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Introduction 

The following provides key bullet points I will speak to in oral evidence at the hearing.  For 
clarity, I have also provided comments in relation to the general words information I will be 
presenting.  
 
The information is divided into three parts: 

1. My evidence 
2. My response to Mr Mansergh’s rebuttal evidence 
3. My views in regards to the updated staging plan / information  

 
1.1 My Evidence 

 Property Receptor  
I will outline the Powell’s use of the property (house, arena and lower gully fields/horse 
hacking) and the sensitivity of the receptor.  The key conclusion is the Powell’s currently 
enjoy a high quality landscape and visual amenity from in and around the property set 
within a rural landscape  

 Assessment Ratings and Durations 
Based on previous LVA and peer review I felt the reports did not provide a detailed 
enough assessment of the Powell’s property.  Issues not addressed were assessing the 
sensitivity of the receptor, full assessment of stages and duration, effects of the cut 
faces and benching form of landscape and the visual effects, assessment of visual 
effects of machinery, alternate staging and remediation of work stages. Acknowledge 
that these parameters have now changed, but detail information is lacking. 
   
My initial evaluation based on NZILA assessment guidelines (but not full assessment due 
to time constraints). Important to consider each stage and duration, and needs to be 
considered in relation to revised staging (but hard to visualise and understand the full 
process and staging with little information being available).  
 
Proposed revised staging likely to reduce level of landscape and visual effects 
(moderate-high). Agree this will be the case from years 1 to 20, but will be high during 
the last 4 years of the northern gully wall removal.    
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1.2 Mr Mansergh’s rebuttal evidence  

 
 Acknowledge site visit 

It is helpful that Mr Mansergh has undertaken a site visit and subsequently reviewed and 
adjusted his evaluation of landscape and visual effects, 

 Acknowledge revised staging plans 
Presumably based on my evidence query in regards to an alternate staging requested, 
it is helpful that a reconsideration to the staging approach has occurred with an 
updated staging plan that retains the Karapiro Gully north wall. 

 Receptor Sensitivity 
Based on Mr Mansergh’s rebuttal evidence (point 2.7) and site visit he indicates that he 
has a better understanding of the property and the Powell’s use of the property, but 
does not describe what these aspects are.  I reiterate the high sensitivity of the receptor 
(house, arena and hacking and training paddocks (within the gully) 

 Staging 
I note that Mr Mansergh’s LVA and rebuttal evidence is somewhat silent on the 
duration of effects relating to each stage (other than providing an effects rating).  
Based on the original proposals the staging is:  
Stage 1 = 1.7 years 
Stage 2 = 4.4 years 
Stage 3 = 7.8 years 
Stage 4 = 6.8 years 
Stage 5 = 4 years 
Total = approx. 25 years 
This is important to understand as the exposed cut sandy face and machinery will 
persist for that duration (either based on the initial proposals or the current alternate 
staging) from the upper terraces (house and arena) of the Powell’ property.  

 Change of visual effects ratings 
Based on Mr Mansergh’s site visit and rebuttal evidence I note he has revised his 
landscape and visual effects ratings on an upward basis.  I note based on Mr 
Mansergh’s verbal presentation that the revised staging will alter downwards as he 
considers the retention of the gully north wall will result in obscuring ‘most’ of the views 
from the Powell property.  I don’t fully agree with this, as based on the 10m reduced 
height of the north wall of the Karapiro Gully, views will still be obtainable of the cut 
sand face and machinery within the quarry, and in my opinion will still result in a 
potential moderate to moderate-high visual effect (updated details are insufficient to 
accurately assess).  

 Visual effects of the cut sand faces 
Mr Mansergh’s rebuttal evidence indicates that the visual effects of the quarry will 
diminish due to distance.  However, in my opinion Mr Mansergh’s evidence does not 
address the extensive bright sandy face that will be exposed during the quarrying 
(which will persist over 25 years).  Based on the updated staging proposals, the 
proposed remediation of the land prior to removing the Karapiro northern wall will aid 
reducing the quantum of visual effects (when the north bank is removed). 
 
In addition to this, Mr Mansergh considers that the photo’s within my evidence 
(Appendix B, Photos 8 and 9) are not a ‘like-for-like comparison’.  My evidence 
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indicated that these photos show a similar appearance (not exact) and were 
presented to illustrate the bright white appearance of the quarry cut face that will be 
present for the duration of the quarrying work. 
 
Although the cut faces may be ‘tidier’ the visual effects of a cut face, benching and 
machinery will still potentially be visible and be present for long durations (25 years). 

 Machinery effects 
In my evidence, I provided a statement in relation to heavy machinery (points 46 and 
47), but note that Mr Mansergh has been silent in regards to the visual effects of the 
machinery for the duration of the quarry works.  In my opinion the size and movement 
of the machinery will have a moderate-high visual effect. 

 Retained vegetation 
The retention of the vegetation to the northwest of the quarry site is addressed in Mr 
Mansergh’s evidence (point 2.22), but I query the extent of planting that will survive 
when earthworks and gully wall removal occurs, as earthworks could affect plant roots 
and moisture availability and therefore impact on plant health and the potential to 
provide screening. 

 Mitigation measures 
Mr Mansergh in his hearing presentation stated that quarry slopes would have ‘finely 
cut faces to resemble the natural forms’ and ‘emulate nature’ [sic] of the Karapiro 
Gully. However, based on the images provided within the LVA and the model 
presented during the hearing by Mr Mansergh in relation to the final remediation works, 
the earthworks appear very engineered that do not relate to ‘nature’ or ‘the natural 
forms’ of Karapiro Gully.  
 
 I also note that based on images that the eastern end of the quarry will retain a small 
shoulder, which leaves an un-natural landform and could be better integrated into the 
final earthworks.  Further consideration to the earthworks to re-instated the quarry to 
ensure it ‘sits’ better in with the landscape/gully to achieve a more ‘natural’/undulating 
contours and form would be beneficial. 
 
I also re-iterate that a comprehensive methodology in relation to the soil profile 
reinstatement will underpin the success of re-grassing, and visual mitigation outcomes 
being sought.    
 
Retaining the northern wall at full height would mitigate the quarry and heavy 
machinery effects for approximately 20 years. 
 
Mr Mansergh’s rebuttal evidence (point 2.26) suggested planting on the Powell’s 
property to mitigate the visual effects of the quarry.  Although this may result in 
screening the works form some areas of the property, it is not up to the Powell’s to 
mitigate the landscape and visual effects of RS Sands activities on their own property.   
 

1.3 Alternate Stagging Proposals 

 Query around the change to alternate stagging  
Based on Mr Mansergh’s rebuttal evidence (point 2.19) in relation to alternate 
approaches indicated that ‘other factors associated with this approach meant it was 
discounted’.  However, I note that we now have an alternate stagging plan available, 
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which potentially improves the outcomes, but doesn’t necessarily resolve all the 
landscape and visual effects on the Powell property. 

 
Further to this it is difficult to understand the revised staging based on the limited 
information provided.  Further clarification would be beneficial, which may be 
forthcoming during the hearing. The information provided does not clarify at what year 
and the duration the removal of the northern gully wall would occur, not how the 
overburden of material will be managed, access routes and protection of re-instated 
pasture. 
 
Further to this Mr Mansergh’s rebuttal evidence (point 2.20), he considers that, ‘from a 
landscape and visual perspective, retaining as much of the northern gully wall as 
possible (i.e. reducing daylighting of the pit) will be the most effective option for the 
mitigation of effects on the Powell property’.  
 
In my opinion the permanent retention of the northern gully wall would provide a 
permanent solution.  It would also allow the top of the bank to be planted to provide 
further mitigation measures and potentially add to the ecological planting quantum. 
Retaining the ‘bank’ would also align with the majority of quarries that occur within the 
Waikato area, where the banks are retained (Kaipaki Road, SH1 Tamahere etc).  
 
I do not understand how this is not achievable - if the staging plan can be revised to 
reduce the Karapiro Gully northern wall by 10m. Retaining the wall at current height 
would significantly help to mitigate approximately 19 to 20 years of quarrying activity, 
and achieve beneficial long-term mitigation in relation to the Powell property.  
 
 
  

 
 
 


