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INTRODUCTION 

1 My full name is Jeremy Goodson Phillips.  I am a senior planner and 

Director practising with Novo Group Limited in Christchurch.  Novo 

Group is a resource management planning and traffic engineering 

consulting company that provides resource management related 

advice to local authorities and private clients.    

2 My qualifications and experience are set out in paragraphs 1.2 to 1.6 

of my statement of evidence on the Commercial Proposal for Scentre 

(New Zealand) Limited, dated 24 April 2015. 

3 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note (updated 1 December 2014) and I 

agree to comply with it. My qualifications as an expert are set out 

above. I confirm that the issues addressed in this statement of 

evidence are 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. 

SCOPE OF REBUTTAL EVIDENCE 

4 My rebuttal evidence responds to the evidence of Mr Timothy Ensor 

for the Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group (“CAPG”) in respect of:  

(a) Aggregate processing within the Rural Quarry Zone (including Mr 

Ensor’s recommended amendments to the Revised Proposal); 

and 

(b) Hours of operation (including Mr Ensor’s recommended 

amendments to the Revised Proposal).  

AGGREGATE PROCESSING WITHIN THE RURAL QUARRY ZONE  

5 I agree with Mr Ensor’s evidence1 that: the processing of aggregate is 

intrinsically linked to the activity of quarrying and is an ‘associated 

activity’ in terms of the relevant Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

(CRPS) definition of ‘rural activity’; and that there are economic and 

practical reasons for enabling processing on quarry sites irrespective 

                                       
1 Evidence of Mr Tim Ensor, Paragraphs 58-78 
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of on-site extraction.  However, I disagree with Mr Ensor’s subsequent 

view2 that a controlled (rather than permitted) activity status for 

aggregate processing (under his proposed new rule 17.6.2.X C1) 

would be appropriate3.  

6 Mr Ensor’s proposed controlled activity rule requires aggregate 

processing to adhere to other activity standards in order to avoid or 

manage effects.  Whilst reliance on these standards to manage effects 

is consistent with paragraph 14(a) and (b) of my evidence, I do not 

consider that controlled activity status referencing these standards is 

necessary, on the basis that these standards apply in any case.   

7 However, having reviewed Mr Ensor’s evidence I do agree that 

reliance on the Rural Quarry Zone noise rules to manage processing 

activity following the cessation of extraction activities (as suggested in 

my evidence) would permit greater noise effects than in other Rural 

zones over an extended duration.  For this reason, I agree with Mr 

Ensor that a requirement for processing activity to comply with the 

noise limits for Rural Zones (other than the Rural Quarry Zone) would 

more appropriately manage effects4.  

8 Similarly, to avoid permitting extensive areas of the Rural Quarry 

zone being used for processing subsequent to extraction of in situ 

material, I also agree with Mr Ensor’s proposed activity standard5 

which requires that ‘the area used for processing shall be no greater 

than 10ha excluding buildings, paved access ways and settlement 

ponds’.   

9 Mr Ensor’s proposed Rule 17.6.2.X C1 also includes an activity 

standard6 requiring that rehabilitation shall be undertaken in 

accordance with Rule/Activity Standard 17.6.4.15 (which relates to 

quarry site rehabilitation) and that rehabilitation shall be completed 

prior to December 2031 for all of the site that is not reasonably 

required for processing.   

                                       
2 Evidence of Mr Tim Ensor, Paragraph 73 
3 Evidence of Mr Tim Ensor, Appendix A, immediately above Sub #47.   
4 Evidence of Mr Tim Ensor, Appendix A, proposed Rule 17.6.2.X C1(l) 
5 Evidence of Mr Tim Ensor, Appendix A, proposed Rule 17.6.2.X C1(b) 
6 Evidence of Mr Tim Ensor, Appendix A, proposed Rule 17.6.2.X C1(a) immediately above Sub 
# 47 
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10 Whilst I support a requirement for processing activity to comply with 

Rule/Activity Standard 17.6.4.15, I do not consider the additional 

wording proposed by Mr Ensor is necessary or appropriate for the 

following reasons:   

(a) Mr Ensor’s rule requires rehabilitation to be completed by 

December 2031, where this is not otherwise a requirement of 

Rule 17.6.4.15 and would unnecessarily require resource 

consent for quarries where extraction activity is undertaken in 

conjunction with processing and the extraction activity needs to 

continue beyond 2031 (such that rehabilitation ‘completion’ by 

that time is not possible); and  

(b) It is unnecessary for the standard to refer to what part of a site 

is, or is not, ‘reasonably required for processing’ on the basis 

that Rule 17.6.4.15 would provide for that to be defined within 

the detail of a rehabilitation plan in any case.   

11 Noting the above and in summary, I consider that processing activity 

should be subject to other relevant performance standards to manage 

effects.  The rehabilitation Rule/Activity Standard 17.6.4.15 and noise 

standards for Rural zones (other than Rural quarry zones) are 

especially important.  I also support an activity standard limiting the 

processing area to 10ha per site.  However, I do not agree with Mr 

Ensor that a controlled activity consenting requirement is necessary to 

achieve this.   

12 In my opinion, aggregate processing activity should be provided for as 

a permitted activity subject to compliance with these standards.  For 

processing activities that do not comply, a restricted discretionary 

activity consent requirement should apply, where applications are 

subject to assessment matters focused on compatibility with the 

receiving environment7 (plus any matters of assessment that apply 

where other standards are breached).  Appendix A to this rebuttal 

evidence sets out amendments to the Revised Proposal to achieve 

this8.  In my view, this approach would effectively enable some 

processing activity irrespective of on-site extraction, whilst 

                                       
7 Assessment matters: 17.8.2.1 (scale of activity); 17.8.2.13 (hours of operation); and 
17.8.2.15 (activities associated with quarrying). 
8 This includes a proposed new definition of ‘aggregates processing activity’ to distinguish such 
activity from ‘ancillary aggregates processing activity’.  
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maintaining amenity, and it would therefore be a more appropriate 

method to give effect to proposed objectives 3.3.16 and 17.1.1 and 

operative strategic objectives 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.12 and 3.3.15.   

HOURS OF OPERATION 

13 Mr Ensor supports a controlled activity resource consent for night time 

loading and transport of aggregate and quarry plant maintenance ‘in 

order to provide a level of comfort to residents in proximity to the 

Rural Quarry Zone’ and to ‘allow an assessment of noise related 

effects to be undertaken [and] allow other potential amenity concerns 

such as lighting and glare to be assessed’9.   

14 For the reasons set out in paragraphs 23-25 my primary evidence and 

based on the evidence of Mr Humpheson10 which indicates that 

compliance with night time noise standards by quarrying activity is 

realistically achievable, I disagree with Mr Ensor and maintain the 

view that providing for the hours of operation sought in CAPG’s 

submission as a permitted activity is more appropriate.  The relief 

sought in CAPG’s submission which I support is set out in Appendix B 

to this statement. 

 

 

Jeremy Philips 

5 November 2015 

  

                                       
9 Evidence of Mr Tim Ensor, Paragraph 89  
10 Evidence of Mr Darran Humpheson, Paragraph 14-33 
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Appendix A: Proposed Amendments to Revised Proposal 

 

Proposed new aggregates processing rule and supporting definition: 

17.6.2.1 Permitted activities 

Activity Activity Specific Standards 

P2 Aggregates 

processing activity 

a. Refer to the standards set out in Rules 17.6.3 

and 17.6.4; 

b. The area used for processing shall be no 

greater than 10ha excluding buildings, paved 

access ways and settlement ponds; 

c. Compliance with the noise limits for Rural 

Zones other than the Rural Quarry Zone. 

17.6.2.3 Restricted discretionary activities 

RD2 Aggregates 

processing activity 

that does not 

comply with the 

Activity Specific 

Standards in Rule 

17.6.2.1. 

a. Scale of activity- 17.8.2.1; 

b. Hours of operation- 17.8.2.13; 

c. Activities associated with quarrying- 17.8.2.15. 

Definitions: 

Aggregates processing activity Means the processing, storage, sale and 

transportation of natural sand, gravel, clay, silt 

and rock and/or recycled/recovered aggregates 

brought in from other properties, but excludes 

ancillary aggregates-processing activity.   
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Appendix B: CAPG’s submission on 17.6.4.4 and relief requested 

 

 


