 

upper terraces of the Powell’s property. Based on the above rating, I find it 

difficult to understand the logic of Mr Mansergh’s conservative very low, and 

low ratings given the views into the quarry occur.  Therefore, it is my opinion 

that Mr Mansergh’s ratings are not consistent nor accurate, with the adverse 

visual effects on the Powell’s being significantly greater than those stated in 

his supplementary evidence and the JWS.  

 

10. I note proposed condition 20 (b) outlines the need for bunds to “provide both 

acoustic and landscape mitigation for adjacent landowners and for broader 

landscape values.” This condition is proposed to mitigate the effects the quarry 

will have on area to the west, south and east consistent with Mr Mansergh’s 

original assessment7.  

 

11. I remain of the opinion that the full retention of the north wall would remove 

many of the visual issues that the Powell’s will experience long term from their 

property as a result of the quarry operation.  This is particularly relevant, 

considering the Powell’s dynamic use of their property for horse training, 

hacking, grazing etc, of which most of their property has views south, towards 

and over the proposed quarry.  

 

Overburden storage 

 

12. Mr Mansergh’s primary and supplementary evidence does not address the 

visual effects of overburden management. I raised this issue for conferencing 

as, given the quarrying will start from ground level, there will be nowhere to 

store overburden out of sight during stage 1, and reinstatement using the 

overburden will not commence until sometime in stage 28 – resulting in up to 

 
7 Newcombe Road Sand Quarry Landscape and Visual Assessment Report Document Set ID: 11016180 
Version: 1, Version Date: 22/05/2023 Prepared by Mansergh Graham (view locations 2-3, State Highway 
1, page 21). 
8 See Stage 1 and 2 plans at Appendix C of the Application. 
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six years worth of overburden requiring management within the site prior to 

being used for reinstatement. 

 

13. Noting that ‘accurate information was not defined’ in regards to overburden 

material,9 this matter was traversed during conferencing. The experts sought 

a solution by indicating that overburden management could be dealt with 

under the Quarry Management plan.   

 

14. Subsequent to the JWS caucusing, I have analysed the overburden quantities. 

The overburden volumes for Stage 1 (23,000m³ for Stage 110) and Stage 2 

(62,000m³, or potentially part thereof) are significant, and will need storing 

over multiple years before being able to be used for remediation of the quarry. 

Stage 1 overburden storage would require at minimum11 a 25m wide x 295m 

long at 5.0m high (based on 2h:1v side slopes with flat top 6.5m wide) bund, 

as shown in Appendix A. The maximum 5.0m high estimate is based on the 

application version of the Erosion and Sediment Control plan, which stated: 

 

Overburden from Stage 1 will be placed along the northern boundary of Stage 2 up to 

5m high12 

    

15. This is a significant volume, with substantial volumes likely to be added to the 

bund as Stage 2 progresses.  The visual impact of bunds of this size has not 

been considered in evidence, including the updated visual landscape plans, by 

the Applicant. 

 

16. The visual effects on the Powell’s will depend on where the overburden bund 

is stored. If located along the western boundary then the effects are likely to 

be low-moderate as it will likely be partially visible from the Powell’s property 

 
9 At para 6.3. 
10 Information from Technical Memorandum, Glen Pope, Ridley Dunphy Environmental Ltd, Figure 2, 
5th March 2025 and the Summary in Appendix G, dated 22.5.2023 
11 Not allowing for the bulking up of the overburden when extracted, which could potentially add 20% 
to the volume 
12 ESCP dated 24 July 2022, at page 11. 
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through the existing vegetation located at the north-west corner of the site. If 

the overburden is located on a west east orientation within the stage 2 area, 

then this is likely to have a moderate high visual effect when viewed from the 

Powell’s property, as it will be visible and seen in context of the open quarry 

face. 

 

17. Further, an overburden bund of 5m in height will extend above the proposed 

west and southern boundary noise and landscape mitigation bund (2.5m 

height), making the overburden bund visible from surrounding areas (including 

neighbours to the west and SH1 users) for an estimated period of at least 2 to 

3 years (refer to Appendix A, Figures 1 and 2). I consider it is likely to result in 

a moderate adverse visual effect for the stock piling duration. 

 

18. It was agreed at conferencing “that there is a potential visual risk from seeing 

potentially large volumes of unsightly temporary stockpiling of overburden 

from the Powell property (and surrounding area) during Stage 1 and 2”.13  In 

my opinion, the overburden presents a significant visual amenity issue, that 

following assessment and calculation, is unlikely to be managed successfully 

under the Quarry Management Plan.  

 

19. WDC has proposed a management condition in response to the JWS: 

 Condition 4 (c)  

storage of any excess overburden in stockpiles during Stage 1 and Stage 2 must be 

stored in an area that are not visible from the upper terrace areas surrounding the 

dwelling and arena at 42 French Pass Road. 

 

The lack of information on the landscape impact of overburden storage means 

it is unclear if the outcomes sought within the condition can be achieved.  In 

my opinion the overburden bunding and storage duration will result in adverse 

visual effects on the areas surrounding the quarry site over multiple years and 

 
13 JWS at 3.8 
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further detailed information is necessary before this condition can be 

considered suitable to achieve its purpose.  

 

Ecological Planting and Vegetation for Screening 

 

20. There are a number of issues with the Draft Ecological Management Plan14 

(EMP) planting plan and schedules.   

 

21. There are a number of inconsistencies in the EMP and a lack of clarity around 

what is actually proposed. For example, the plants listed in Table 5.4 are 

labelled ‘mitigation buffer plantings’, however, the EMP Appendix A planting 

plan refers to ‘mitigation revegetation’.  Similarly, the document refers to 

‘Flood Plain Forest Revegetation planting’ and ‘Floodplain Swamp Forest 

Revegetation planting’,15 however neither of these revegetation areas are 

shown in the EMP Appendix A planting plans.  

 

22. Assuming plants in the Table 5.4 list are for visual mitigation, only five out of 

the 13 starting crop species will grow over 10m, with only three out of the nine 

year five planting species will grow taller than 10m, and many are slow 

growing. In addition, there is no information on plant container sizes to provide 

an idea of what nursery grade stock is being planted and whether these will 

establish to achieve the outcomes sought of a suitable dense vegetative screen 

or ecological outcomes.  

 

23. In my opinion the mitigation buffer planting species mix will have a limited 

ability to provide an effective visual screen, and therefore undermines Mr 

Mansergh’s assumptions on plant growth and screening within his montages 

and evidence.   

 

 
14 Alliance Ecology Draft Ecological Management Plan, Newcombe Road Sand Quarry, Prepared for RS 
Sand,  May 2025 
15 At page 38 
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24. As identified in the conferencing,16 the proposed Transpower conditions have 

planting restrictions that both the EMP and Mr Mansergh’s evidence has not 

taken into consideration.  The plans and montages fail to delineate the 24m 

zone associated with overhead powerlines, and the limit of 2.0m plant heights 

beneath the lines, which will limit the visual screening being suggested or 

implied, particularly in Mr Mansergh’s 3VR modelling and montages.  

 

 
Figure 1 – Transpower conditions 
 
 

25. In addition, no plant (container) sizes have been specified for the tree species. 

If planting is at the small pB2 / 3 container size, the period to establish a screen 

will be significantly longer. If advanced tree stock was specified (i.e. Pb95), this 

may assist the potential for providing screening benefits as stated in Mr 

Mansergh’s supplementary evidence.  

 

26. Considering Transpower requirements and the planting plan as proposed, I am 

concerned that the Applicant’s assessment of visual effects, including the 

updated visual landscape plans, are flawed, and the potential benefit of the 

visual screening is overstated.   

 

Reinstatement of Quarry 
 
27. Reinstatement of the quarry was also discussed at conferencing,17as ensuring 

sufficient subsoil and top soil material is available to re-instate the quarry is 

critical to achieve the landscape and visual outcomes shown by the Applicant.  

 

28. The surface area of the slopes and base will be significantly larger than the flat 

area of the current pastoral flat land. This means the current subsoils and the 

 
16 JWS para 4.3 to 4.6 
17 JWS paras 7.1 to 7.6 
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existing topsoil will need to be spread over a larger area (slopes and base), 

which may reduce the ability to establish a pastoral environment as depicted.  

 

29. Mr Hunt’s evidence relies on reinstatement of soil profiles through the 

replacement of the subsoil and topsoil layers post quarry completion.18 There 

is insufficient information in the application on the depth of profiles to support 

the reasonable re-instatement of the quarry, and therefore achieve long term 

visual mitigation.   

 

30. Proposed condition 14 states: 

 

No topsoil from the quarry works area can be removed from the site without the 

written approval of the Waipā District Council’s Enforcement Officer 

 

I am concerned that allowing the removal of topsoil will further diminish the 

resources that will be available to rehabilitate the quarry and achieve the visual 

amenity being sought.  In my opinion, condition 14 should be removed, as no 

overburden/subsoils or top soil should be taken off site.   

    

31. To this extent I also have concern over the ability to achieve conditions 24 and 

24(b) concerning the Site Rehabilitation Plan19 as this provides no certainty in 

relation to the outcomes (or any short comings) of the ‘visual’ reinstatement 

of the quarry. It concerns me that the reinstatement is based on the plans 

included in the application to date, considering there is insufficient detail of 

the processes required to rehabilitate the quarry.  

 

32. In my opinion a separate and detailed reinstatement plan to provide a clear 

understanding of the processes, overburden storage and restoration (including 

the visual outcomes) is required, which in turn would ensure due consideration 

 
18 AgFirst report at page 22. 
19 Condition 24a - The purpose of the SRP is to provide the final detail on the design and sequencing of 
works including the recontouring of the excavated areas to resemble a natural river terrace and 
provision for appropriate re-grassing and replanting to ensure that the quarry floor and works site is 
rehabilitated to provide for productive rural land use and landscape mitigation. 
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and success in achieving suitable land restoration and visual mitigation 

outcomes. 

 

Conclusion 

 

33. It is my opinion that the Landscape and Visual Assessment has some 

inconsistency with best practice as this is outlined in the NZILA Assessment 

Guidelines.20 There are many landscape aspects that have still not been 

addressed, notably the accumulative effects of the duration and visibility of 

the open quarry faces and working machinery including along the haul road. In 

addition, I believe Mr Mansergh’s supplementary evidence provides 

inconsistent effects ratings, when considering his ratings from ‘transitory’ 

visual receptors utilising SH1.  

 

34. In addition, the lack of understanding in relation to the overburden volumes, 

bund sizes and duration, also reflect the lack of thoroughness in the 

assessments.  

 

35. Additionally, the lack of consideration of the proposed Transpower conditions 

and the limited detail of the ecological plans and information of plant species 

does not provide confidence in the modelling and montage images, which in 

my opinion are optimistic in the screening.  

 

36. The lack of detail and plans in relation to the quarry stages and restoration is 

concerning.  In my opinion, the potential shortfall of reinstatement material 

has not been well considered in relation to the final quarry restoration and 

could impact the ability to achieve the stated landscape visual mitigation.  

  

37. Following consideration of the updated landscape evidence, I remain of the 

opinion that a south to north extraction and the retention of the north wall for 

 
20 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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the duration of quarrying will result in a better considered scheme, which 

would greatly assist in avoiding and minimising the long term effects of the 

quarry on the Powell property.  

 

38. In the current staging form the quarry consent should be refused, as these 

details provided are insufficient to determine whether or not the landscape 

and visual effects can be successfully avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

 

 

Adrian Morton 
10th June 2025  
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Appendix A 
 

 
Figure 1: Graphic showing potential size of the overburden bund (Stage 1 Bund only) 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 2: Potential Stage 1 (only) overburden bund, located adjacent the western 
boundary 2.5m noise and visual bund 
 
 
 


