8 July 2015

Tracey Lamason
Planners Plus Ltd
PO Box 218
Whitianga 3542

Dear Tracey

RE:

Lusby / Silverstream Falls LVIA- Further Clarification of Opinion

On the 17th of December 2014 Boffa Miskell Ltd provided an opinion letter which reviewed the
proposed application for a function centre and accommodation chalets. Further clarification
has been sought by KTB Planning on behalf of Thames Coromandel District Council on the
following matters. Our response to these queries is provided as follows:

1. On pages 2 and 3 of the Landscape response it is stated that assessing “what may
occur or what effect the application may have on future potential applications … is not
possible” and that according to case law cumulative assessment is not appropriate.
Could you please provide us with the case law that states this for our information?
Clarification:
We attach a series of case law that discusses the application of a non complying activity
in regard to cumulative effects. When assessing the landscape and visual effects, the
subtlety of design, building placement and land use all contribute toward the landscape
and visual effect. We find it to be difficult to determine what the cumulative effect may
be given the many unknown parameters of what other sites may do as non-complying
activities.

2. KTB Planning requested artist’s impressions and photomontages of the facility from
appropriate viewing locations. On page 4 of the report mentioned above it states that
these have not been prepared because the viewing points are a considerable distance
from the site. As the information has not been provided under Section 95(2) public
notification is required. However, if the author of the report can provide a more
detailed explanation on why this information has not been provided we may be able
to assess that this information is not necessary and withdraw this aspect of the Section
92 request.
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Clarification:
During site investigations the existing vegetation cover was observed and viewing
catchment identified. The external views1 are some 600m to 800m from the chalets
from State Highway 25 and 1.0km from the Paul Road viewpoint, at its closest distance.
The bush cover is in a regenerating state and is some 3m – 5m in height. With the
chalets sited at 4m in height and the Function Room at 5m max height we are confident
that landscape plans provided demonstrate enough information to convey the
screening of each of the buildings for these views. Visual simulations of these
viewpoints will result in buildings that are near to being completely screened by existing
vegetation and within 5 years screened further.
Given the distance of the external viewing audience, the buildings would be largely
screened and small in scale making them difficult to discern in a simulation. We did
not consider the visual simulations would assist us any further in the evaluation of
magnitude of effect for the assessment of visual effects. We remain of the view that
the proposed mitigation plans demonstrate the mitigation measures to largely screen
the buildings from external views, whilst retaining an outlook for each building.

Yours faithfully
BOFFA MISKELL LTD

Rebecca Ryder
Senior Principal / Landscape Architect

Attachment:

Relevant Case Law Extract for Cumulative Effects

Refer to Viewpoints 10 and 11 (Viewpoint Map – Boffa Miskell Ltd, 17/09/2014) and Pages 19 – 26 of Landscape
and Visual Assessment, Soul Environments, 17/11/2011
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