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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

 

  

1 With the exception of those provisions concerning ancillary aggregates 

processing activity and hours of operation for quarrying, I generally 

agree with the quarry-related provisions in the Council’s revised Rural 

Proposal for the reasons set out in the evidence of Ms Adele Radburnd. 

2 In particular, I agree with Ms Radburnd and her reasoning insofar that 

the revised proposal appropriately provides for: 

(a) Greater enablement of quarrying generally than the operative 

City Plan and the Proposed Plan as notified; 

(b) Effective quarry site rehabilitation for new and existing quarries 

by way of proposed rule 17.6.4.15;  and, 

(c) Non-compliance with the proposed depth of excavation rule 

17.6.4.6 as a restricted discretionary activity without any 

requirement for full public notification.   

3 To the extent that my opinion differs from Ms Radburnd, I consider 

that the following changes to the proposed provisions would be the 

most appropriate means of giving effect to applicable objectives in 

Chapters 3 and 17:  

(a) Providing for aggregate processing irrespective of the extraction 

of in situ materials as a permitted activity as sought in the 

submission of the Canterbury Aggregates Producers Group; and 

(b) Providing extended hours of operation for quarrying activities as 

a permitted activity in rule 17.6.4.4, as sought in the submission 

of the Canterbury Aggregates Producers Group.  
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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 EVIDENCE 

4 My evidence is presented on behalf of Maurice R Carter Limited (‘MRC’) 

and addresses the Rural Proposal (Chapter 17) in relation to the 

provisions concerned with quarrying.  

5 In particular, I address the extent to which the proposed provisions are 

the most appropriate in the context of section 32 of the Resource 

Management Act 1991 (‘Act’), having regard to MRC’s submission and 

further submission.     

6 In addition to the relevant statutory documents  I have also considered 

the following in preparing my evidence:  

(a) The revised Proposal (as amended by the Council following 

mediation and appended to the evidence of Ms Deborah Hogan, 

dated 16 October 2015); 

(b) MRC’s submission and further submission;  

(c) The Canterbury Aggregate Producer Group’s (CAPG) submission 

and further submission; and 
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(d) The evidence of Ms Adele Radburnd, Ms Deborah Hogan, Mr John 

Cook, Mr Richard English, Mr George Cunnigham, Mr Robert Potts, 

Mr Stuart Camp, Ms Belinda Margetts, Mr Andrew Craig, and Ms 

Jennifer Dray for the Council.   

STRUCTURE OF EVIDENCE 

7 After commenting briefly on the planning context and specific areas of 

agreement with Ms Radburnd, I address the key remaining unresolved 

issues of relevance to MRC, namely: 

(a) The proposed provisions concerning the processing of imported 

material on quarry sites; and     

(b) The permitted hours of operation for quarrying in activity 

standard 17.6.4.4. 

BACKGROUND 

8 By way of context, MRC owns approximately 49 hectares of land within 

the Miners Road area of the Rural Quarry zone1.  The land is yet to be 

quarried and is presently grazed.  Of note, this land is the last 

undeveloped/unquarried parcel of land within the Rural Quarry zone 

and it is MRC’s intention to commence quarrying activity in the short to 

medium term.   

 
STATEMENT 
 
Planning Context 

9 The relevant planning context is set out in Ms Radburnd’s evidence2 

(with references to the evidence of Ms Hogan) and I agree with and 

adopt this evidence.   

10 With the exception of those provisions concerning ancillary aggregates 

processing activity and hours of operation for quarrying, I generally 

agree with the provisions in the Proposal now proposed by the Council3 

                                       
1  The land is located north of West Coast Road (SH73) and is bisected 
by Kettlewell Drive.  The land adjoins the Rural 2 zone to the west and 
south, and Rural Quarry zoned land on its other boundaries.   
2  Evidence of Ms Radburnd, paragraphs 7.10-7.29. 
3  As set out in Appendix 1 of Ms Hogan’s evidence.   
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for the reasons set out in Ms Radburnd’s evidence.  I specifically agree 

with: 

(a) The greater enablement of quarrying by the amended proposed 

Rural Quarry provisions generally, for the reasons summarised in 

Ms Radburnd’s evidence4.  

(b) The approach to quarry site rehabilitation as set out in proposed 

rule 17.6.4.15.  I also support the application of this rule to new 

quarries including any new quarrying proposals that might 

eventuate on the as-yet unquarried MRC landholding, for the 

same reasons expressed by Ms Radburnd5.  

(c) The proposed depth of excavation rule 17.6.4.6, its requirement 

for consent as a restricted discretionary activity and the deletion 

of the full public notification clause, for the reasons set out in the 

evidence of Ms Radburnd6 and Mr Potts7.   

 
Ancillary aggregates processing activity 

11 MRC’s submission sought that the definition of ‘ancillary aggregates 

processing activity’ be amended to remove the requirement that it be 

co-located with a principal quarrying activity, or a permitted activity 

standard to achieve the same outcome.  MRC submitted that the use of 

exhausted quarry sites for ongoing aggregate processing would provide 

for the efficient use of natural and physical resources, and avoid the 

need to establish new processing infrastructure on other sites.   

12 MRC’s further submission supported a similar submission by CAPG 

which sought to permit aggregate processing in the Rural Quarry Zone.   

13 On this matter, I generally agree with Ms Radburnd’s sentiments8 that 

a balance needs to be struck where the processing of aggregate (being 

‘symbiotic’ with quarrying) is enabled without unreasonably delaying or 

precluding rehabilitation, extending the duration of adverse effects on 

                                       
4  Evidence of Ms Radburnd, paragraphs 5.3 and 7.3. 
5  Evidence of Ms Radburnd, paragraph 10.26-10.45. 
6  Evidence of Ms Radburnd, paragraphs 10.77-10.83 and 10.88-10.94.   
7  Evidence of Mr Potts, paragraphs 3.2-3.4.   
8  Evidence of Ms Radburnd, paragraph 10.40. 



 
LJS-104011-38-440-V1 
 

rural communities, and/or creating pressure for higher value industrial 

uses on rural land.   

14 However, I do not agree with Ms Radburnd that a resource consent for 

processing materials where quarrying of in-situ material is not the 

dominant activity is necessarily required to ensure the above concerns 

are addressed.  Specifically: 

(a) If a quarry site rehabilitation plan is prepared, implemented and 

enforced (by way of rule 17.6.4.15) then progressive 

rehabilitation towards full quarry site rehabilitation would be 

required in accordance with that plan.  As such, the use of the site 

for the processing of material would need to accord with the 

rehabilitation plan irrespective of whether material is 

predominantly imported or occurring subsequent to the extraction 

of in situ materials.    

In practical terms, allowing processing irrespective of on-site 

extraction could extend the timescale for final and complete site 

restoration.  However I would not consider this to unreasonably 

delay or preclude rehabilitation, or enable urban business activity 

that is not associated with quarrying and/or is typical of urban 

areas.    

Further, I consider it logical and efficient for processing activity to 

utilise existing quarry infrastructure and attributes9, rather than 

processing being required to start afresh elsewhere.   

(b) The adverse effects of processing activity would be avoided or 

mitigated by way of performance standards addressing inter alia: 

noise levels, hours of operation, the location of crushing and 

screening plant, the bulk and location of buildings and equipment, 

visual screening, and stock pile heights; and  

(c) Other high value industrial activities which might seek to establish 

on exhausted quarry sites where aggregate processing occurs 

would be subject to assessment through a non-complying activity 

resource consent application (under 17.6.2.5 NC1) and 

                                       
9  For example, machinery, formed vehicle accesses, pits for stockpiling, 
visual screening, separation distances from dwellings, roading and servicing 
infrastructure, staff, on-site systems, etc 



 
LJS-104011-38-440-V1 
 

consideration of policy 17.1.1.”X” (“Establishment of non-rural 

activities”) especially.  

15 Subject to the above, permitting the processing of imported materials 

on quarry sites (whether or not on-site extraction is occurring) would: 

(a) Provide for the efficient use of physical resources and quarry 

infrastructure and contribute positively to the economy as sought 

by proposed objective 3.3.16;  

(b) Maintain the function, character and amenity of the rural 

environment including its role as a working environment as 

sought by objective 17.1.1; and,  

(c) Achieve consistency with relevant rural policies including policy 

“X” (“Effects of activities utilising the rural resource”) and policy 

“X” (“Establishment of non-rural activities”).  

16 Based on the above, I consider that permitting aggregate processing 

irrespective of the extraction of in situ materials10 is the most 

appropriate means of giving effect to proposed objectives 3.3.16 and 

17.1.1 and operative strategic objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2. 

 
Hours of operation 

17 MRC’s submission sought that the notified hours of operation for 

quarrying activity in the Miners Road area be generally retained, albeit 

that the allowance for limited Sunday quarrying to meet recovery 

needs11 be provided for until 30 April 2021 rather than 30 April 2018.  

In numerical terms, MRC’s requested relief equates to only 36 

additional hours of permitted quarrying between 2018 and 202112.   

18 MRC also filed a further submission supporting the extended hours of 

operation sought in the CAPG submission.  

                                       
10 By way of the relief sought in CAPG’s submission or otherwise.   
11  As notified, Rule 17.6.4.4 provided that in the Miners Road area of the 
Rural Quarry zone, permitted hours of operation would be 0600-1800 
Monday to Saturday; and 1200-1800 Sundays until 30 April 2018, on no 
more than six occasions in a calendar year and confined to a two hour 
period on each occasion.   
12  Six occasions in a calendar year x two hour period on each occasion x 
three additional calendar years = 36 hours. 
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19 Ms Radburnd’s evidence does not specifically address the 2021 

timeframe for occasional Sunday hours sought by MRC.  However, she 

proposes to retain the hours of operation provisions as notified, due to 

potential adverse effects on residential amenity from lighting, vibration, 

and noise from additional traffic, particularly around accesses13 and a 

reluctance to rely on quarry operators, the community and Council 

compliance staff to ensure that noise standards are adhered to14.   

20 Consistent with my view in paragraph 14(b), I consider that the adverse 

effects of concern to Ms Radburnd are appropriately avoided or 

managed by specific performance standards in the Plan concerned with 

lighting glare, vibration, noise, access locations and traffic generation.  

For example, Mr Camp’s evidence for the Council states: 

‘Restrictions on hours of operation for quarries are not required 

to address noise effects, provided quarries comply with night time 

permitted activity noise standards’15.   

…‘I do not consider it necessary to have a noise-free day. We all 

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

an appropriate level of acoustic amenity for daytime and night-

time’16. 

21 Mr Camp does express concerns that no restrictions at all on operating 

hours would make it possible for a quarry to operate a 24/7 operation 

on a regular basis with resultant night-time activity and effects, 

especially from heavy vehicles on the road network17.   However, this 

is not inconsistent with the submissions by MRC and CAPG which seek 

to provide for occasional daytime hours of operation on Sundays 

beyond 2018, nor CAPG’s submission seeking to provide for extraction 

and processing activity to 2200 hours, Monday to Saturday.  Mr Camp’s 

evidence does not specifically address the noise effects resulting from 

CAPG’s proposed amendments to rule 17.6.4.4(b), which seeks some 

24/7 Monday-Saturday operations and vehicle movements, subject to 

compliance with other rules including noise standards.   

                                       
13  Evidence of Ms Radburnd, paragraph 10.116. 
14  Evidence of Ms Radburnd, paragraph 10.117. 
15  Evidence of Mr Camp, paragraph 3.4. 
16  Evidence of Mr Camp, paragraph 6.7. 
17  Evidence of Mr Camp, paragraph 6.12-6.15. 
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22 I do not agree with Ms Radburnd’s preference for a consenting process 

over reliance on quarry-operator compliance with noise performance 

standards.   

23 Objective 3.3.2 is clear that the Plan’s reliance on resource consent 

processes is to be ‘minimised’ and Ms Radburnd’s approach would also 

be inconsistent with the Plan’s treatment of other noise generating 

activities and environments in the City where permitted activity noise 

standards suffice.  For example, noise standards are used to manage 

noise effects in Industrial zones, notwithstanding the potential for noise 

generating activities and heavy vehicle movements in proximity to 

nearby Residential zones. 

24 It is also my experience that where applications for resource consent 

or project information memoranda (‘PIM’) in conjunction with building 

consents are submitted for potentially noisy activities, Council will 

routinely request evidence that compliance will be achieved with noise 

standards.  As such, I would expect that established and new quarries 

would need to demonstrate compliance with noise standards. 

25 In my view and having regard to the operational reasons set out in the 

MRC and CAPG submissions, providing greater flexibility through 

additional hours of operation for quarrying would be more appropriate 

than the notified rule in achieving the following objectives: 

(a) Objective 3.3.1- in terms of expediting recovery, meeting the 

community’s needs (for aggregate) and fostering investment 

certainty; 

(b) Objective 3.3.2- in terms of minimising reliance on resource 

consent processes, minimising rules and encouraging choice, and 

minimising requirements for notification or written approval (that 

would likely arise where extended hours of operation are sought 

by consent); 

(c) Objective 3.3.12- in terms of enabling the efficient and effective 

development, upgrade, and maintenance of infrastructure 

(through the ready provision of required aggregate at the times 

when it is required);  
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(d) Objective 3.3.15- in terms of better recognising the importance 

of aggregate extraction, associated processing and transportation 

of product to support recovery;  

(e) Proposed Objective 3.3.16- in terms of enabling a range of 

opportunities to efficiently utilise the rural resource and contribute 

positively to the economy; 

(f) Proposed Objective 17.1.1- in terms of supporting the (quarrying) 

function of the working rural environment whilst maintaining 

character and amenity.    

26 In summary, I consider the amendments sought by CAPG to rule 

17.6.4.4 are the most appropriate method of achieving the objectives 

above.    

 

 

Jeremy Goodson Phillips  

29 October 2015 


