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INTRODUCTION 

2 Maurice R Carter Limited (“MRC”) owns approximately 49 hectares of 

land within the Miners Road area of the Rural Quarry zone.  The land 

is yet to be quarried and is presently grazed.  This land is the last 

piece of unquarried land in the Rural Quarry zone.  MRC intends to 

commence quarrying on the land in the short to medium term. 

REMAINING ISSUES FOR MAURICE R CARTER LIMITED 

3 As Mr Phillips explains in his evidence, the only remaining live issues 

for MRC are as follows: 

(a) The status of aggregate processing in the Rural Quarry zone 

where this is (or becomes) the dominant activity on site (for 

example once extraction activities have reduced or ceased); and 

(b) The hours of operation for quarrying activities in the Rural 

Quarry zone as a permitted activity (Rule 17.6.4.4). 

4 The opening legal submission for the Council1 and the Crown2 

summarise the relevant directions in the higher order documents and 

the Strategic Directions objectives.  My submissions focus on MRC’s 

remaining issues and the evidence in relation to those issues. 

AGGREGATE PROCESSING WITHIN THE RURAL QUARRY ZONE  

5 MRC’s submission sought that the definition of “ancillary aggregates 

processing activity” be amended to remove the requirement that 

processing be co-located with a principal quarrying activity, so that 

                                       
1 Opening Legal Submissions for Christchurch City Council dated 14 November 2015 at 
paragraphs 5.7 and 5.9 
2 Opening Submissions for the Crown dated 12 November 2015 at paragraphs 2.1 – 2.15 
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that as quarry sites become exhausted, aggregate processing on 

those sites can continue.   

6 MRC made a further submission in support of a similar submission by 

CAPG which sought to permit aggregate processing in the Rural 

Quarry zone.  CAPG has since adopted the position (in evidence3) that 

such processing be required to comply with the Rural zone noise 

standards rather than the Rural Quarry zone noise standards for sites 

where processing becomes the dominant activity.  MRC’s witness also 

supports that position4. 

7 Ms Radburnd’s evidence for the Council states that granting of the 

relief sought may unreasonably delay or preclude rehabilitation of 

quarry sites, may extend the timescales associated with quarry-

related adverse effects on surrounding communities and create 

pressure to redevelop rural land for higher value industrial uses5. 

8 The evidence of Mr Phillips (the planning witness for MRC6) and Mr 

Ensor (the planning witness for CAPG7) is that: 

(a) 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  

(b) there are economic and practical reasons for enabling processing 

on quarry sites irrespective of the extent or rate of on-site 

extraction.  This is supported by Mr Warren for CAPG which 

states that the cost of shifting a large “fixed” plant is very 

significant (in the order of $3M - $5M) and that a large area of 

land (15ha) would be needed to establish or re-establish a new 

processing site elsewhere8.  Mr English’s evidence on behalf of 

CAPG estimates that the total capital cost of relocation of a 

“processing only” operation to an industrial site may be in the 

order of $20 - $40 million9, resulting in a significant cost to the 

city in the form of more expensive aggregates10. 

                                       
3 Evidence of Tim Ensor on behalf of CAPG dated 29 October 2015 at paragraph 74 
4 Rebuttal Evidence of Jeremy Phillips on behalf of Maurice R Carter Limited dated 5 November 
2015 at paragraph 7 
5 Evidence of Adele Radburnd on behalf of CCC dated 16 October 2015 at paragraphs 10.59 – 
10.60 
6 Evidence of Jeremy Phillips on behalf of Maurice R Carter Limited dated 29 October 2015 at 
paragraph 14; Rebuttal Evidence of Jeremy Phillips on behalf of Maurice R Carter Limited dated 
5 November 2015 at paragraph 5 
7 Evidence of Tim Ensor on behalf of CAPG dated 29 October 2015 at paragraphs 58-78 
8 Evidence of Brian Warren on behalf of CAPG dated 29 October 2015 at paragraph 44 
9 Evidence of Richard English on behalf of CAPG dated 29 October 2015 at paragraph 76 
10 Evidence of Richard English on behalf of CAPG dated 29 October 2015 at paragraph 80 
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9 In terms of effects, the evidence for CAPG (which MRC relies on) is 

that: 

(a) there will be a noise “benefit” of at least 3 dB following cessation 

of quarrying activity and that provided the operator adopts good 

management practices, the noise effects of processing will be 

less than minor and will meet the Rural zone noise standard11; 

and 

(b) enabling the processing of imported materials will in assist in 

increasing the volume of cleanfill coming to a site, which will in 

turn increase the rate at which rehabilitation can be 

undertaken12.  The additional heavy vehicle movements 

generated by the importation of cleanfill will not adversely affect 

the safety and efficiency of other vehicle movements on the 

roading network13.  The noise effects generated by importation 

of fill will be less than minor14. 

10 The only minor difference of opinion between Mr Phillips and Mr Ensor 

relates to the status of aggregate processing activity in the 

circumstances described.  Mr Ensor is of the view that such activities 

should be controlled15 while Mr Phillips is of the view that they should 

be permitted (subject to compliance with the other permitted activity 

standards, including the noise standard for the Rural zone) and 

restricted discretionary if they don’t meet those standards16. 

11 In my submission, Mr Phillip’s position in relation to activity status is 

more consistent with the direction to reduce consenting 

requirements17 and is more enabling18. 

HOURS OF OPERATION 

12 As notified, Rule 17.6.4.4 provides that in the Miners Road area of the 

Rural Quarry zone, quarrying is permitted between the hours of 0600 

– 1800 Monday to Saturday and 1200 – 1800 Sundays until 30 April 

2018 on no more than six occasions in a calendar year (confined to a 

two hour period on each occasion).   

                                       
11 Evidence of Mr Humpheson on behalf of CAPG dated 29 October 2015 at paragraphs 34 – 37 
12 Evidence of Brian Warren on behalf of CAPG dated 29 October 2015 at paragraphs 14, 28 
and 42 
13 Evidence of Michael Rossiter on behalf of CAPG dated 29 October 2015 at paragraphs 36 – 
41 
14 Evidence of Darran Humpheson on behalf of CAPG dated 29 October 2015 at paragraph 41 
15 Evidence of Tim Ensor on behalf of CAPG dated 29 October 2015 at paragraph 73. 
16 Appendix A to Mr Phillip’s rebuttal evidence sets out the amendments required to the 
Revised Proposal to achieve this outcome. 
17 Operative Objective 3.3.2 
18 Proposed Objective 3.3.16 
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13 MRC sought that the allowance for limited Sunday quarrying to meet 

recovery needs be extended until 30 April 2021. 

14 MRC also lodged a further submission in support of the CAPG 

submission19 which sought that: 

(a) extraction and processing activity (which could meet the 

permitted activity noise standard) be permitted until 2200 

Monday to Saturday and 1200 – 1800 Sundays on an on-going 

basis on no more than six occasions per year (and confined to 

two hours on each occasion); and 

(b) all other quarrying activities (including vehicle movements, 

loading of trucks and maintenance of quarry plant) be permitted 

at any time of the day or night Monday to Saturday and 1200 – 

1800 Sundays on no more than six occasions per year (and 

confined to two hours on each occasion). 

15 Ms Radburnd’s evidence in chief for the Council does not specifically 

address the relief sought by MRC but supports the permitted activity 

standard hours of operation in the Plan as notified on the basis of 

potential amenity and noise effects20.  However Mr Camp’s evidence 

for the Council is that: 

“Restrictions on hours of operation for quarries are not required 

to address noise effects, provided quarries comply with night 

time permitted activity noise standards”21  

and  

“…I do not consider it necessary to have a noise free day.  We 

live in a 7 day per week city, and the District Plan limit provide 

an appropriate level of acoustic amenity for daytime and night-

time”22. 

16 MRC relies on Mr Camp’s evidence in relation to the extension of 

Sunday operations until 2021. 

17 In terms of the effects arising from the relief sought by CAPG: 

                                       
19 The relief sought by CAPG is set out in Appendix B to Mr Phillip’s evidence in chief. 
20 Evidence of Adele Radburnd on behalf of CCC dated 16 October 2015 at paragraphs 10.110 
– 10.119 
21 Evidence of Stuart Camp on behalf of CCC dated 16 October 2015 at paragraph 3.4 
22 Evidence of Stuart Camp on behalf of CCC dated 16 October 2015 at paragraph 6.7 
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(a) Mr Humpheson concludes that compliance with the night time 

noise standards by all other quarrying activity (ie vehicle 

movements, loading of trucks and maintenance of quarry plant) 

is realistically achievable23; and 

(b) Mr Rossiter confirms that there are no traffic related effects that 

would be noticeable to other drivers or otherwise impact on the 

roading network24. 

18 Again, the only minor difference between Mr Phillips and Mr Ensor is in 

relation to activity status.  Mr Ensor supports controlled activity status 

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’25.  Mr 

Phillips remains of the view26 (given Mr Camp and Mr Humpheson’s 

evidence) that permitted activity status is appropriate, particularly 

given the direction that reliance on resource consent processes is to 

be minimised. 

CONCLUSION 

19 The amendments to the Revised Proposal sought by MRC in relation to 

aggregate processing and by MRC and CAPG in relation to hours of 

operation are the most appropriate in terms of s32 of the Act and are 

consistent with the higher order documents, as well as proposed 

objectives 3.3.16 and 17.1.1, and operative strategic direction 

objectives 3.3.1, 3.3.2 and 3.3.15.   

 

 

DATED this 18th day of November 2015 

 
        

Monique Thomas 

Counsel for Maurice R Carter Limited 

                                       
23 Evidence of Darran Humpheson on behalf of CAPG dated 29 October 2015 at paragraph 33 
24 Evidence of Michael Rossiter on behalf of CAPG dated 29 October 2015 at paragraph 44 
25 Evidence of Tim Ensor on behalf of CAPG dated 29 October 2015 at paragraph 89 
26 Rebuttal Evidence of Jeremy Phillips on behalf of Maurice R Carter Limited dated 5 
November 2015 at paragraphs 13-14 


