MANSERGH EVIDENCE —SPEAKING NOTES

My name is David Graham Mansergh. My qualification and experience are outlined in
paragraphs | — 5 of my evidence in chief. | confirm that my evidence has been prepared
in accordance with the Environment Court Code of Practice.

My understanding is that the Commissioners have pre-read the evidence. | therefore
intend to present a summary and discuss matters raised by Council in their evidence.

Corrections & Clarifications

At paragraph 36(b), | have given the total area to reserves as 7.56Ha. This is incorrect.
It was derived from an earlier iteration of the concept, which had utilised public
reserve land rather than vegetation covenants for the landscape and ecological
planting. While the area of protected planting remains relatively constant, the total
area of reserves to be vested (excluding road reserve) is 2.26Ha. The vegetation
covenant areas, within the lots, total 6.48Ha. A breakdown of the various areas can be
found on Plan C02 in Attachment 1 of my evidence.

Directions of the Commissioners

As per Direction 1, | provide the following summary of my evidence and comment on
the further supplementary evidence provided by Council officers.

| can confirm that | have produced a linework version of the Lake Whakamaru
Development Area Plan with contours and a line work version of the illustrative
concept plan with the colours and plantings removed as per Direction 2.

[Attachment]
Summary of Evidence

The plan change would enable the development of rural lifestyle subdivision with a
connected open-space network, including local purpose reserves for pedestrian
access, a new public road between Ongaroto Road and the Whakamaru Reserve, a
planted indigenous buffer along the lakeside reserve, and separation of the River Trail
from vehicles. Effects will be managed through a combination of the planning
provisions and a structure plan or Development Area Plan (DAP) with site-specific
provisions that require endemic planting between the reserve and development,
reserves to separate clusters, building design controls for height, location, and
appearance, minimal earthworks shaped to landform, and non-urban fencing to
maintain rural character.

Overall, landscape and amenity values are moderate to moderate-high, and natural
character is moderate at the catchment scale with higher values at the lake margins. |
have assessed the effects of the proposed plan change and reached the conclusion
that up to 66 lots can be developed within the relevant landscape without an
unacceptable level of effect on the existing ONL, natural character and visual amenity,
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subject to the implementation of the various design requirements and constraints
identified in the DAP.

In terms of effects, the site is set back from the lake and largely pine-covered; with
restoration and screen planting forming a contiguous indigenous backdrop, effects on
the lake margins are neutral overall. Within the site, development enabled by the
proposed plan change would result in a reduction in the existing openness of the site
with lots arranged to encourage clustering and buffers between development clusters
helping to break up the visual patterning and integrate the development into the
wider landscape. In doing so the existing ONL values, skylines, and the legibility of
volcanic and fluvial processes are largely maintained.

Visual effects, arising from the change in the appearance and land use within the site
will range from very low to low along Ongaroto Road due to bunding and planting,
with viewshaft over the bund to the skyline landscape feature to the south (Kaahu)
maintained. Development will have a low to low-moderate effect on existing visual
amenity from the village, dam and lakeside reserve, influenced by a combination of
distance and existing screening from features in the landscape. From the more
elevated southern viewpoints, change will be more apparent due to the more open,
direct and elevated nature of the available views. From these locations effects on
visual amenity are expected to be moderate until such time as the planting required by
the DAP becomes established, after which the effect levels will drop to low-moderate.

The issues raised in the submissions about the effects on density, ONL, rural character,
and visual and natural character effects are or can be addressed through the
provisions and required mitigation.

Mr Lander and | now appear to be agreement on most of the landscape issues,
including that the proposed site can support up to 66 lots, and as outlined in the
evidence of Ms Feathers, agreement has been reached on nearly all of the relevant
provisions.

Outstanding Issues

Lot Size Averaging

As identified in the evidence of Ms Putt at

The averaging rules (R5(4)-RLZ(a)(iii) and R5(4)-RLZ(a)(iv) appear to be a mechanism
designed to manage subdivision yield rather than an effective mechanism for the
management of lots sizes and consequently undeveloped space between building
pads. While the mechanism may be useful in the management of the subdivision of
those parts of the RLZ that are not subject to the additional controls, such as building
size restrictions in the ONL overlay, the spatial management techniques integrated
into the DAP that provide separation between development clusters and the higher
than otherwise required levels of ecological and screen planting that will need to be
undertaken, | do not consider that either averaging rule is either required or will result
in any significant advantaged in terms of landscape or visual integration.



14. The DAP includes a range of integration and mitigation techniques, including careful
consideration of site specific conditions including topography which influences lot size
and layout, separation between buildings and clusters of buildings, achieving a balance
between the “open space” (whether public or private) between building pads, with
addition restrictions placed on building materiality and size, all in an effort to ensure
the effect on landscape, natural character and visual amenity are managed
appropriately. The illustrative concept plan illustrates that 66 lots can be developed in
a way that meet these requirements, and this appears to be agreed with Mr Lander,
where he concurs at paragraph 21 of his evidence that the landscape has absorption
capacity for up to 66 Lifestyle Lots and do not oppose Mr Landers suggestion that this
figure be integrated into the DAP.

Bund Planting

15. At paragraph 28 of his evidence, Mr Lander suggests that the bund planting comprises
20% medium and tall trees.

16. The bund will be required to be 2m high by the DAP. | draw the Commissioners
attention to the taller trees shown in the illustrative concept plan and note that the
low planting species identified grow to between approximately 1.5 — 6m tall, meaning
that the bund and planting will create a screen/backdrop of between approximately
3.6-9m.

17. | consider that the existing low planting is sufficient for general mitigation and will
provide a sufficient backdrop for the development, if the suggested species are used.

18. While | do not share the same level of concern over the bund planting as Mr Lander, |
am not opposed to the use of taller specimens on the bund but consider that they will
need be sited carefully to ensure viewshafts towards Kaahu are maintain as well as lot
amenity for future owners (including avoiding potential shading of solar panels).

19. While | consider that the issue of height can be addressed through the LDMP, if the
Commissioners were of a mind to require the inclusion of provision R6(7)(c), |
recommend the following wording to make the provision more workable from both a
design and certification perspective.

(c) Along each adjoining lot boundary, the bund planting beside
SH30/Ongaroto Road must include at least 20% canopy cover
formed by tree species capable of reaching a minimum height of
6m at maturity. The trees must be arranged to balance building
screening and the provision of a vegetated backdrop, while also
enabling views to the wider landscape.

CPTED

20. Mr Park raises concerns over CPTED issues in paragraph 14 of his evidence. While |
acknowledge his concerns, | consider that the principals of CPTED can be integrated
into the reserve and access planting. This would occur at a subdivision application
stage.

Conclusion
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21. In conclusion, | remain of the opinion there is no landscape or natural character reason
to decline the rezoning.



