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INTRODUCTION  

1. My full name is Timothy Blair Lander. I am a Registered Landscape 

Architect with LOAM Landscape Architects (LOAM). 

2. I am a Registered Member of the New Zealand Institute of Landscape 

Architects (NZILA). My qualifications include a Bachelor of Landscape 

Architecture with Honours (completed in 1994) from Lincoln University, 

Canterbury. 

3. I have been a Director of LOAM since 2013. I have previously worked for 

Tauranga City Council (2006-2012) and New Plymouth District Council 

(2000-2006) in the role of Landscape Architect. 

4. During my career, I have been involved in the preparation of and/or the 

peer review of a significant number of visual and landscape assessments 

for a wide range of activities and developments and have been involved 

in plan change processes in varying capacities, including providing advice 

to Councils, applicants and submitters. 

5. My experience includes completion and peer review of the assessment of 

effects on landscape, natural character and visual amenity over a vast 

range of project types including residential, commercial and industrial 

developments within the urban and rural environment. 

6. I participated in the NZILA Landscape initiative tasked with developing the 

'best practice' approach for landscape and visual assessment in New 

Zealand including the more recent Te Tangi a te Manu Aotearoa New 

Zealand Landscape Assessment Guidelines. 

7. I have presented evidence at Resource Management hearings before 

Councils and the Environment Court. 

CODE OF CONDUCT 

8. Although this is not an Environment Court hearing, I have read the 

Environment Court Code of Conduct for expert witnesses contained in 
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the Environment Court Practice Note 2023 and agree to comply with it. I 

confirm that the opinions expressed in this statement are within my area 

of expertise except where I state that I have relied on the evidence 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. 

INVOLVEMENT 

9. I am engaged by the South Waikato District Council (“Council”) to provide 

landscape advice in relation to the request by J & T Quigley for a Private 

Plan Change (PPC). I  am the author of the technical report, Review of 

Landscape & Visual Assessment, dated 28 September 2025 (Review 

Report) attached as Appendix A to the section 42A Report dated 3 

October 2025.  

10. I visited the site on two separate occasions in conjunction with the PPC, 

being 26 April 2023 and again on 1 May 2023. I have also observed the 

site when visiting Whakamaru on other occasions, when either passing 

through or in conjunction with other project work. 

11. I have read the Hearing evidence of Mr Dave Mansergh (Landscape and 

Visual Amenity) dated 10 October 2025 on behalf of the Applicant that 

includes responses to my Review Report, along with other Applicant 

evidence relevant to landscape matters. 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

12. In this statement of evidence, I respond to:  

(a) The following outstanding matters raised in the Statement of 

Evidence of Dave Mansergh: 

(i) Landscape Classification (ONL) interpretation in my Review 

Report for Rural-Lifestyle area of Horahora Rd, South Waikato 

District; 
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(ii) Proposed minimum Lot size without any size-moderating 

factors (ie. ‘averaging’ rules); 

(iii) Proposed roadside landscaped bund at Ongaroto Rd (regarding 

landscape views, screening and backdrop planting); 

(iv) Performance measures and details for mitigation planting; 

(v) Prescription of colour controls for built structures; 

(vi) Fencing; 

(vii) Lighting. 

(b) Amended plan provisions proposed by the Applicant relevant to 

my area. 

(c) Recommendations. 

13. There is general agreement between Mr Mansergh and myself on most 

landscape matters.  

14. I make recommendations within this evidence concerning the 

outstanding issues above, that supersede those in my Review Report 

conclusion. Recommendations relate to: 

(a) Defining further inclusions for the proposed Lake Whakamaru 

Development Area Plan (referred to in Ms Feathers’ evidence as the 

Structure Plan. For consistency I use the same terminology in my 

evidence); 

(b) Defining further the requirements of the proposed Landscape Delivery 

and Maintenance Plan (“LDMP”). 

RESPONSE TO OUSTANDING MATTERS RAISED  

District ONL Interpretation 

15. In my Review Report I questioned the basis of the landscape classification 

for existing Council Rural ifestyle zoned area at Horahora Rd, a zoned area 
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that Mr Mansergh’s LVA had drawn comparison to. My information at the 

time relied on the original District Landscape Assessment Report for 

Council prepared by Isthmus dated August 2012 (“Isthmus Report”). 

16. The Isthmus Report classified the Horahora Rd extent of the Waikato 

River as ‘Significant Amenity Landscape’. It was an oversight in my Review 

Report that the River in this area is in fact classified as higher-value 

Outstanding Natural Landscape in the South Waikato District Plan 

(ONL10). 

17. There are some aspects of assessment that are valid for drawing 

comparisons between the existing Rural lifestyle zone and that proposed, 

although it remains that different areas of landscape often have unique 

contextual aspects and relationships. Any comparisons drawn between 

any 2 landscapes should clearly acknowledge extents of differences along 

with any similarities. 

Lot Size Averaging 

18. In my Review Report I have questioned the proposal to exempt 

subdivision within the Lake Whakamaru Rural Lifestyle Development 

Area from the existing rule standards for Rural Lifestyle subdivision, that 

ordinarily allows varied larger-for-smaller Lots involving ‘averaging’ 

(District Plan rule R5(4)-RLZ(iii)). 

19. In my opinion application of this rule influences a desirable variance in 

Lifestyle Lot size, with a consequent positive influence on the proportions 

of open space to built form across a Lifestyle development area. I retain 

some reservations about the absence of a mechanism for Lot size 

variation. 

20. The number of Lots is proposed up to 66 in quantity. I have carried out a 

rough-order, to-scale calculation that the areas available on the proposed 

Structure Plan could conceivably be apportioned in the order of 76 Lots 

(at 2500m2 net site area). This calculation allows for the current areas of 
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roading, accessways and planted buffers as shown on the proposed 

Structure Plan. I do acknowledge my calculation has not had potentially 

other detail parameters (eg. infrastructure requirements etc) that may 

influence final Lot density. 

21. I do concur in principle that the landscape has absorption capacity for up 

to 66 Lifestyle Lots, integrated with the mitigation measures proposed. In 

my opinion the quantity of up to 66 is an important top-end maximum, 

and such maximum quantity should be clearly stated within both the 

Structure Plan and within the plan provisions. 

22. I acknowledgethat the proposed assessment criteria carries an 

expectation for varied Lot size, and recommend that all of the proposed 

criteria (set out in paragraph 154 of Mr Mansergh’s evidence) be carried 

through to District Plan provisions. 

Views of the ONL / Bund Planting / Backdrop Planting 

23. In my Review Report I raise the aspect of supporting views for Ongaroto 

Road travellers to landscape feature Kaahu. The proposed mitigation 

planting along the roadside area is also highlighted as serving multiple 

objectives. 

24. I concur that variation to travellers’ outlook enhance the road experience, 

although reiterate the importance of the composition of the proposed 

roadside vegetation. Currently illustration in the Proxy Development 

Concept C03 (appended at attachment 1 to Mr Mansergh’s evidence) 

shows only ‘low’ planting Covenanted for the bund, with limited guidance 

in the Structure Plan for overall bund planting makeup. 

25. Allowing for necessary traffic safety visibility at the Ongaroto Rd 

intersection is also likely a constraint to some roadside planting and the 

bund, indicating further importance to some of the internal site 

mitigation plantings in the vicinity beyond the bunding. 
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26. Similar to anticipating ‘taller’ vegetation (ie. trees) for Access Reserve 

strips, it is my opinion that at least some trees should be acknowledged 

also as an integral part of roadside vicinity planting within Covenant 

protection. 

27. Mr Mansergh (paragraph 161) further proffers that the off-site rising 

topography (north side of Ongaroto Rd) provides a sufficient backdrop. It 

is my opinion ensuring at least some tree-scale species along the site 

roadside vicinity would also better assist as mitigation backdrop, for 

views from eastern and southern directions (particularly for times when 

existing forestry off-site on northern side of Ongaroto Rd is harvested). 

28. Accordingly, I recommend the Structure Plan for bund area planting 

incorporate a minimum 20 percent of tree species, and that proportion is 

applied evenly to future subdivision for Lots adjoining the bund (ie. each 

Lot vegetation contains at least 20% trees at the road interface area). 

29. If other constraints affect the provision of trees on the bund, then the 

requirement for trees to assist screening of built form and contributing 

to a backdrop should occur and be Covenanted within the Lots.  

Performance Measures and Mitigation Planting 

Plant Heights 

30. In my Review Report I raise the aspect of performance measures for 

mitigation planting growth heights. I had recommended the vegetation 

growth height requirements be specified on the Structure Plan. A 

particular area for attention in my opinion includes the proposed buffer 

zone planting between the Whakamaru Reserve and proposed Lifestyle 

Lots, given potential conflicting objectives for maintaining outlook views 

for future residents while also providing a sense of privacy and avoiding 

overlooking for Reserve users. 
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31. Mr Mansergh states (paragraph 155) there is a fine balance to species 

mixes to achieve objectives of screening and outlook from prospective 

residences, and that the LDMP at time of subdivision consent would 

address these matters. 

32. Mr Kessels in his ecological evidence (paragraph 59, including point h.) 

states priorities for restoration planting, and advises this be integrated 

into the LDMP. 

33. Provided such an LDMP is rigorously assessed for plant species, spacings, 

grade, growth performance and other site-specific measurable targets 

including stages and coverage, and the planting aligns with the mitigation 

for screening and privacy outlined in the Structure Plan and proposed 

provisions, I agree and support an LDMP to be provided at subdivision 

stage.  

Cluster Separation 

34. Mr Mansergh and I concur on the importance of ‘tall’ scale planting 

including within access Reserves, to assist visible separation of groups of 

buildings across the site. I further reiterate the importance of well-

designed vegetation including trees, for the multiple objectives for the 

Reserve vegetation. 

35. I appreciate there are implications for a standard of vegetation 

maintenance, with obligations and associated cost to Council. I support 

for input by Coucnil Reserves staff to the LDMP particularly for Reserve 

plantings. 

Building Colour 

36. In my Review Report I raise the aspect of closer specification of BS5252 

colours. This has been in response to the proposed Structure Plan 

carrying a graphic colour chart with specific proprietary brand name 
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colours within guidance (in addition to LRV range specification). My 

report was not supporting specific restriction to named colours. 

37. For clarity, I understand the example colour chart is extracted from 

Resene Paints. Resene are a paint company well-respected for their 

technology and comprehensive specification, including to the landscape 

industry. 

38.  My concern has not been to overly-restrict or complicate building colour 

guidance, rather to try and assist compliance objectivity without tying 

colour choice to a given proprietary product. I fully concur an easily 

understood method and measurability is necessary for managing 

compliance. 

39. The codes that I had proffered in my Review Report come from the 

Resene BS5252 chart, corresponding to the vertical and horizontal 

groupings (‘greyness’ and ‘hue’) that Resene publish for the constituent 

makeup for their colours. I understand other paint manufacturers would 

classify paint constituents in this way, along with measured LRV for their 

products. 

40. While the Structure Plan does refer to the illustrated chart (Structure Plan 

Sheet 1: 6. iii), I concur choice of colour should not be restricted solely to 

the examples shown. I concur the specification of LRV should be of 

sufficient accuracy to influence acceptable colour use for the proposed 

development in this landscape setting. 

41. There are some relatively bright colours produced commercially that 

would fall within the proposed LRV ranges. However, I agree with and 

support the further guidance for colour proposed in the Structure Plan 

(“visually dominant or have a high contrast value should be avoided” and 

“a careful selection of natural colours”) to manage recessive colours for 

buildings without formalised exclusion. 
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42. In the Structure Plan Sheet 1, 6.iv. (for Building Design, and as transferred 

to proposed provisions) wall colour finish is noted with a restriction of 

>46% LRV being not acceptable. Wall finishes are specified prior to this, 

within a range of 5-23% LRV. I am unsure as to why the higher LRV 

percentage is provided for walls, and raise this as a point for clarification 

to assist with future interpretation. 

Fencing 

43. In my Review Report I raise the aspect of fencing parameters, in terms of 

visual permeability of fencing. I had made a recommendation of 50% 

visual permeability for post and rail type fencing, and close boarded 

fencing would be precluded. 

44. I understand the Applicant has accepted that these recommendations be 

adopted. I would recommend the visual permeability measure be 

included on Structure Plan. 

Artificial Light 

45. In my Review Report I raise the aspect of potential glare and light spill 

from outdoor lighting fixtures, for night-time amenity concerns. I had 

made a recommendation for the measurement of light spill to be no more 

than 0 lux measurable at Lot boundaries. 

46. I agree with the proposed maximum of 0.3 lux for lighting and lighting be 

downward facing and shielded (as per Mr Kessels’ ecological evidence). 

In my opinion this would have a dual benefit for minimising potential 

adverse amenity effects from artificial lighting. 

RESPONSE TO PLAN PROVISIONS 

47. I note there is some titling differences identifying proposed ‘Landscape Plan’ 

documentation, likely due to simple transposing through the process. For 

clarity, titles should be consistent (ie. ‘Landscape Delivery and Maintenance 

Plan’ = LDMP). 
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CONCLUSION 

48. The Plan Change proposal provides modified Rural-Lifestyle provisions for the 

subject site and associated instruments, a Structure Plan for directed general 

layout and mitigation parameters for future building controls and protected 

landscape planting. 

49. I agree that the proposed change in zoning is acceptable in terms of landscape 

and visual effects being no more than minor, subject to the following 

recommendations: 

(a) The maximum number of Lots (understood to be up to 66 in quantity) is 

to be specified on the Structure Plan and within the relevant District 

Plan provision(s); 

(b) Visual Mitigation Bund planting to include minimum 20% medium-tall 

growth long term tree species, applicable to Lots adjoining bund to 

provide a vegetated backdrop to buildings in the vicinity of Ongaroto Rd 

as well as screening of buildings; 

(c) The requirement for post and rail type fencing to have a visual 

permeability of 50% or greater percentage, including specified on the 

Structure Plan; 

(d) Landscape Delivery and Maintenance Plan is to be required at time of 

subdivision and to be in accordance with the Structure Plan. The plan is 

to state the additional matters to achieve the mitigation objectives, 

including: 

(i) plant species, quantities, grade and spacing at time of planting; 

(ii) plant growth heights for species by planting area location, and 

timeframes for species to achieve mature height; 

(iii) planting establishment techniques including tree staking, and 

planting protection from other environmental factors and 

works; 
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(iv) target timeframes for undertaking planting (including staging), 

aligned with the best practices for ecological management, 

proposed Bat Management Plan and in relation to other 

milestones of development; 

(v) target timeframes for the coverage of planting areas by plant 

growth. Stages of development for site earthworks shall have 

associated and adjoining mitigation vegetation areas 

established by the same or next growing season following 

earthworks, including for roading development and for Lot 

preparations. Performance measure for planting shall be at 

least 90% native canopy-closure within 5 years of time of 

planting; 

(vi) planting management including maintenance techniques, 

frequency of weed and animal pest control, response to 

seasonal requirements (including dry-period watering), plant 

mortality replacement (including responsibilities and 

timeframes), grass-turf mowing techniques and frequency. 

 
 
 
Dated  24 October 2025 
___________ 

Tim Lander 


