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Introduction 

1 My name is Stephen John Douglass.  

2 My experience and expertise is set out in my Evidence in Chief (‘EIC’), filed with 

the Panel on 29 October 20151. 

3 I confirm that I have read and agreed to comply with Code of Conduct for Expert 

Witnesses (Environment Court Practice Note 2014).  This evidence is within my 

area of expertise except where I state that I am relying on facts or information 

provided by another person.  I have not omitted to consider material facts known to 

me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express 

Evidence of Sara Harnett 

4 In her evidence dated 29 October 2015 Ms Sara Harnett raises several concerns 

that relate to site rehabilitation and groundwater quality.  I provide some additional 

information below which I consider address Ms Harnett’s concerns.   

5 In Ms Harnett’s paragraph 9 she refers to the evidence of Mr Russell Wedge, 

quoting Mr Wedge’s statement in paragraph 9.1 to 9.3.  One concern raised by Mr 

Wedge and supported by Ms Harnett is the quality of the backfilled material in the 

existing quarry and its suitability for recreational use.   

6 I note that the material deposited at the site under existing consents CRC961604.1 

and CRC111476 is restricted to inert material and low levels of vegetative matter.  

Fulton Hogan is responsible for ensuring that the material brought onto site 

adheres to the definition of cleanfill.  However, historical use of the site pre-RMA 

may have included the deposition of uncontrolled fill.  This is reflected on the 

Environment Canterbury Listed Land Use Register (LLUR) whereby part of the site 

has been tagged as a landfill in accordance with the Ministry for the Environment 

Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL).   

7 I understand that the main concern raised by Ms Harnett is if the deposited 

material is suitable for recreational use.  I agree that the soils that are used to form 

the new golf course need to be suitable for the intended end use (i.e. for 

recreational purposes). 

                                                      
1
 Statement of Evidence of Stephen Douglass on behalf of Fulton Hogan Limited, 29 October 2015 at paragraphs 3-6  



 2 

8 Soil disturbance2 on a site that is more likely that not associated with a HAIL 

activity will require investigation and potentially consent under the National 

Environmental Standard for assessing and managing contaminants in soil to 

protect human health (NES – Soil).   

9 The Templeton Golf Course (TGC) site is considered to be a HAIL site due to the 

storage and use of pesticides and herbicides.  Therefore, a detailed site 

investigation (DSI) would be required to be undertaken before soil is disturbed on 

the site (as defined by the NES – Soil).  Based on the outcomes of the DSI 

consent for soil disturbance and disposal would be required either as a controlled 

activity or a restricted discretionary activity (i.e. Reg 8(5) or Reg 8(6)).  This is a 

standard process and consent for soil disturbance is typically issued with 

conditions associated with the remedial action plan, which includes soil testing and 

disposal methods/locations. 

10 Parts of the Pound Road quarry site are more likely than not associated with a 

HAIL activity (i.e. former asphalt plant, storage of fuels, historical landfill).  

Therefore, a preliminary site investigation (PSI) would need to conclude that the 

part of the site that will be subject to the construction of the new golf course may 

contain contaminated soil before a DSI is undertaken (i.e. the ‘piece of land’ as 

defined in the NES-Soil).  In addition, the PSI would need to demonstrate that it is 

highly unlikely that the change in land use would pose a risk to human health to 

meet the permitted activity status for land use change under the NES-Soil 

(regulation 8(4)). 

11 If a DSI is required to be undertaken, the results of the soil sampling will inform the 

type of consent required by the NES – Soil (i.e. controlled or restricted 

discretionary) and inform the rehabilitation and remedial action plan.  This process 

will ensure that the soils used to form the golf course will meet the recreational Soil 

Contaminant Standard listed in the NES – Soil and the risks to human health are 

addressed.   

12 Ms Harnett also quotes Mr Potts’ EIC in paragraph 10.  There is no disagreement 

with Mr Potts on the nature of the soil that is appropriate for site rehabilitation.  

However, I note that the characteristics of the fill material that are most critical to 

the establishment of grass growth are associated with the top soil.  Mr Potts 

considers a top soil depth of between 0.3m to 0.5m as adequate, provided that the 
                                                      
2
 The NES – Soil contains triggers associated with the scale of soil disturbance, with the disturbance of more than 

25 m
3
/500 m

2
 of site and the disposal (offsite) of more than 5 m

3
/500 m

2
 of site potentially requiring consent. 
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reinstated soil is managed to ensure vegetation can establish.  I expect this will be 

part of the development plan for the new golf course, as ensuring that the soils 

used can sustain grass growth would be a fundamental requirement of the project.  

In addition, I note that rehabilitation of quarry sites for golf course use is a viable 

option, as described in Fulton (19893).  

13 On that basis, I consider that the concerns regarding soil quality raised by Ms 

Harnett are addressed through existing regulations, and are no barrier to the 

proposed development. 

14 Ms Harnett refers to the EIC of Dr Rutter in her paragraph 46, and quotes 

paragraph 3.3 of Dr Rutter’s evidence.   

15 I addressed the risks to groundwater quality associated with quarrying and 

cleanfilling activities in my EIC, and concluded that the risks to groundwater quality 

were very minor.  I maintain this view. 

16 I accept that Ms Harnett has concerns regarding the security of supply from their 

well.  However, I note that the existing groundwater quality data from Pound Road 

and other quarrying sites indicates that the operations are not adversely affecting 

groundwater quality.   

17 Ms Harnett also states in paragraph 49 that she is unaware of where the water 

supply will come from to irrigate the new golf course.  I note that Fulton Hogan 

holds an existing groundwater take consent4 that will provide adequate water 

supply for the new golf course and the quarry operations.  The consent authorises 

the abstraction of 507,296 m3 of groundwater per annum for irrigation and 

industrial use.   

18 Based on a previous assessment I undertook for water demand, the proportion of 

water available for irrigation equates to approximately 20 L/s (1,728 m3/day), with 

approximately 20 L/s available for quarrying purposes.  On this basis, an irrigable 

area of approximately 40-45 ha could be achieved.   

19 I note that the water split is indicative, and water recycling within the quarry 

operation could provide additional water for the new golf course.  I also note that 

the peak water demand for the existing golf course was approximately 

                                                      
3
 Fulton, William H. (1989): Post Quarryism – A study of the rehabilitation of sand and gravel quarries. A study completed in 

partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Diploma in Landscape Architecture, Lincoln College, Canterbury, New Zealand. 
4
 CRC143361  
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1,100 m3/day5.  Therefore, I consider that the consented water volume is sufficient 

to meet the demand of the golf course and the quarry. 

20 Lastly, Ms Harnett provides a list of mitigation measures if the Fulton Hogan 

proposal is accepted in her paragraph 56.  One mitigation measure is to restrict 

the depth of excavation to ensure that there is a 2 m buffer of undisturbed material, 

combined with groundwater monitoring should be undertaken on a regular basis. 

21 The first part of the mitigation is inconsistent with the permitted activity status 

under Rule 5.175 of the LWRP and I do not support Ms Harnett’s request.  In 

paragraph 35 of my EIC I note that the proposed quarrying activity could be 

undertaken subject to Rule 5.175 with no adverse effects on groundwater quality.  

However, I do support the regular monitoring of groundwater quality as a means of 

demonstrating that any filling activities do not adversely affect the groundwater 

quality.  This is a typical consent condition for cleanfilling. 

 

 

Stephen Douglass 
6 November 2015 

                                                      
5
 Based on data provided by the TGC to URS in 2012. 


