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Introduction 

1 My full name is Richard Leslie Chilton. 

2 I am a Senior Air Quality Scientist employed by Golder Associates (NZ) Limited 

(Golder), a ground engineering and environmental consulting firm.  I have been 

employed by Golder since January 2006 and have 16 years of experience in air 

quality management.  

3 I have been asked by the Canterbury Aggregates Produces Group (CAPG) to 

comment on the evidence of Mr Robert Cross for the Yaldhurst Rural Residents 

Association Inc (YRRA) on matters relating to dust effects. 

4 My qualifications and experience are outlined in my statement of primary evidence 

for Fulton Hogan Limited (FH) in respect of Chapter 17 (Rural)1. 

5 I have read the Expert Witness Code of Conduct set out in the Environment Court 

Practice Note 2014.  I have complied with the code in preparing this evidence and 

I agree to comply with it while giving oral evidence.  Except where I state that I am 

relying on the evidence of another person, this written evidence is within my area 

of expertise.  I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might 

alter or detract from the opinions expressed in this evidence.  

Scope of Evidence 

6 This rebuttal evidence addresses the following two matters arising from Mr Cross’s 

evidence:- 

6.1 Mandatory public notification; and 

6.2 Crystalline silica discharges. 

Mandatory Notification 

7 Mr Cross has requested public notification where an application for quarrying is 

less than 300 m from a residential unit [paragraphs 7.13 and 7.14].  I understand 

that the test for public notification in terms of potential effects under the Resource 

Management Act (RMA) is in situations where those effects will have or are likely 

to have adverse effects on the environment that are more than minor2.  

                                                      
1
 Statement of Evidence of Richard Chilton on behalf of Fulton Hogan Limited (29 October 2015) at paragraphs 5 – 9 and 

Appendix A 
2
 Section 95A(2) of the RMA. 
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8 In my experience, there may be cases where a quarry could be located within 250 

m of sensitive zones (such as residential areas) with minor or less than minor 

effects.  This would be on the basis that any such proposal would be evaluated 

case by case and have an appropriate level of mitigation.  Quarries can occur in 

many sizes and forms (with and without processing, lots of trucks, very few trucks 

– sometimes even conveyors instead, large open areas, small open areas etc).  In 

my view, some will warrant notification, and some will not.  This is why, from a 

dust-assessment perspective, I consider notification should be treated on a case 

by case basis, rather than having mandatory notification or provision for non-

notification.   

9 Most commercial scale quarries require an air discharge permit from the Regional 

Council.  Very small scale quarry activities that are otherwise permitted are still 

subject to the requirement to not cause offensive or objectionable dust effects 

beyond the boundary of the site, and if this is not achieved then an air discharge 

permit is required.  In my experience of quarries applying for an air discharge 

permit, the Regional Council will ordinarily (but not always) notify applications 

where they occur within 250 m of sensitive locations (such as residences) despite 

an assessment that may conclude less than minor effects.  I make this point to 

illustrate that matters relating to dust effects are addressed by the Regional 

Council, that it assesses each application in terms of notification on its merits, and 

it tends to take a conservative approach in notifying parties with sensitive activities 

within 250 m of a quarry.  Despite this, some air discharge permit can proceed 

non-notified within that distance because the effects are assessed as being less 

than minor. 

10 In conclusion, I do not consider there is the need for mandatory notification to be 

required for land use consents on the basis of dust effects as proposed by Mr 

Cross.   

Crystalline Silica 

11 Mr Cross highlights the potential adverse effects that can arise from crystalline 

silica.  It is important to note that most rock contains silica, comprising either inert 

amorphous or crystalline silica.  Certain types of rock have higher levels of 

crystalline silica, such as quartz, but Grey Wacke (the rock that forms the majority 

of gravels on the Canterbury Plains) does not contain especially high levels to my 

knowledge.  Notwithstanding this, emissions of crystalline silica can be minimised 
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through the normal suite of dust control measures, meaning that off-site exposure 

to inhalable levels of crystalline silica should be low.  Furthermore, in my 

experience, this is a consideration that arises regularly as part of the air discharge 

permit process that the Regional Council has responsibility for.   

 

 
Richard Chilton 

6 November 2015 

 


