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Introduction 

1 My full name is Sara Jane Harnett and I filed a Statement of Evidence dated 

29 October 2015. 

2 In this statement, I respond to the following Statements of Evidence filed for Fulton 

Hogan Limited: 

2.1 Peter Savage 

2.2 Chris Rossiter 

2.3 Stuart Camp  

2.4 Dean Chrystal  

2.5 Richard Chilton  

2.6 Judith Roper-Lindsay  

Statement of Evidence of Peter Savage  

3 Referring to Fulton Hogan’s existing Pound Road Quarry, at paragraph 70 Mr Savage 

states: 

“Current internal projections and modelling indicate that it would [be] 
viable to continue carting from offsite and processing material at 
Pound Road in combination with providing cleanfill facilities for at least 
the next 25 years.” 

4 I note that the latest version of the pRDP1 Chapter 17 Rural: 17.1.1.12 Policy 12 on 

Rehabilitation of Quarry Sites includes the statement: 

“… 

x. Require proposals for new quarries and changes of use on existing 
quarry sites to demonstrate through a quarry site rehabilitation plan the 
objectives, methodology and timescales for achieving quarry site 
rehabilitation and appropriate end use.  

…” 

5 Similarly, 17.1.1.11 Policy 11 Location and management of quarrying activities 

includes the statement: 

                                                        
1
 Attached to the evidence of Debbie Hogan for the CCC 
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“… 

G. is capable of processing extracted materials on site or on another 
site provided that where this would not unreasonably extend the life of 
another quarry. 

…” 

6 The pRDP does not provide any policy support for the continued use of a quarry site 

that has been fully excavated for processing and manufacturing, which constitutes a 

different activity. 

7 At paragraph 71 Mr Savage states: 

“If cleanfilling were to occur without the processing of materials at 
Pound Road it could, in theory, continue for at least 70 years before 
the site was returned to the surrounding ground level. … ” 

8 I consider this to be an exaggerated/‘worst case’ scenario, as rehabilitation of a 

quarry does not necessarily require that the site be backfilled to surrounding ground 

level, as evidenced by the new golf course proposal which is sited down in the quarry.  

The City Plan currently does not require that to happen in that way. 

9 At paragraph 69 Mr Savage states: 

“The sale of processed aggregates and provision of cleanfill facilities at 
the close proximity to the Christchurch markets provides a level of 
efficiency to the consumer. …” 

10 Fulton Hogan already has a crushing plant and associated activities at Miners Road 

which is less than 5km from the Pound Road site.  They also have the same facilities 

at the McLeans Island site.  Also, this activity would result in the opposite of what is 

intended for the rehabilitation of quarry sites as they are exhausted as per the policies 

mentioned above. 

Statement of Evidence of Chris Rossiter  

11 At paragraph 36 Mr Rossiter states: 

“The existing Pound Road quarry currently imports aggregate for 
processing to produce top course material.  With the proposed 
rezoning, the aggregate could be sourced directly from the quarry and 
will reduce the need for aggregate to be imported for processing.  
Consequently, the overall effect is expected to be a reduction of 100-
200 heavy vehicle movements per day on a weekday at the quarry (i.e. 
to 600 -700 heavy vehicle movements per day).” 
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12 Firstly, the Roberts Road and Barters Road quarries run by Fulton Hogan do not have 

facilities or consents for processing.  My understanding is that the existing Fulton 

Hogan Pound Road site is used to process this material.  The aggregate quarried 

from those sites will most likely be imported onto the new quarry site for processing, 

and consequently there is not likely to be a reduction in truck movements. 

13 Secondly, in the evidence of Peter Savage at paragraph 102.4, it is stated that 

(regarding Stage 3 of the proposal): 

“… quarry traffic will cease using the temporary Hasketts Road access 
…” 

14 At present there are two entrances to the Pound Road quarry, one off Hasketts Road 

and one off Pound Road.  By stage 3, my expectation is that all quarry trucks will 

enter and exit via Pound Road.  Consequently, according to the figures of Peter 

Savage, paragraph 29, there will be 100 more vehicles per day using the Pound 

Road access with the closure of the access on Hasketts Road. 

15 Mr Rossiter also states at paragraph 38: 

“… Overall, there would be little change in the traffic volumes on 
Pound Road north or south of the entrances to the golf course and 
quarry as a result of the rezoning compared with the current 
environment.” 

16 As already stated in paragraph 4 above, in the pRDP there is a requirement for 

quarry site rehabilitation which prevents fully excavated quarries from being used for 

processing and manufacturing.  Therefore if the rezoning/land swap proposal does 

not occur, then once the existing Fulton Hogan quarries are rehabilitated, there would 

be very few quarry trucks on Pound Road and an overall reduction in traffic compared 

with the current environment. 

Statement of Evidence of Stuart Camp  

17 In paragraph 6.4 Mr Camp states, with reference to our house: 

In objective terms, the property is already exposed to traffic noise that I 
estimate to be around 65dBLAeq during the day (30m off the road).  
Unlike the intermittent nature of aircraft flyovers, traffic noise in this 
area is reasonably constant.  Adding quarry noise at a permitted level 
of 50 dB LAeq would not change the overall level of noise at this 
dwelling. 

18 I note that these are estimates, as Mr Camp has never been on to our site for the 

purpose of taking measurements of traffic noise.  In Chris Rossiter’s statement 
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paragraph 14 however, he has given a summary of weekday traffic counts on Pound 

Road.  In short, in 2012 peak hour volumes reached 850 – 860 vehicles per hour 

(vph).  However, in September 2015 mid-afternoon, the two–way volume south of the 

quarry entrance was only 536 vph.    

19 Our experience is consistent with his recorded levels, in that noise associated with 

traffic is not in fact constant throughout the day.  We definitely ‘hear’ the quarry 

related peaks when they occur, which starts as early as 6am, as we are woken by the 

trucks passing by our house each weekday and Saturday morning.   

20 Aside from peak hour traffic there are definitely ebbs and flows in general traffic 

where activity from a quarry would be intrusive. 

21 Given that weekend traffic is substantially lower than weekdays and weekday noise is 

not constant, there will be a significant effect on noise amenity from on-site quarry 

activity if the adjoining land is converted from a golf course to a quarry.  

22 Quarry trucks, including truck and trailer units, using the Pound Road Quarry 

significantly make up the existing noise equation.  I believe using noise that is 

generated because of the quarry and then using it as a counter argument to retaining 

the golf course on its current site, is flawed.  

23 General quarrying activities (extraction and processing of aggregate) are permitted 

activities in the Rural Quarry Zone if they occur between 0600 – 1800 Monday to 

Saturday.  However, the CAPG has sought to extend the hours of operation to allow 

all non–extraction and processing activities within the Rural Quarry Zone to occur any 

time of the day or night Monday to Sunday.  I understand these other activities would 

include vehicle movements, loading and unloading of trucks and maintenance of 

quarry plant.   

24 If this were to be allowed in addition to the Fulton Hogan land swap/quarry proposal, 

our exposure to noise associated with quarrying will extend over night-time hours and 

Sundays. 

25 At paragraph 6.11, Mr Camp states that: 

“… there would not be any cumulative noise effects arising when 
Ruapuna noise is factored in.” 

26 However, this assumes that there is constant high levels of noise generated by traffic 

associated with existing quarry movements and that Ruapuna noise will be able to be 

heard above that traffic noise, neither of which I believe to be true.  Mr Camp appears 
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to be saying that against that noisy environment, we would not hear any noise 

associated with quarrying on the adjoining the property.   

27 However, if I am correct, that position would be inconsistent with the evidence that Mr 

Camp gave for the CCC in the recent hearing in the Environment Court on the noise 

rules for Ruapuna Raceway.  I was a party to that appeal, and had given evidence 

about our exposure to various noise sources, including Ruapuna Raceway activities.   

28 Mr Camp’s evidence was that we would not notice noise associated with Ruapuna 

due to the high level of traffic noise in addition to noise associated with take-offs and 

landings at the nearby airport.  His evidence was that measured airport noise is 

already very close to levels predicted by the contours.   

29 I am not sure why he is now saying we will not hear quarry noise on the adjoining site 

over and above Ruapuna noise, or why there would not be any cumulative noise 

effects resulting from all of the three existing noise sources in addition to noise from 

the quarry next door. 

Statement of Evidence of Dean Chrystal  

30 At paragraph 109 Mr Chrystal states: 

“… Quarrying has the potential to create issues relating to traffic 
generation, noise, dust nuisance and visual detraction. …” 

31 And at paragraph 122: 

“It is acknowledged that the establishment of quarrying on the existing 
golf course site will bring the effects of quarrying closer to existing rural 
residential and industrial properties to the south and east. …” 

32 Then at paragraph 120: 

“… The overall outcome for amenity values in the area subject to the 
submission and land exchange is confidently expected to result in a 
net improvement in amenity values at the conclusion of golf course 
development, and ultimately the cessation of quarrying. …” 

33 Effectively there is an acknowledgement in each of these statements that there will be 

an adverse effect on the amenity of our property, but that ultimately, in potentially 20 

years, there will be an improvement with the conclusion of golf course development 

and cessation of quarrying. 
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34 However, returning to the statement of Mr Peter Savage, at paragraph 32, he states: 

“The importation of 95% of raw bulk material from these offsite 
locations by truck and trailer has being ongoing at Pound Road for at 
least 15 years and will continue for at least the life of Roberts Road.” 

35 If one considers this statement of Peter Savage, the existing Fulton Hogan quarry 

finished any real excavation 15 years ago and has been kept alive by bringing 

material in for processing.  

36 On that basis, we have absolutely no confidence of closure, and are opposed to the 

rezoning because there is no certainty that the activity will ever end.  On that basis, 

the net benefit spoken about by Dean Chrystal may never eventuate.   

37 At paragraphs 29 to 33, Mr Chrystal discusses the reasons why he considers that it is 

appropriate for the land exchange to be approved “in principle” alongside the deferred 

quarry status for the golf course site ahead of any Reserves Act process which will 

still have to be followed.  He states that an “in principle” decision would not presume 

the outcome of the Reserves Act process.   

38 My understanding is that the IHP has no jurisdiction in respect of Reserves Act 

matters, and that it would not be open to the IHP to form a view about whether the 

land swap should occur for reserve purposes.  However I disagree with Mr Chrystal 

when he says that Fulton Hogan’s proposal would not amount to a predetermination 

of the outcome of a later Reserves Act process.   

39 This is because new Policy 14 that Fulton Hogan seeks to include, makes specific 

(positive) provision for the land exchange to enable the Templeton Golf Course to be 

quarried, and that policy provision is not qualified by any reference to the separate 

Reserves Act process.   

40 In my mind, this way of going about things certainly amounts to an approval ‘in 

principle’ of the land swap, and if this proposal of Fulton Hogan is approved, I fail to 

see how after following the separate consultation process under the Reserves Act, 

the Council could turn it down.   

41 Fulton Hogan is bringing evidence to the IHP on economic and recreational values of 

the land swap arrangement which I would expect to be matters addressed by the 

Council in the Reserves Act process.   

42 Mr Chrystal also states that restricted discretionary activity status will be sought for 

removal of the protected trees as part of the phase 3 submission that Fulton Hogan is 
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involved with.  He also makes the point (at para 45) that a resource consent for 

vegetation clearance will be sought if ‘significant tree’ removal is required.   

43 However, if this zoning is approved ‘in principle’, it seems inevitable that the protected 

trees will have to be removed because their ongoing retention is inconsistent with the 

objective of quarrying the land.  On that basis, restricted discretionary activity status 

is meaningless. 

44 At paragraph 103, Mr Chrystal points to the high quality aggregate on the golf course 

site and states that the close proximity of the source to Christchurch will contribute to 

the recovery of the city.  However, my understanding of the Aggregate Demands and 

Resources Report produced for the Christchurch City Council District Plan Review, 

states that there is available aggregate within the existing Rural Quarry zoned areas 

to meet the recovery needs of Christchurch until around 2031.   

45 My understanding is that although the pRDP proposes changes to the Rural zone to 

reduce restrictions on quarrying ‘out of zone’, that provision is intended to meet 

longer term needs as opposed to recovery needs, which are capable of being 

satisfied within existing quarry zoned areas.   

Statement of Evidence of Richard Chilton  

Paragraph 39 

46 Having established that the prevailing wind is the north-easterly and also most 

prevalent in terms of strong winds during dry weather the statement goes on to 

discuss the effects to our dwelling on the southern boundary which are most affected 

by dust. 

47 However his assessment does not include the site with a Certificate of Compliance 

for a new dwelling, most likely because he is unaware of it, and neither does it include 

the effects of dust on horticulture given than our property extends over half the 

southern boundary.  

48 We obtained the Certificate of Compliance to obtain certainty that we could erect a 

new dwelling for our retirement purposes on the rear of our section, further away from 

the traffic on Pound Road.  With the considerable uncertainty around the planning 

framework arising from the Ruapuna plan change, which initially sought to prevent 

new dwellings within the Ruapuna noise contours, we decided to secure the right for 

a new dwelling in the knowledge that we would have five years to give effect to the 

deemed resource consent.  It would be on this site that we would be intending to 



 

Stage 2 Rural: Submitter 2162 Sara Harnett Rebuttal 6 November 2015 Page 8 

grow strawberries and asparagus, and this is the location most exposed to dust from 

quarrying activities on the adjoining site. 

49 The Certificate of Compliance has turned out to be invaluable, because CAPG are 

now asking for a setback of 500 metres for new dwellings from an established quarry, 

which we had no way of predicting when we asked for the Certificate.  If this quarry 

proposal goes ahead before we implement our plans, without the Certificate, our 

ability to erect a new dwelling would be completely frustrated. 

Statement of Evidence of Judith Roper-Lindsay  

50 At paragraph 119, Ms Roper-Lindsay states: 

“Under the status quo zonings, the current management regime does 
not offer indigenous biodiversity protection or management to a site 
identified as a site of ecological significance.” 

51 However, this statement overlooks that as a Recreational Reserve under the 

Reserves Act (and in terms of its current use as a Golf Course), existing biodiversity 

values are not exposed to any real threat, and certainly they would be if the site were 

able to be excavated as a quarry. 

52 It is no doubt because the land has been used in this way that the biodiversity values 

now present have been allowed to flourish.   

 

 

Sara Harnett 

6 November 2015 


