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Appendix E – Historic Aerials of the Quarry 

 

 

 
Figure 1 – 1995 Aerial from Property file 
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Image 1- Image from file note in 1995 of quarry face indicating area of next benching exercise which 

would trigger resource consent 

 

 
Image 2 – Photograph from 1995 of quarry face 
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Waikato Regional Council have provided the below vegetation map on top of WRAPS2002 

and the same for WRAPS2017 shows vegetation clearance between 2002-2017. 

The clearance is kanuka dominated forest and losses can be split into date ranges as follows: 

 

0.56 ha 2002-2007 

0.32 ha 2007-2012 

2.0 ha 2012-2017  

 
Rule 15.6.3.1(x) only permits removal of 2.5% where to indigenous bush is over 1ha as existing on a 

site at 4 November 2009. 

 

 
Figure 2 – 2002 WRAPS 
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Figure 3 – 2017 WRAPS 
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Alasdair Gray  027 249 7648  alasdair.gray@graymatter.co.nz   Karen Hills  021 923 905  karen.hills@graymatter.co.nz 

Gray Matter Ltd 
2 Alfred Street 
PO Box 14178 
Hamilton, 3252 

Tel: 07 853 8997 

17_143 

Dear Victoria  

MCPHERSON QUARRY, POKENO – TRANSPORTATION REVIEW  

1. Introduction 

McPherson Quarry (the Applicant) has made an application for consent to continue with their existing quarry 

operation on McPherson Road and support future expansion.  

Waikato District Council (WDC) has engaged Gray Matter Ltd to peer review the traffic and transportation 

aspects of the proposal. This proposal seeks consent to extract and move 490,000 tonnes of material per 

annum. 

This letter presents our assessment to support WDC’s  Section 42A report. It includes: 

= A summary of the key aspects of the application from a traffic and transportation perspective; 

= Comments on the Applicant’s assessment and main areas of agreement and disagreement; 

= Summary of the Submitters’ traffic concerns;  

= The nature and extent of traffic effects from the proposal including mitigation; and  

= Recommended conditions. 

Our review is based on: 

= McPherson Quarry Traffic Impact Assessment, WSP (2018) (TIA); 

= McPherson Resources Limited, Resource Consent Application & Assessment of Environmental 

Effects – Updated Post-Lodgement, Kinetic Environmental (12 December 2019) (AEE);  

= Site visit and observations on Friday 23 October 2020; and  

= Additional information provided by WSP, email from Kristoffer Hansson to Naomi McMinn dated 

29/10/2020. 

2. Site Location and Proposal 

The application is for consent to continue with the existing quarry operation and support a future expansion 

of the quarry operation. The proposal is for a maximum 490,000 tonnes per year of extraction and movement 

of quarry material. The application also seeks permission to import clean fill in trucks that are leaving the site 

with quarry material. The AEE anticipates up to 100,000 m3 of clean fill per annum1.  

We understand the proposed operational hours are 7am to 7pm (12 hours) for six days per week (Monday 

to Saturday). Note that the TIA is based on 11 hour working days, 7am to 6pm. 

The quarry locality is shown in Figure 1. The quarry is located near the end of McPherson Road. There are 

two residential dwellings located just past the quarry on McPherson Road.  

 
1 AEE Section 4.1.3 

3 November 2020 

 

Waikato District Council 

Private Bag 544 

Ngaruawahia 3742 

 

Attn: Victoria Majoor  
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Figure 1: Quarry Site Location  

3. Existing Environment  

3.1. Existing Site Activity  

We understand that there are no existing use rights. However, the quarry has been in operation for some 

time. The Application2 states that the quarry extracted: 

= 330,000 tonnes of material in 2017; and 

= 320,000 tonnes of material in 2018. 

The TIA states that the quarry transported 400,000 tonnes of quarry material in 2017. We understand this 

was estimated at the time of the TIA . The actual tonnage for 2017 was 330,000 tonnes as per the AEE.  

The TIA concludes that the recommended mitigation measures (discussed below) are considered appropriate 

for the proposal taking into consideration the potential future function of SH2.  

3.1.1. Existing Truck Data  

WSP have provided truck load data at the quarry for the period between 1st November 2019 and 21st October 

20203. Based on the data provided, the key existing quarry movements are summarised: 

= Maximum: 165 loads = 330 trucks/day  

= Minimum: 1 load = 2 trucks/day 

= Average: 56 loads = 112 trucks/day  

= 85th%ile: 87 loads = 174 trucks/day  

Note that 1 load = 2 truck movements (in and out). When we refer to movements it means the same thing as 

trips, i.e. 2 trips = 2 vpd (light and heavy vehicles) or 2 trucks/day (heavy vehicles only).   

WSP estimate that this represents 280,000-300,000 tonnes of quarry material extracted over the 11-12 month 

period. The profile in Figure 2 shows that there are variations in daily loads throughout the year. There do 

 
2 Kinetic Environmental Application Report (AEE) Section 3.1.1 
3 Email from Kristoffer Hansson to Naomi McMinn dated 29/10/2020 

McPherson 

Quarry  

McPherson 

Road  

Pinnacle Hill 

Road 

SH2 

SH2/McPherson 

Road intersection  
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not appear to be any distinctive seasonal variations. We would typically expect a period of increased demand 

for aggregate during the earthworks season (1st October to 31st March). We note this data was recorded 

during the COVID-19 pandemic lockdown restrictions and is not likely to be representative of typical activity 

over that time. The maximum number of daily loads is 165, around 3x the average number of daily loads.  

 

  

Figure 2: Daily quarry load profile (data provided by WSP 29/10/20) (red line indicates average daily 

loads) 

3.2. Surrounding Network 

The site access is located 325m from the SH2/McPherson Road intersection. The TIA does not provide the 

traffic volume for McPherson Road. The mobileroad.org estimate is 173 veh/day with 7% HCV. WDC have 

provided RAMM data for McPherson Road. The 2020 RAMM estimate is 150 veh/day with 4% HV on 

McPherson Road. The percentage of HVs appears low given that the quarry is currently operating from the 

site. 

McPherson Road is formed for around 80m beyond the site access and provides access to two properties. It 

is an unformed paper road beyond that. 
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Figure 3: McPherson Road and the quarry vehicle crossing 

The TIA reported six crashes at the McPherson Road/SH2 intersection during the five year period (January 

2013 to May 2018). We have completed a search of the Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency Crash Analysis 

System (CAS) data for the McPherson Road/SH2 intersection (2015-2020 inclusive). There have been six 

reported crashes during this period as well (collision diagram attached at Appendix E). We note that there 

has been one crash since the WSP TIA was written (crash occurred 4/1/2019). There does not appear to be 

an existing crash issue related to movements to/from the SH2/McPherson Road Intersection.  

3.2.1. Future SH2 Realignment  

We understand that this section of SH2 has been considered for realignment. Commute Transport 

Consultants completed a re-evaluation summary for the SH2 Pokeno to Mangatarata realignment4.  

The proposed works are summarised in the Waka Kotahi (NZTA) map shown in Figure 4. The future 

realignment of SH2 would reduce traffic passing the existing SH2/McPherson Road intersection. It is unclear 

when this project will be implemented.  

 
4 SH2 Pokeno to Mangatarata, Re-evaluation summary – Commute Transportation Consultants (24 October 2018) 

McPherson Road is unformed.  

Quarry vehicle crossing  
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Figure 4: Proposed SH2 Works  

4. Proposed Vehicle Access and Internal Circulation  

The proposal does not change the existing vehicle access arrangement on McPherson Road. The TIA does 

not include an assessment of the existing vehicle crossing or internal circulation.  

We have been provided information from WSP5 stating that the normal operation of the quarry includes one 

loader working and the normal capacity for loading is 12 truck loads per hour. The email states that the quarry 

has the capacity to load a maximum of 24 truck loads per hour if there are two loaders working in different 

locations.  The further information provided by WSP also states this means the truck movements will be 

distributed over the day and will assist with internal circulation.  

As shown below, there are potholes and deficiencies in the existing surface at the vehicle crossing that should 

be repaired.  

 
5 Kristoffer Hansson email to Naomi McMinn dated 29 October 2020 

site 
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Figure 5: Existing vehicle crossing and poor condition of surface 

The WDC District Plan requires 250m sight distance for a rural vehicle crossing located within a 100km/h 

speed environment. The visibility to the right (towards SH2) is restricted due to the combined horizontal 

geometry of McPherson Road and the height of the adjacent paddock. Based on aerial photos there is 

approximately 90m visibility available which complies with the District Plan requirement of 90m for a 50km/h 

speed environment. The Mega Maps tool6 indicates a mean operating speed of less than 40km/h. This 

appears reasonable as the majority of traffic would be decelerating to turn into the quarry vehicle crossing or 

access the two dwellings. 

 

Figure 6: View from the existing vehicle crossing towards SH2 

Since the vehicle crossing is located near the end of McPherson Road movements are likely to be limited to 

left-in and right-out and there will only be a low number of vehicles passing the site to access the two 

properties (around 20 veh/day). Although visibility does not meet the District Plan requirement for a 100 km/h 

 
6 https://megamaps.abley.com/Maps/ 

WDC S42A 403



PAGE | 7     20201103_McPherson-Quarry-ITA-Review_final – updated 6-11-2020 

speed environment, it complies for a 50 km/h speed environment. There does not appear to be any existing 

safety issues at the vehicle crossing. The additional truck movements will increase the likelihood of interaction 

between opposing vehicles at the vehicle crossing.  

The existing gate is located approximately 12m back from the edge of seal. It is desirable to set the gate back 

further to ensure a truck and trailer can wait clear of the traffic lane. We recommend that the gate is located 

22m from the edge of seal to provide enough stacking space for one truck and trailer.  

Given the increase in turning movements, we recommend that the vehicle crossing is formed to RITS 

standards for heavy commercial/industrial vehicle crossing and that the swept paths are checked to ensure 

that the layout is sufficient for two-way movement. The final layout will need to be approved by Council prior 

to operation.  

5. Trip Generation  

The TIA trip generation is based on the following assumptions: 

= 50% of haulage vehicles are trucks (10 tonne payload) and 50% being truck and trailer units (30 tonne 

payload), resulting in an average payload of 20 tonnes per haulage vehicle; 

= The quarry will operate between 7.00am to 6.00pm (11hrs)7 for six days per week (Monday to 

Saturday); 

= The quarry will operate 297 days a year (with the facility closed on Sundays, 2 weeks over Christmas 

and public holidays, equating to 68 days a year); 

= Consistent movement of trucks throughout the day; and 

= 50/50 split between left and right turning trucks at McPherson Road/SH2.  

Using the above assumptions, the TIA assesses daily trip generation as 165 truck movements per day 

(approximately 82 inbound and 82 outbound). The TIA averages the daily truck movements over 11 hours 

which results in hourly movements of 16 vehicles per hour (8 inbound and 8 outbound). We note that if the 

movements were averaged over a 12 hour day the hourly movements would reduce to 13 veh/hr. 

The TIA states that some trucks travelling to the quarry will transport clean fill and leave loaded with extracted 

quarry material. The TIA states that the clean fill operations will not generate additional truck movements. 

The transport assessment appears resonable based on the information provided. 

Further assessment from WSP and Kinetic Environmental Planning states that based on client provided 

information on recent markets and activity, the directional split at McPherson Road/SH2 is more likely to be 

70/30 with more vehicles heading to and from Auckland. 

Based on the above amended assumption it is likely that the majority of vehicles will be turning left in and 

right out via SH2. The turning proportions are summarised in the table below. 

Entering McPherson Road 
(8 veh/hr) 

Exiting McPherson Road 
(8 veh/hr) 

Left-in Right-in Left-out Right-out 

6 veh/hr 2 veh/hr 2 veh/hr 6 veh/hr 

Table 1: Hourly vehicle movements at the McPherson Road/SH2 Intersection 

The clean fill operation will mean there will be laden trucks inbound and outbound. Provided that the clean 

fill is transported in trucks heading to the quarry to collect aggregate, there is no change to the expected 

number of trucks per day. The TIA does not provide the number of expected clean fill trucks. Based on an 

average load8 of 12 m3 the number clean fill trucks is 28 loads/day, around a third of the average quarry 

trucks expected. 

 
7 We note that it is has since been confirmed that the quarry operates 7am -7pm (12hrs) 
8 Based on a combination of truck only and truck and trailer units.  
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6. Peak Trip Generation 

The peak operating scenario occurs when two loaders are working in two different areas with a capacity of 

24 loads/hour resulting in 48 truck movements/hour. Extended over the proposed 12 hour working day this 

equates to 576 trucks/day. Based on normal loading operations (1 loader capable of 12 loads/hour) is 24 

truck movements/hour and up to 288 trucks/day.  

48 truck movements/hour is around one truck every 75 seconds. Based on the turning split of 70/30 (and 

equal inbound/outbound split) would be one truck turning right into McPherson Road every 8-9 minutes. The 

right turn bay with 42m stacking is considered adequate for the peak demand.  

The dominant right-out movement towards SH1 would result in 17 trucks/hr turning left in and 17 trucks/hr 

turning right out of McPherson Road. The proposed left turn auxiliary lane will provide for the increase in left 

turning trucks.  

Given the through volume on SH2, the additional right turn demand from McPherson Road will increase 

queuing and delays on McPherson Road leading to drivers risking smaller gaps to turn right, particularly 

during peak traffic periods on SH2. Although the turning volume of one truck every 3-4 minutes is relatively 

low, these vehicles will be fully laden with larger gaps required to account for the slower vehicle acceleration. 

We consider that extended periods of operation at maximum loading is likely to lead to safety risks at the 

intersection and increased risk of queuing at SH2/McPherson Road.  

A daily maximum of 210 truck movements would allow for some increased production to meet peaks in 

demand and a daily average of 165 truck movements (calculated over three-months) would control the 

frequency/ intensity of the peak periods.  

7. Summary of Trip Generation  

Based on the TIA and considering the existing quarry data, and given the existing activity has no existing use 

rights, the average trip generation of the proposal is: 

= Daily truck movements = 165veh/day (approximately 82 inbound and 82 outbound); and 

= Hourly movements = 16 veh/hr (approximately 8 inbound and 8 outbound). 

The TIA does not provide information on light vehicle trips such as staff and servicing movements associated 

with the proposal. However, these movements are likely to be low (around 10-20 veh/day). The trips 

generated by light vehicles are not considered significant when compared to the increase in truck movements.  

The proposal results in an increase in truck movements on SH2 of approximately 0.4-1.3%. SH2 is a regional 

state highway which carries approximately 17,000 veh/day of which approximately 2,050 are heavy vehicles. 

We agree that the quarry is appropriately located with ready access to the regional arterial network and that 

the heavy vehicles generated by the quarry are typical of the current vehicle mix on SH2 given the form and 

function of the road. 
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8. SH2/McPherson Road Intersection 

The existing intersection is priority controlled with no channelised right turn treatment. We note that the TIA 

states that sight distances have not been measured on-site but measured based on imagery. The TIA 

includes an assessment of turning treatment warrants and based on turning proportions a right turn bay and 

left turn auxilary lane is warranted. 

The proposal includes improving sight distances, provision of a right turn bay and left turn auxiliary lane for 

access to McPherson Road. Consultation with Waka Kotahi has informed the design. The following mitigation 

measures are proposed: 

= Modification of the bank and vegetation on the southern side of the McPherson Road/SH2 

intersection; 

= 42m right turn bay to allow sufficient stacking space; and  

= Auxiliary left turn lane (approximately 100m long).  

 

Figure 7: Proposed McPherson Road/SH2 upgrade (Appendix A) 

During our site visit we observed an area of ponding at the SH2/McPherson Road intersection and it appears 

that trucks are tracking over the edge of the seal. The proposed intersection upgrade shows the radius for 

the left turn being modified and we expect this will address the ponding and existing edge break issues. 
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Figure 8: Existing ponding at the SH2/McPherson Road intersection and faded limit line markings.  

9. Heavy Vehicle Pavement Impacts  

In 2018 Gray Matter completed a heavy vehicle impact fee assessment for the initial application by 

McPherson Quarry to extract 490,000 tonnes/year. The assessment was based on an increase of 38 

HCV/day on the basis that the existing quarry operation had existing use rights. We understand that existing 

use rights do not apply9 and have therefore reassessed the pavement impact10.  

The revised assessment based on the previous Waikato DC draft policy results in a financial contribution of 

$53,992. If the fee were collected over 45 years11 the contribution would be $1,200/year. We recommend 

that if Council chooses to collect a heavy impact fee that the contribution should be collected as a lump sum 

over a period of 1-3 years to minimise administration costs and to enable it to be used for improvements to 

McPherson Road. 

The assessment of the heavy vehicle impact fee considers the cost to replace the full width of pavement. The 

impact of clean fill loaded inbound trucks on pavement condition has already been accounted for in the fee. 

There would be additional pavement impacts if the number of inbound loads exceeds the number of outbound 

loads. As discussed above, our assessment is that around 28 inbound loads per day will be clean fill trucks, 

around a third of the expected quarry loads.  

We recommend that monitoring and reporting of the clean fill loads be a condition of consent to ensure the 

impacts on the pavement are consistent with the assumptions in the Application.  

10. Submissions  

10.1. Waka Kotahi (NZTA) 

Waka Kotahi (NZTA) are not opposed to the proposal and have outlined conditions to mitigate their concerns 

related to road safety, in particular at the SH2/McPherson Road intersection. The conditions are attached at 

Appendix B. The conditions address sight distance requirements, stacking space and left turn auxiliary lane 

at the intersection. 

 
9 Email from Victoria Majoor to Naomi McMinn dated 20 October 2020. 
10 Baseline heavy vehicles = 12 HV/day which allows for what could reasonably be expected as permitted activity  
11 Section 3.2.2 of the AEE states the expansion could be up to 45 years, depending on the resource volume and 
demand. 
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We understand that WDC had asked NZTA to provided comments on submitter concerns regarding traffic 

flows across Grahams Bridge and the increased safety risk. NZTA have provided the following comment in 

response: 

= The submitters concerns regarding constriction of traffic flows across the bridge and increased risk 

of serious accidents was a factor considered when reviewing this proposal.  Waka Kotahi consider 

the deceleration (auxiliary) lane will enable slow moving vehicles to move off the highway before 

reaching McPherson Road so eastbound vehicles should not be adversely effected, and 

improvements to sightlines through banking works will ensure westbound vehicles are able to safely 

view any heavy vehicles manoeuvring right from McPherson Road and amend speeds accordingly.  

10.2. Other Submitters  

Traffic related concerns were raised by submitters and are summarised in the table below with mitigation 

outlined where required.  

Submitter concern Effect Mitigation required 

= Increase in traffic on 
SH2 which is 
already a dangerous 
stretch of road and 
at McPherson Road 
intersection.  

Increase in traffic increases safety risk at 

the McPherson Road/SH2 intersection. 

Adequate sight distances, space for 

deceleration lane clear of through lane and 

right turn bay at the SH2/McPherson Road 

intersection.  

Addressed through conditions ensuring the 

intersection improvements are consistent 

with conditions provided by NZTA.  
= Quarry traffic 

directional split – 
assumed as 50:50 
split. 

Potential for more right turn movements. 

We note that since the TIA was prepared, 

WSP have amended their assumption of 

directional split to 70:30. This would mean 

an average of  two right turns/ hour into 

McPherson Road.  

If all inbound vehicles were to turn right 

into McPherson Road then there would be 

eight right turn movements per hour.  

 

The dominant movement towards SH1 

will results in around six trucks/hr turning 

right out and left-in to McPherson Road.  

The auxiliary left turn lane and right turn 

bay provides space for vehicles to turn with 

minimal disruption to through traffic.  

The intersection form should be in 

accordance with the conditions proposed 

by NZTA requiring construction of a right 

turn bay and an auxiliary left turn lane  

We note that the time of writing this report 

NZTA had not been advised of the 

amended trip distribution. In my view, the 

mitigation proposed is adequate. 

 

= Inadequate sight 
distances; 

Increased risk of crashes on SH2 and 

McPherson Road.  

Proposed design to accommodate 

appropriate sight distances. This should be 

addressed through conditions requiring 

compliant sight distance at the intersection.  

= NZTA approval- This 
has not been given-
rather they confirm 
they do not oppose 
the application; 

NZTA do not oppose the proposal. NZTA 

have provided conditions to mitigate 

adverse effects on SH2. 

Include proposed conditions outlined by 

NZTA in the consent. 

= Queuing of trucks; The proposed stacking length at the right 

turn bay is 42m which is sufficient for two 

truck and trailer units.  

The proposal could result in an additional 

eight trucks per hour turning right into 

McPherson Road or one truck every 7-8 

minutes. There is likely to be sufficient 

space for trucks to queue in the right turn 

bay.  

42m is sufficient stacking to accommodate 

the proposed demand.  

Addressed through conditions requiring a 

minimum stacking length of 42m for the 

right turn bay.  
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Submitter concern Effect Mitigation required 

= Grahams Bridge and 
SH2 accident zone 
concerns.   

Submitters raised the concern that the 

bridge already results in constraints. The 

existing lane arrangement at the bridge 

has adequate lane widths but narrow 

shoulders.  

The additional traffic is unlikely to result in 

disproportionate change in safety effects 

at Grahams Bridge.  

Correspondence from NZTA states that 

they considered submitter concerns when 

reviewing the proposal. 

We understand WDC has asked NZTA to 

comment on this.  

 

NZTA have stated that the concerns were 

considered when reviewing the proposal. 

No further mitigation is required.  

= Additional heavy 
vehicle movements 
on Pinnacle Hill 
Road  

It is unclear why quarry traffic would use 

Pinnacle Hill Road. The quickest route to 

SH1 would be via a right turn out of 

McPherson Road. 

We understand that the applicant does 

not propose to use Pinnacle Hill Road.  

Quarry traffic is unlikely to use this route as 

there are more direct alternative routes to 

SH1.  

No mitigation is required.  

 

= Dust, dirt on road  Dust on the roads results in safety issues 

in particular where dirt tracked onto the 

road results in road marking being less 

visible.  

Could be addressed through conditions 

which cover requirements for water carts 

onsite and wheel wash stations on-site 

prior to the vehicle crossing to minimise 

dust and debris being tracked onto the 

road.   

Sealing at the entrance within the site 

would also minimise the risk of dust and 

debris being tracked onto McPherson 

Road.  

= Traffic on 
McPherson Road  

During peak operating periods there could 

be up to 48 trucks/ hour  or one every 75 

seconds.  

The additional traffic is unlikely to result in 

significant efficiency effects on McPherson 

Road. McPherson Road has sufficient 

capacity to accommodate the additional 

traffic.  

The pavement impacts have been 

assessed and a fee is required to 

compensate for pavement impacts. 

A condition that restricts daily truck 

movements would manage truck 

movements during periods of high demand 

and reduce the risk of adverse safety 

effects at the SH2/McPherson Road 

intersection. 

= Increase in heavy 
vehicles on SH2 

An increase in trucks on SH2 could result 

in an increase in safety risk. The proposal 

increases the number of heavy vehicles 

on SH2 by approximately 0.4-1.3%.  

SH2 is a regional state highway and the 

increase in heavy vehicles on SH2 is 

unlikely to result in significant adverse 

effects on SH2. 

Conditions requiring improvements at the 

SH2/McPherson Road intersection and to 

manage daily truck numbers are 

necessary.  

= Inadequate stacking 
room for quarry 
trucks entering the 
site 

Insufficient stacking space could result in 

a vehicle blocking other vehicles on 

McPherson Road while waiting to turn into 

site.  

The vehicle crossing and internal road 

should allow for two-way movement and 

sufficient stacking for at least one truck and 

trailer unit. This can be addressed with 

conditions.  
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Submitter concern Effect Mitigation required 

= Crossing SH2 is 
dangerous in holiday 
season  

The proposal increases the number of 

turning movements on McPherson Road. 

This increases the risk of crashes. 

However, the proposal provides mitigation 

in the form of a right turn bay and left turn 

auxiliary lane.  

Conditions requiring improvements at the 

SH2/McPherson Road intersection and to 

manage daily truck numbers are 

necessary.  

= Clean fill trucks  There is no guarantee that clean fill trucks 

will be backloaded with aggregate. 

Therefore, there could be more trucks to 

and from site.  

This should be addressed with a condition 

requiring monitoring of clean fill and 

backloads and condition on total number of 

vehicle movements.  

Table 2: Traffic Related Submission Concerns  

11. Evaluation of Transportation Impacts  

Our assessment of the potential adverse traffic related effects of the traffic associated with the proposal is 

summarised below: 

Transportation 
Impact 

Discussion 
Significance Recommendations  

Efficiency – 
additional trips 
on the 
surrounding 
network  

The proposal results in an average of 
165 veh/day. The existing traffic volumes on 
McPherson Road are relatively low. 

The additional turning movements at the 
McPherson Road/SH2 intersection is unlikely to 
result in significant efficiency effects on SH2 or 
McPherson Road.  

 

Low Condition addressing the 
requirements for a right turn 
bay and left turn auxiliary 
lane.  

Condition restricting daily 
truck movements.  

Safety – 
intersection  

The proposal results in increased movements at 
the SH2/McPherson Road intersection.  

The existing intersection does not comply with 
sight distance requirements due to the 
intersection being located on a curve.  

The proposal provides a left turn auxiliary lane 
and a right turn bay.  

Medium-
High 

The required sight distance 
should be provided. 

The turning treatments at 
the proposed intersection 
minimise the adverse safety 
and efficiency effects.  

This should be addressed 
through conditions including 
a condition restricting daily 
truck movements to reduce 
the risk of adverse safety 
effects at the intersection. 

 

Safety – vehicle 
crossing  

The proposal results in an increase in movements 
at the existing crossing. There does not appear to 
be an existing safety concern at the vehicle 
crossing and McPherson Road is a low volume 
road. 

However, the vehicle crossing should be formed 
to RITS standards and vehicle tracking should be 
completed to demonstrate that two-way 
movement can be achieved including sealing of 
the proposed vehicle crossing.  

Low  Conditions to address 
upgrading including sealing 
of the vehicle crossing, 
relocating the gate to allow 
a truck and trailer to wait 
without encroaching on 
McPherson Road and 
clearing vegetation to 
improve sight distance at 
the vehicle crossing.  

Safety – 
Internal 
circulation  

No information has been provided regarding 
internal circulation.  

The circulation plan should include swept paths to 
determine that two-way movement can be 
achieved at the crossing and show the location of 
the weighbridge to confirm that it does not restrict 
two-way movement.  

Low This should be addressed 
through conditions requiring 
a circulation and loading 
plan including the 
weighbridge location.  
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Transportation 
Impact 

Discussion 
Significance Recommendations  

Safety – 
cyclists and 
pedestrians 

The increased number of trucks increases risk to 
pedestrians and cyclists. There are no existing 
facilities for cyclists or pedestrians and there is 
likely to be a very low number of  pedestrian and 
cyclists, but pedestrians and cyclists are 
vulnerable.  

Very Low Effects on pedestrian and 
cyclists are likely to minimal 
given the rural location. No 
further mitigation is 
required.  

Pavement 
impacts 

The additional traffic loading is likely to 
deteriorate the pavement faster. A Heavy Impact 
Fee assessment was competed in 2018 which 
has been updated.  

The revised assessment concludes that a Heavy 
Impact Fee is required and should be collected 
on a lump sum basis to minimise administration 
costs.  

Medium  A condition requiring a 
heavy impact fee. 

Dust and debris 
on road  

There may be additional dust and debris which 
could be tracked on the road we recommend that 
wheel wash stations are installed to ensure that 
vehicles leaving the site are not tracking dust or 
debris onto the road.  

Providing a substantial seal area at the vehicle 
crossing will also minimise the risk of dust being 
tracked onto McPherson Road.  

Low  Provide wheel wash 
stations on-site. Ensure 
water carts are on-site to 
minimise dust. 

Provide a sealed area within 
the site at the entrance.  

Can be addressed through 
conditions.  

Table 3: Evaluation of Transportation Impacts  

The proposal results in an increase in trips on McPherson Road and at the McPherson Road/SH2 

intersection. The increase in movements increases the risk of collisions at the intersection. To minimise the 

effects the proposal includes improving sight distance, forming a right turn bay at the intersection and a left 

turn auxiliary lane. 

The proposal should include confirmation of circulation and loading arrangements to determine the location 

of the weighbridge and demonstrate that on-site circulation can be achieved and adequate dust control 

measures on-site.  

Typically, we would expect seasonal peaks in demand for aggregate. The quarry capacity with two loaders 

working is 24 trucks loads per hour, 48 truck movements per hour. Prolonged operation at this intensity is 

likely to lead to unacceptable safety risks at the McPherson Road/SH2 intersection.  We recommend a daily 

cap on the number of heavy vehicles generated by the quarry. This would allow the Applicant to respond to 

meet peaks in aggregate demand and provide the community with more certainty about the frequency and 

intensity of the peaks.  

12. Recommendations and Suggested Conditions  

We recommend that the conditions include the conditions proposed by NZTA.  In addition, the conditions 

should also address the following:  

= Prior to operation of the quarry, the consent holder shall upgrade the SH2/McPherson Road 

intersection in general accordance with Opus drawing 3-39019.00_SK001. 

= The consent holder shall, no later than 31 March each year, provide Waikato District Council with an 

annual report detailing the following information for the previous calendar year:  

(i) Daily numbers of truck movements;   

(ii) Monthly aggregate volumes extracted; and  

(iii) Monthly clean fill volumes entering the site. 
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The consent holder must keep a register of daily truck movements, daily aggregate volume leaving 

the site and daily clean fill material entering the site.  This information must be made available to an 

authorised officer of the Waikato District Council within 10 working days upon request. 

= The maximum number of heavy vehicle movements generated by the activity shall not exceed:  

(i) Daily maximum of 210 HCV movements/day; and  

(ii) Daily average of 165 HCV movements/day (calculated over a three-month period) 

= The consent holder shall submit engineering plans detailing the vehicle crossing and proposed haul 

road to the Council’s Manager Development Engineering for approval in a technical certification 

capacity in advance of any construction works being undertaken. The design of the vehicle crossing 

should be in general accordance with the RITS diagram D3.3.4 and accommodate left turn in and 

right turn out movements by heavy vehicles, including:  

o Tracking for the design vehicle. 

o Relocating the gates to be set back at least 22m from the edge of the McPherson Road 

carriageway.  

o Sealing the vehicle crossing (grade 3/5 chip) and the driveway for a minimum of 40m within 

the site. 

o Removal of vegetation to improve sight distance at the vehicle crossing. 

= The consent holder shall prepare and submit a Quarry Circulation and Loading Management plan to 

demonstrate that the internal vehicle circulation avoids any impacts on McPherson Road such as 

queuing or parking within the shoulders/berm. This should include: 

o swept paths to demonstrate two-way movements through the gate.  

o identify holding/waiting areas for trucks waiting for the weighbridge.  

o weighbridge location;  

o loading areas and arrangements;  

o internal circulation roads including any passing bays; and  

o internal parking arrangements for staff and visitors.   

= Payment of a heavy vehicle impact fee of $53,992 in a lump sum over 1-3 years. 

= The consent holder shall minimise the tracking of dirt and loose material onto the public road as far 

as practicable. Any spillage onto the public roadway must be cleaned as soon as practicable. 

 

13. Conclusion  

The proposal results in an increase in heavy vehicle trips on McPherson Road and at the McPherson Road 

/SH2 intersection. Compared to the baseline (no existing use rights) the increase is 165 trucks per day The 

proposal increases turning movements at the McPherson Road/SH2 intersection and includes upgrading the 

intersection to provide a right turn bay, an auxiliary left turn in lane and improved sight distance.  

We recommend conditions limiting daily trip generation by heavy vehicles to 210 trucks per day, and average 

daily trip generation of 165 trucks per day (calculated over three months). This framework allows the Applicant 

to respond to meet peaks in aggregate demand and provide the community with more certainty about the 

frequency and intensity of the peaks.  

Subject to the conditions outlined in Section 12 above to mitigate the potential adverse effects, the proposal 

appears to be acceptable. 
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Please contact us if you have any questions.  

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

Vinish Prakash      Naomi McMinn 

Engineering Technologist     Civil/Transportation Engineer 
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Appendix A – RTB Concept Plan 
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Appendix B – NZTA Conditions  
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Appendix C – NZTA Email  
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Appendix  D – Revised Heavy Vehicle Impact Fee Calculation 
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Appendix E – CAS Collision Diagram  
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VISUAL AND LANDSCAPE REVIEW 

PREPARED BY BOFFA MISKELL 
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28 October 2020 

 

 

 

Victoria Majoor 

Senior Planner 

Waikato District Council 

Private Bag 544 

Ngaruawahia 3742 

 

 

Dear Victoria,  

 

McPhersons Quarry Expansion Proposal Landscape and Visual Assessment: Review 

of Submissions 

 

1.0 Background 

In June 2019 Waikato District Council (WDC) engaged Boffa Miskell Ltd (BML) to undertake a 

review of the landscape and visual assessment (LVA) prepared by WSP Opus for the 

proposed McPhersons Quarry expansion. Following BML’s review, Mansergh Graham 

Landscape Architects Ltd (MGLA) were engaged by the applicant to review and respond to 

the s92 request for information.  

Following this response, Boffa Miskell confirmed its support of the methodology, effects 

ratings and conclusions and considered them to be a reliable assessment of the proposal and 

existing landscape.  

The application was limited notified in accordance with s95A(8)(b) by Waikato District Council 

as it was considered that “ visual landscape effects will be more than minor on the 
environment”1 due to the proposed activity.  

54 properties were notified as part of this process and 36 submissions were received. Of 

these submissions, 16 opposed the activity for reasons regarding landscape and/ or visual 

effects. Following these submissions nine properties were visited by BML, WDC and MGLA 

on the 6th August 2020 to record and assess potential impacts from these vantage points. 

WDC have requested that Boffa Miskell Ltd provide a preliminary assessment of visual effects 

associated with this view, ahead of receiving a revised MGLA Landscape and Visual 

Assessment report.  This letter provides a preliminary assessment to guide Council on the 

likely degree of effect however does not form a full independent assessment of landscape 

and visual effects.  The final peer review of the MGLA assessment, considering additional 

matters, will be provided following receipt of this material.  

  

1 Notification Decision Report, Waikato District Council, 10th July 2020 
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1.1 Statutory Baseline  

During the review of the submissions and after further investigation, WDC became aware that 

in 1995, Franklin District Council determined that the quarry was operating under existing use 

rights. It was also determined that future works, including a major benching exercise and 

partial removal of a grassed knoll would result in “significant and potentially adverse2” visual 

effects.  At this time the quarry was extracting 6-7,000 tonne of material per year.  

Between 1997 and the present day, the rate of extraction within the quarry has increased. In 

the past three years the rate of extraction has been between approximately 320,000 – 

400,000 tonnes per year. WDC consider that due to the degree of work, the existing use 

rights only apply to the visual effects of the quarry between 1994-1997. The existing 

assessments by WSP Opus and MGLA have not also considered this statutory baseline in 

regard to the magnitude of the landscape and visual change. 

It is considered that although quarrying is an established activity in this area, the increased 

rate of extraction (and change) has potential to increase the sensitivity of the viewing 

audience. 

As the applicant and WDC have different views on the appropriate baseline environment, this 

letter considers potential landscape and visual effects against the existing environment (i.e. 

as assessed by the applicant), and the statutory baseline as determined by WDC. 

2.0 Submissions 

Of the 36 submissions that where received, 16 submissions opposed the activity for reasons 

regarding landscape and/or visual effects. Nine properties were selected to be visited to 

represent 17 properties identified in 12 submissions which had concerns regarding visual 

effects (listed below). These properties were visited on the 6th August 2020 by MGLA, BML 

and WDC to record views towards the proposed developments under direction from land 

owners.  

1. 40 McPherson Road (Submitter #30) 
2. 209 Pinnacle Hill Road (Submitter #33) 
3. 211 Pinnacle Hill Road (Submission #17) 
4. 215 Pinnacle Hill Road (Submission #22) 
5. 217 Pinnacle Hill Road (Submitter #21) 
6. 219 State Highway 2, Heartland Farm (Submitter #29)  
7. 231 Pinnacle Hill Road (Submitter #18) 
8. 231B Pinnacle Hill Road (Representative of views from 231A, 233A, 233B, 233C, 

233D, 233E, 233F and 235) (Submitters #24, #29, #31 and #35)  
9. 247 Pinnacle Hill Road (Submitter #15)  

 

The following comments and responses (grouped under issue headings), acknowledge that 

further details regarding each submission may emerge during the submitters’ preparation of 

evidence for the council hearing. At present, written detailed responses to the submissions 

have not yet been received from the applicant. However, it was indicated by a letter from the 

applicants planners Kinetic Environmental that the MGLA Visual Landscape Report is “based 
on the quarry as it appears today and compares that to what it will look like should the 

2 Quarry Status Report, Franklin District Council, 9th November 1995 
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consent application be granted”3. This report considers potential landscape and visual effects 

against the WSP Opus / MGLA baseline of the existing environment and the WDC baseline. 

2.1 Landscape Character Effects 

11 of the submissions raise concerns regarding the potential for adverse landscape character 

effects as a result of the application4. These submitters have queried the level of effects 

reported within the assessment, the extent of native vegetation to be removed as part of the 

application and vegetation removed previously during the expansion of the quarry. 

 

BML response – against the existing environment:  

The WSP Opus assessment relies on the existing presence of the quarry and its 

presence setting a precedent in the landscape “The quarrying activity is not new to 
the landscape, as the quarry has been in operation over 60 years, and as such is 
considered part of the existing landscape character”. In section “4.3 Site Landscape 
Content” of the assessment, the quarry is described as being “in operation for 60 
years, so the appearance of cut faces has been a consistent element in the 
landscape and the expansion won’t be a new element in the landscape and is 
considered to be part of the existing landscape"5. These factors contribute to the 

landscape character being assessed as being of “low” sensitivity for all stages by 

WSP Opus. Within the context of this baseline and the additional landscape character 

information provided by MGLA in the s92 response. It is considered by BML that the 

landscape description, magnitude of change and level of effects rating were reliable. 

 

BML response – against the statutory baseline environment:  

With consideration of the 1997 baseline environment, the expected sensitivity of the 

receiving environment has the potential be greater than when assessed against only 

the existing environment (at the time of application)..  

 

When applying the statutory baseline of annual extraction rate, and then assessing 

the proposed expansion of the quarry, the extent of modification and magnitude of 

change is substantially greater than what exists on site today.  By this we mean that 

had the quarry operated within it’s permitted extraction rate the existing environment 

would be substantially less modified than what currently exists.  

 

As noted above MGLA have not undertaken an assessment against the statutory 

baseline and we acknowledge that there are complexities to applying this when it is 

difficult to determine the likely landform a permitted extraction rate would have 

resulted in.  

 

It is considered the sensitivity of this landscape remains consistent with what has 

been assessed by WSP Opus and MGLA. However, when considering the scale and 

volume of extraction and applying the statutory baseline, the magnitude of change is 

increased to a moderate degree. As a result, the potential degree of adverse 

landscape effect are likely to be moderate.  

3 LUC0123/19 - 47 McPherson Road – Response to Further Information Request, Kinetic 
Environmental, 7th October 2020 
4 Submissions #2, #17, #15, #18, #19, #22, #30, #29, #33, #35, #36 
5 McPherson Quarry Expansion Proposal, Landscape and Visual Assessment, WSP Opus, 
31st August 2018. 
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2.2 Visual Effects – Proposed mitigation screening vegetation 

Several submitters raised concerns that proposed mitigation planting will not provide sufficient 

screening for all properties.  

Subsequent to the aforementioned site visit, the applicant has revised their proposed 

ecological planting strategy to include additional ecological corridor planting and 

approximately 0.7ha of 20m wide “exotic screen planting”. This additional screen planting is 

aimed at mitigating the visual effects of both Stages 2 and 3 of the proposal. 

BML response:  

The proposed ecological corridor to the north will provide a small amount of visual 

screening for most properties to the north of the proposal in combination with the 

existing retained shelterbelt. The additional proposed exotic screen tree planting will 

reduce visual effects for the properties along Pinnacle Hill Road, in particular at 215 

Pinnacle Hill Road which sits at a lower elevation. The audience at 209 Pinnacle Hill 

Road to the east will also experience some benefit from the additional screen 

planting, due to their position in relation to the quarry activities. It is considered that 

overall the proposed mitigation planting for properties accessed from Pinnacle Hill 

Road will lower visual effects however partial views of Stage 2 and Stage 3 are 

expected to be attained. 

Views from properties to the south (particularly at 219 State Highway 2), will 

experience little benefit from the proposed mitigation planting due to planting being 

positioned lower in the view corridor for elevated properties. However, the additional 

proposed screen planting provided will soften the form of the ridgeline as the trees 

mature.  

It is noted that MGLA has yet to provide an assessment of visual effects pertaining to 

these views and the degree of effectiveness of the mitigation planting.  

 

2.3 Visual effects on neighbours– Views from individual properties from site visits, 

not previously assessed 

A total of 12 submissions were made regarding the visual assessment representative of their 

properties and the effects on their properties being greater than those stated. The visual 

effects cover a range of properties, however due to the limited amount of publicly accessible 

vantage points the photographs provided within the assessment were unable to accurately 

represent private viewpoints. Consequently, as a result of the site visit, this preliminary 

assessment can be undertaken. For consistency these effects ratings are in line with the 

Landscape and Visual Amenity Effect – Rating System within Appendix Two the MGLA 

assessment. 

 

Five of the properties visited are considered to have views that do not align closely to the 

viewpoints described in the MGLA report6. These views have been described below with 

consideration of the existing environment and statutory baseline.  

  

6 40 McPherson Road (Submitter #30), 209 Pinnacle Hill Road (Submitter #33), 211 Pinnacle 
Hill Road (Submission #17), 215 Pinnacle Hill Road (Submission #22), 219 State Highway 2 
and Heartland Farm (Submitter #29) 
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40 McPherson Road (Submitter #30) 

BML response – against the existing environment:  

The view from this property are relatively well contained with outlooks from the main 

living areas generally orientated in a south western direction. Views west towards the 

quarry face are predominantly screened by a linear band or mature trees around the 

eastern edges of the property. Oblique views are available to the west of existing 

quarrying activity and access roads from the side window of the master bedroom 

upstairs, over intervening trees in the short distance. The proposed further expansion 

works are expected to be partially visible from inside the residence. The rolling form 

of the escarpment roll descends into the gently undulating pastoral landscape. 

Partially filtered views are available of exposed material, ancillary work and 

accessways to the south of the quarry in the middle distance of the view contrasting 

with the green fields beyond.  

 

Although residential audiences are expected to have a higher sensitivity to change, 

the expected changes to this view are considered to relatively limited. The adverse 

visual effect from inside the residence at Stage 1 of the works are likely to be Low – 

Moderate.  For Stage 2 the potential adverse visual effects are expected to be Very 

Low and for Stage 3; negligible.  

 

BML response – against the statutory baseline  

Whilst difficult to determine what the exact landform would have been had the quarry 

operated within its permitted extraction rate, the degree of visual change remains a 

theoretical exercise.  It is noted for this viewing audience, the views to the east have 

limited visual exposure to the quarry face. This viewing audience is likely to have a 

moderate to high degree of visual sensitivity. The magnitude of visual change to the 

view, when applying a ‘theoretical’ magnitude of visual change from 1997 and 

including the proposal, is likely to be moderate. This is based on the 1997 scenario 

that the ancillary works to the south of the quarry would be substantially smaller in 

scale and possibly not visible at all for this viewing audience.  

 

With this in mind adverse visual effects on this audience with respect to the statutory 

baseline in Stage 1 of the works are expected to be Moderate in nature, Stage 2 

effects are expected to be Low, Stage 3 effects are expected to be Negligible. 

 

209 Pinnacle Hill Road (Submitter #33) 

Surrounding mature trees partially enclose this property preventing the availability for 

panoramic views. Views from this property are predominantly available from the main living 

floor, central living area, outside deck area and master bedroom. Open views to the west 

towards Mount William are available from these areas and a limited vista south west towards 

Pokeno is available from the master bedroom.  

 

As the existing quarry is not visible from this property it is considered that statutory baseline 

view will be the same as the existing view and has not been considered separately.  

 

BML response – against the existing environment:  

The existing view to the south west is tightly framed between existing mature trees, 

with native forest visible in the near distance. Rising landform in the middle distance 

of the view comprises retained forest on the southern face, a grassed plateau and 

partial views of a vehicular access track visible on the east facing slope. Views to the 
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west comprise rolling landform containing a ridge of native forest in the middle 

distance with a cleared grass plateau beyond. The background of the view comprises 

the heavily treed eastern side of Mt William.  

 

Stage 1 of the proposed quarrying activity are expected to only affect the view south 

west towards Pokeno and not views west towards Mt William. Earthworks lowering 

the land form and stripping topsoil will be visible in the middle distance as removal of 

native vegetation and extraction takes place. This will eventually result in elongated 

views towards Pokeno as the quarrying activity moves below the near distance 

intervening landform and tree line.  

 

Stage 2 of the proposed works will have no additional effects on the south westerly 

view. However, quarrying activity will be visible in the middle distance of views west 

towards Mt William as quarrying activity lowers the landform of the greased plateau. 

Intervening native vegetation will partially screen views of the continued quarrying 

works as they lower into the landscape. Views of the northern extent of benching 

works are expected to be visible in the middle distance of the view through the 

majority of Stage 2 works. Established screening vegetation will help to screen 

approximately half of the benching landform, however open views over retained 

vegetation of half of the benching works will likely remain.  

 

Stage 3 of the works are not expected to be visible. Stage 2 benching will remain 

visible to the west until greening and re-vegetation works take place as part of a 

quarry closure plan. 

 

Potential visual effects associated with Stage 1 of the works are expected to be Low 

– Moderate in nature. Stage 2 effects are expected to be High while the topsoil 

stripping and early works are undertaken but reduce to Moderate as the activity 

lowers behind screening and then eventually Low. Stage 3 effects are expected to be 

Low to Very Low.  

 

 

211 Pinnacle Hill Road (Submission #17) 

BML response – against the existing environment: 

This residential property is positioned lower in the landscape than the other nearby 

properties accessed from Pinnacle Hill Road. This the property is surrounded by 

established mature amenity planting which restricts views from the property and the 

immediate surrounding gardens to the near distance. In addition to this the property 

has a buffer of plantation pine woodland to the south west between the residence and 

the quarry. Glimpsed long distance views of Mt William are however visible over the 

top this amenity planting.  

 

As the existing quarry is not visible from this property it is considered that statutory 

baseline view will be the same as the existing view and has not been considered 

separately.  

 

Views of the existing and future quarry will not visible from this residence and 

therefore it is expected that the proposed quarry works will have no visual effects on 

this audience with respect to the existing environment and statutory baseline.  

 

WDC S42A 427



215 Pinnacle Hill Road (Submission #22) 
Panoramic views to the south afforded from this property comprise rising grassed landform to 

the right of the view in the near to middle distance and falling landform covered in native 

vegetation the left. Beyond this far reaching views comprise flat pastoral plains with a rising 

mountain range forming the background of the view in the far distance. Existing quarrying 

operations are not visible within this view. 

 

The existing quarry is not visible from this property it is considered that statutory baseline 

view will be the same as the existing view. Therefore the following only considers the existing 

environment.   

 

BML response – against the existing environment:  

Stage 1 of the proposed quarry expansion will require the stripping and lowering of 

landform in the in the middle distance of the view to the left. Heavy earthworks 

machinery will be visible as the top soil is stripped and the first few layers of material 

are excavated. The landform will drop below retained native vegetation and landform 

in the middle distance of the view as material is excavated. It is not expected that this 

will not represent a substantial change in the view overall.  

 

Stage 2 of the proposed work will include the removal of a larger area of land form in 

the middle distance of the view. Extensive views of machinery will likely be available 

as top soil is stripped and initial layers of material are extracted. This lowering of the 

landform is expected to open up views towards the eastern extents of Pokeno. 

However, proposed mitigation planting along the edge of the quarry extension is 

expected to filter and screen views towards quarrying works and Pokeno as the 

screening vegetation matures.  

 

From this vantage point it is not predicted that direct views will be afforded of the 

Stage 3 works, due to proposed intervening screen planting and landform.  

 

Potential visual effects associated with Stage 1 of the works would likely be Low to 

Low – Moderate in nature, Stage 2 effects would potentially be High while the top soil 

stripping and early works are undertaken but would likely reduce to Low – Moderate 

as the landform lowers and then eventually Low, Stage 3 effects would likely be Very 

Low.  

 

219 State Highway 2, Heartland Farm (Submitter #29) 
 
Views north east from existing dwellings on Heartland farm are relatively well contained by a 

mixture of mature native and exotic tree species which line the internal access road, lot 

boundaries and the northern eastern corner of the property. Glimpsed views are available of 

the top the existing quarry face are available from the top deck of the main dwelling in the 

centre of the property.  

BML response – against the existing environment:  

The upper reaches of Stage 1 of the proposal would be expected to be visible over 

intervening vegetation as vegetation is cleared and benching works occur. 

Stage 2 of the proposal is expected to extend the Stage 1 back into the landform 

partially behind retained landform and vegetation. This stage will not expand the 

visibility of the quarry or the loss of landscape features. 
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Stage 3 of the proposal is not expected to be visible from this vantage point. 

Due to the limited amount of the quarry visible from the top deck of the dwelling at the 

centre or Heartland Farm the degree of change in the confined. The potential visual 

effects are likely to be Low for stage 1, Very Low for stage 2 and Negligible for Stage 

3.  

 

BML response – against the statutory baseline:  

Whilst it is challenging to determine the exact landform that would be visible had the 

quarry operated with the permitted extraction rate the baseline for this viewing 

audience would have likely comprise a quarry face approximately 70-80m wide and a 

large area native vegetation in proximity. From this angle of view it is considered that 

the quarry face would appear slight. 

 

The view north east towards the quarry is expected to have a limited visual exposure 

to the quarry face. This viewing audience is likely to have a moderate degree of visual 

sensitivity. The noticeable change to the view, when applying a ‘theoretical’ 

magnitude change from 1997 including the proposal, the magnitude of change is 

likely to be low – moderate to moderate. This is based on the assumption that the 

extent of the visible quarry face would be substantially reduced in scale and 

considers the degree of visual change with the proposal.  

 

With this in mind adverse visual effects likely to be experience from the top deck of 

the dwelling would likely be Low – Moderate for stage 1, Low for stage 2 and 

Negligible effect for Stage 3.  

 

BML response – against the existing environment:  

Of the Nine properties visited to assess the potential impacts of individual properties. 

Four of the properties visited (listed below) are considered to be adequately 

represented by the MGLA assessment view descriptions and level of effects ratings 

shown in Table 1.  

 

The existing quarry is not visible from this property it is considered that statutory 

baseline view will be the same as the existing view 

 

1. 217 Pinnacle Hill Road (Submitter #21) – Represented by Viewpoint 2 of the 
MGLA assessment 

2. 231 Pinnacle Hill Road (Submitter #18) – Represented by Viewpoint 2 of the 
MGLA assessment 

3. 231B Pinnacle Hill Road (Representative of views from 231A, 233A, 233B, 
233C, 233D, 233E, 233F and 235) (Submitters #24, #29, #31 and #35) – 
Represented by Viewpoint 2 of the MGLA assessment 

4. 247 Pinnacle Hill Road (Submitter #15) – Represented by Viewpoint 2 of the 
MGLA assessment  
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2.4 Visual Effects – Views from Mt William Walkway  

A number of submissions refer to effects from Mt William Walkway not assessing or 

adequately assessing the potential visual effects from this audience.  

 

BML response – against the existing baseline:  

The visual effects from the Mt William Walkway are represented by viewpoint location 

seven in the MGLA report. These views are further detailed in the visual simulations 

provided, which details the expected changes at the proposed work stages. The 

MGLA assessment considers the impacts on this audience and concludes “Stage 1 
will have a Low-Moderate adverse effect, stage 2 will have a Moderate adverse 
effect and stage 3 will have a High adverse effect. It should be noted that the rate at 
which effects change will be a gradual”7. It is considered that the visual descriptions 

and expected visual effects reported by MGLA are accurate and reliable.  

 

BML response – against the statutory baseline 

Although it is difficult to determine what the exact landform of the quarry would have 

been, had they operated with the permitted extraction rat, it is likely that the eastern 

facing quarry slope would be less noticeable. The audience at and around Mt William 

would likely have a high degree of sensitivity. The noticeable change to the view, 

when applying a ‘theoretical’ magnitude of visual change, 1997 and including the 

proposal, is likely to be high. This is based on the view from the Mt William Walkway 

of having very little exposure to quarrying activity when applying the statutory 

baseline.  

 

Within the context of this adjusted sensitivity of the audience it is considered that 

Stage 1 would have Moderate adverse effects, Stage 2 would have High adverse 

effects and Stage 3 would have Very High adverse effects.  

 

2.5 Visual Effects – Removal of intervening landform and ridgeline opening up 

views  

Several submitters have queried the visual effects as a result of quarrying activity opening up 

views to the south and south west. Submitters residing at 209 Pinnacle Hill Road further 

assert that the removal of intervening land form opening up views of the Pokeno industrial 

area.  

 

BML response – against the existing baseline 

As detailed in 2.3 of this report, private residences were visited to determine potential 

visual effects on each individual viewing audience. Although the lowering of landform 

will open up views in the to the south and southwest for some properties. It is 

considered that for the majority of properties to the north of the quarry which have 

existing open expansive views. Within this context wider the loss of landform will 

neither introduce a new element into the view or result in a dominant feature being 

7 Response to the s92 Request for Additional Information, Mansergh Graham Landscape 
Architects, November 2019.  
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introduced into views, due to the wider context and distance from Pokeno. Potential 

visual effects on the properties at 215 and 209 Pinnacle Hill Road in particular are 

likely to be more affected by the lowering of landform in the middle distance tan other 

properties.  

 

2.6 Change to visual effects on previously assessed Viewpoints in relation to the 

statutory baseline 

BML response – against the statutory baseline 

Although it is difficult to assess the precise views from the 1997 statutory baseline, 

however it is possible to say that the increased rate of extraction has made an 

obvious change to the landscape. However the change in the statutory baseline 

views from properties to the north of the site are not expected to have substantially 

change due to the lack of views of existing quarry work. Properties to the south with a 

direct view of the quarry face are expected to have more pronounced change in view, 

when considering the statutory baseline coupled with the proposed expansion.  

 

All of the viewpoints provided within the MGLA assessment are expected to have 

differing exposure to quarrying activity when considered against the ‘theoretical’ 

magnitude of visual change from 1997. Viewpoint 2 is expected to have very little or 

no view of the existing quarry and therefore the level effects is likely to be in line with 

the MGLA assessment of effects.  

As detailed earlier within this review, the sensitivity of the audiences and the resulting 

magnitude of change of these audiences is likely to be higher than in the existing 

environment. This will likely result in a potentially higher level of visual effects being 

experienced. These alternate effects ratings have been listed in Table 1 below.  

It should be noted that BML have not undertaken a fully landscape visual effects 

assessment and the potential visual effects below are in correlation with increase 

audience sensitivity and the ‘theoretical’ magnitude of change expected from each 

vantage point.  
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Table 1 comparing visual effects from the original WSP Opus Assessment, Mansergh Graham s92 
response visual assessment and the level of effects against the adjust 1997 baseline.  

Visual Audience 

from MGLA 

Assessment 

WSP Opus 

Assessment 

level of effects 

ratings 

MGLA Assessment 

level of effects 

ratings against the 

existing 

environment  

BML potential visual effects 

considering the statutory 

baseline  

Viewpoint 1: SH2, 

Southern Palms 

Low Stage 1: Very Low 

Stage 2: Very Low 

Stage 3: Low 

Stage 1: Low 

Stage 2: Low 

Stage 3: Low - Moderate 

Viewpoint 2: 233 

Pinnacle Hill Road 

Low Stage 1: Negligible 

Stage 2: Low 

Stage 3: Negligible 

Stage 1: Negligible 

Stage 2: Low 

Stage 3: Negligible  

Viewpoint 3: 93 

Irish Road 

Moderate Stage 1: Low-

Moderate 

Stage 2: Very Low 

Stage 3: Negligible 

Stage 1: Moderate 

Stage 2: Low 

Stage 3: Very Low 

Viewpoint 4: SH2, 

outside 286 

SH2 – Very Low 

Residential - 

Moderate 

Stage 1: Low - 

Moderate 

Stage 2: Moderate 

Stage 3: Low 

Stage 1: Moderate 

Stage 2: High 

Stage 3: Moderate 

Viewpoint 5: 113 

Baird Road 

Low Stage 1: Low - 

Moderate 

Stage 2: Low 

Stage 3: Low 

Stage 1: Moderate  

Stage 2: Low - Moderate 

Stage 3: Low – Moderate 

Viewpoint 6: 

Hitchens Road, 

Pokeno 

Very Low Stage 1:Very Low 

Stage 2: Low 

Stage 3: Moderate 

Stage 1: Low  

Stage 2: Low – Moderate 

Stage 3: Moderate - High 

Viewpoint 7: Mt 

William Summit 

N/A Stage 1: Negligible 
and Low - Moderate 
Stage 2: Very 
Low and Moderate 
Stage 3: Negligible 
and High 

Stage 1: Low - Moderate 
Stage 2: Moderate - High  
Stage 3: High - Very High 

 

 

3.0 Recommended Mitigation Measures: 

Recent mitigation measures to address identified landscape and visual effects will require 

further detail to ensure the assessed effectiveness of the mitigation measures are achieved 

and maintained. With quarry operations these typically will align with staging of works and 

integrate into quarry management plans. The following measures are considered a way of 

providing certainty to the ‘preferred’ mitigation measures. It is important that performance 

outcomes for mitigation planting, that relate to density, height and timeframes are included in 

the recommended material below.  

 

A detailed landscape plan and landscape management plan shall be prepared by a suitably 

qualified landscape architect. This may form part of the quarry management plan and shall be 

in general accordance with the Landscape Mitigation Plan (Reference). These shall include: 

 An annotated planting plan(s) which communicate the proposed 

location and extent of all areas of planting, including any 
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revegetation, reinstatement planting, mitigation planting and natural 

revegetation 

 A plant schedule based on the submitted planting plan(s) which 

details specific plant species, plant sourcing, the number of plants, 

height and/or grade (litre) / Pb size at time of planting, and estimated 

height / canopy spread at maturity 

 Details of draft specification documentation for any specific drainage, 

soil preparation, tree pits, staking, irrigation and mulching 

requirements 

 An annotated pavement plan and related specifications, detailing 

proposed site levels and the materiality and colour of all proposed 

hard surfacing 

 A landscape maintenance plan (report) and related drawings and 

specifications for all aspects of the finalised landscape design, 

including in relation to the following requirements: 

i. Irrigation 

ii. Weed and pest control 

iii. Plant replacement 

iv. Inspection timeframes 

v. Contractor responsibilities 

o The consent holder shall provide to the council a detailed staging and 

commitments to performance outcomes and time frames.  

 This staging plan should be prepared by a landscape architect or 

suitably qualified person 

 The staged maintenance plan should outline performance targets for 

proposed screening planting and should include but not be limited to: 

• Minimum heights of trees 

• Planting density 

• Screening requirements 
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4.0 Conclusion 

It is considered that the applicant’s LVA to date is well considered and commensurate to the 

proposal and its potential effects overall, within the context of the existing environment. 

However, in lieu of receiving a response from the applicant’s Landscape Architect (MGLA) 

assessing the additional private viewpoints it is not possible to make a determination on the 

assessment as a whole.  The above provides guidance on the potential degree of effect 

however remains subject to receipt of further assessment from MGLA, particularly taking into 

regard BML’s role as peer reviewer.  

The additional mitigation measures proposed by the applicant to address potential effects of 

Stage 2 and 3 appear to appropriately address identified potential adverse visual effects. 

Further detail is required to ensure that these measures are successful. 

In relation to the statutory baseline provided by council it is considered that this conflicts with 

the existing environment used in applicant’s assessment. This has resulted in the likely visual 

effects being greater than those predicted in the applicant’s LVA assessment. Within the 

context of the statutory baseline we are not able to concur with the outcomes and conclusions 

of the applicant’s assessment and effects ratings.  

If you require any further clarification on the above, please do not hesitate to contact the 

undersigned.  

 

Yours faithfully 

BOFFA MISKELL LTD 

 

 
 

Oliver May - Author 

Senior Professional / Landscape Planner 

 

 
 

Rebecca Ryder - Reviewer 

Associate Partner / Landscape Architect  
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APPENDIX H 

 

 

NOISE AND VIBRATION REVIEW 

PREPARED BY MARSHALL DAY 

ACOUSTICS 
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14 October 2020

Waikato District Council
Private Bag 544
Ngaruawahia 3742

Attention: Victoria Majoor

Dear Victoria

MCPHERSON QUARRY – ACOUSTIC PEER REVIEW 

The Waikato District Council has engaged Marshall Day Acoustics (MDA) to undertake a peer review of the 
acoustic aspects related to McPherson Quarry’s proposal to obtain consent for their current operations, and 
to expand operations in several stages. 

The noise assessment was undertaken by Hegley Acoustic Consultants (HAC). We reviewed the following 
documentation relating to acoustic effects, with the application and in response to requests for further 
information:

 Resource Consent Application & Assessment of Environmental Effects by Kinetic Environmental, dated 31 
Jan 2019.

 Assessment of Noise Effects report No. 18185, by HAC, dated 9 October 2018.

 Letter in response to Section 92 request, by HAC, dated 2 July 2019 (first S92 response).

 Letter with further information in response to a further Section 92 request, by HAC, dated 24 July 2019 
(second S92 response).

 Letter with further information in response to a further Section 92 request, by HAC, dated 5 August 2019 
(third S92 response).

 Letter with further information relating to an assessment of effects and predicted noise levels at the 
upper floor levels of neighbouring dwellings, by HAC, dated 5 October 2020 (fourth S92 response).

 Various emails between the project planner and WDC planner containing information clarification, new 
information, and progressive changes to the original application. 

We have also reviewed a number of submissions received and provide responses to those. We have 
reviewed 15 submissions that were provided to us, all of which raise noise and/or vibration concerns. 

1. Hours of operation

Following some uncertainty about the proposed hours of operation (e.g. 7am to 6pm, 7am to 7pm, or 7am to 
7pm allowing for “emergency works” from 5am to 7am and 6pm to 10pm), we now understand that the 
proposal is for hours of operation to be 7am to 7pm, Monday to Saturday.

A number of submissions made reference to the long hours, including Saturday, with some suggesting that 
Saturday hours should be restricted to 1pm only.

While the character of the area appears to change from rural to lifestyle, the area is zoned Rural. The 
predicted noise levels are not unreasonable for a rural environment, and therefore we do not recommend a 
reduction in Saturday operating hours for acoustic reasons. 
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2. Noise performance standards

The quarry is located in the Waikato District – Franklin Section, in the Rural zone. HAC recommends applying 
the relevant noise limits of the Proposed Waikato District Plan. We agree with this recommendation.

In addition, we recommend that blasting noise be controlled through conditions.  

3. Vibration performance standards

The HAC report does not discuss vibration. The AEE contains a section on vibration (Section 6.5) which deals 
with blast noise, not vibration.

The submissions have included reference to adverse vibration effects, and while we cannot comment on the 
validity of some submissions’ assertion that blasting vibration has caused damage to buildings, we consider 
that a vibration control should be included in the conditions. 

The Proposed Waikato District Plan does not to contain any vibration limits. The Operative Waikato District 
Plan – Franklin Section references AS2187.2. This standard sets a vibration limit for blasting, of 10 mm/s PPV 
at dwellings, but also recognises that this level may be not appropriate. It states that “In the absence of a 
particular site-specific study which may determine the appropriate damage criterion, then peak particle 
velocity is suggested as a damage criterion and a maximum level of 5 mm/s is recommended for blast design 
purposes…”.

We consider that a vibration limit of 5 mm/s PPV is appropriate to avoid building damage and deal with 
amenity effects, provided prior notification is given.

Recommended condition wording is included in this letter. 

4. Existing environment

Some ambient sound level measurements for daytime have been provided by HAC. The ambient sound 
environment is described as being affected by noise from SH2 and potentially SH1, and natural sounds. A 
summary of measured noise levels provided by HAC in various documentation are summarised below:

Survey area dB LAeq dB LA90 

231 Pinnacle Hill Road 44 40

211 – 221 Pinnacle Hill Road 39 35

57B and 77 Irish Road 49 46

These levels are as expected for a rural environment during daytime and support the District Plan daytime 
noise limit of 50 dB LAeq.   

We note that submissions call into question the measurement timing, duration and results. While it is 
unfortunate that no long duration survey was undertaken to gain a fuller understanding of the ambient 
environment, we are satisfied that the measured levels show a snapshot of the receiving environment that is 
within an expected range. The wind direction during the measurement at 231 Pinnacle Hill Road was 
described as being from south west, so from the quarry and SH1 to the receiver position. The ambient noise 
levels provided by HAC are within the range expected in the area, also supported by MDA surveys 
undertaken on unrelated projects in the area. 

5. Noise level predictions

HAC predicted noise levels for various operating scenarios, both existing and future. Allowance was made for 
all equipment operating concurrently and in “worst case” locations for each stage. Noise level predictions are 
generally undertaken for a universal downwind situation, i.e. the modelling algorithm assumes downwind 
propagation to all receivers. Therefore, noise levels would reflect a reasonable worst case in terms of 
meteorological conditions. 
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The predicted noise levels indicate that compliance with the daytime noise limit can be achieved at all 
dwellings for all stages of works, including the fill activities in the south of the site. 

Predictions have been provided for the notional boundary and the upper floor level of multi storey houses. 
Generally, the upper floors will receive higher noise levels due to less terrain and incidental shielding. The 
highest predicted noise level is 49 dB LAeq at the upper floor of 40 McPherson Road. This level is just 
compliant with the 50 dB LAeq daytime noise limit, which suggests that the quarry needs to carefully manage 
its noise generation in order to ensure compliance at all times.

6. Blast notification 

Blasting at the quarry has been briefly discussed in the HAC report, namely that the rock extracted is not 
hard, and therefore blasting will not generate high noise or vibration levels at closest dwellings. 

A number of submissions comment on adverse effects from blasting, including potential building damage, 
annoyance and startle. We have discussed blast vibration limits in section 3 above. 

Regarding startle, some submitters request notification of blasts. That is a common management measure, 
where blasts are notified to people in the vicinity prior to the blast occurring (e.g. 30 min prior and then again 
1 min prior). Such notification can be undertaken via siren over a wider area, or more targeted via text 
message. Either has been used successfully at other quarries, and we recommend that a similar regime is 
implemented at this quarry. Both options are pros and cons. Sirens may result in additional noise pollution as 
they need to be at a level that notifies a wider area, however, sirens are easy to use and means that 
everyone in the vicinity is aware of the impending blast. Text messages are targeted at those neighbours that 
are concerned about blasting, but may be missed if reception is insufficient or people do not have their 
phone on them. 

We recommend gauging submitters’ preference on notification and condition one blast notification option. 

7. Trucks on the road

Trucks on the public road are not controlled by the relevant zone noise limits. Nevertheless, the effect should 
still be assessed, particularly if the road would not otherwise carry a large number of heavy vehicles. 

Some submitters are concerned that trucks to or from the quarry will use Pinnacle Hill Road, a windy road 
that carries very low traffic volumes in general, and even less heavy vehicles. The latest traffic count on 
Pinnacle Hill Road that is available, was done in 2010, and showed a daily traffic flow of 540 vehicles, with 1% 
heavy vehicles (i.e. 5 per day). Upscaling to 2020 at 3% non-compounding per year, would result in a daily 
traffic flow of around 700 vehicles per day and 7 trucks. 

Further questions for clarification to the applicant show that it is not intended that quarry trucks would use 
Pinnacle Hill Road, unless they are delivering material to a project on that road. Therefore, in our opinion, no 
further assessment is required. 

8. “Emergency Works”

The AEE seemed to seek the formalisation of some limited night-time works during the shoulder periods 
from 5am to 7am and from 7pm to 10pm. The third S92 response dated 5 August 2019 from HAC, states that 
“other than possible emergencies no night work is proposed”. 

We are unsure about what the applicant defines as an “emergency”. The second S92 response from HAC 
states that: “it is understood the activity that would occur when the lower night-time noise limits are 
applicable is when it is necessary to move overburden after hours for safety reasons”. We have based our 
assessment on this statement. 

In our opinion, emergency works would be required infrequently, be unplanned and occur only in situations 
where health and safety are at risk. It appears unusual to set timeframes for these works as health and safety 
considerations do not normally fall within predetermined times. We consider that actual emergency works 
would not fall under the general operational noise limits but would be governed by other legislation. 
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We are also reluctant to “normalise” emergency works with a condition that effectively permits night-time 
works – site planning should be sufficiently organised to ensure that no after hour work are required.

Our experience with a large number of quarries across New Zealand is that such condition is unusual. We 
have not come across it in the past and query why McPherson Quarry would run differently to all other 
quarries we have been involved with. 

In our opinion, the only two valid options forward are;

 The application is for quarry operations to extend from 5am to 10pm, in which case a full and proper 
assessment of effects (including noise effects) over the entire period of proposed operation would be 
required. We note that the third S92 response does not provide ambient night-time noise levels as 
requested, which does not allow for an assessment of effects; or 

 The application is for quarry operations between 7am and 7pm Monday to Saturday (as set out in point 1 
of this letter), without “special provisions” for works that should not be occurring in the first instance. 

Overall, we concur with the noise level predictions, but disagree with the potential to extend the works 
through “emergency works” provisions, which should only occur unexpectedly and unplanned, and would be 
covered by health and safety requirements rather than standard noise limits. Section 16 of the RMA remains 
in force in any event. 

9. Assessment of effects

An assessment of effects has been provided in the fourth S92 response. Generally, predicted noise levels and 
measured ambient noise levels are similar. 

The quarry activities will be audible at receivers not only when activities are in close proximity but also at 
other times, due to the character of the noise. At times of low ambient sound (e.g. still days with little traffic 
flow on the surrounding roads) quarry noise levels will be more prominent, particularly for dwellings near, or 
elevated above, the site with line of sight to the quarry operation. However, audibility is not an assessment 
requirement, but rather if the noise level is reasonable in the context of the environment. 

Based on the measured levels provided, noise level surveys undertaken by MDA on an unrelated project in 
the area and the HAC assessment of effects, the predicted quarry noise levels would not be unreasonable 
compared with existing noise levels. The quarry will be audible and noticeable but should not interfere with 
normal day to day residential activities.

Should the applicant apply for an extension of hours of 5am to 10pm to allow for “emergency works”, 
authorised through conditions, then further work would be required including;

 An assessment of effects based on ambient noise levels during the early morning/later at night, and

 An assessment of the potential for annoyance/sleep disturbance at nearest houses. 

10. Submissions

We have reviewed 15 submissions that addressed noise and/or vibration concerns. All these submissions 
were in opposition to the proposal. A summary of reviewed submissions is set out below.
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No Submitter Address Concerns Responses

18 Mt William Ltd 12ha nth of the quarry - amenity and ambience of the rural areas Discussed under 9. Assessment of Effects

15 Aaron Baker and Emma 
West

247 Pinnacle Hill Rd - health concerns because of noise

- general noise and vibration concerns

- noise impact from additional blasting and general quarry 
works

- impact on homes in the 500m buffer zone

- queries about the noise survey: not during prevailing winds 
and not taken on their site

Discussed under 2. Noise Performance 
Standards, 3. Vibration Performance Standards 
and 4. Existing Environment

21 Charlotte and Royce 
McCourt

217 Pinnacle Hill Rd - no consideration of dwellings on north ridge

- noise effects from operations

We requested additional information for the 
Stage 2 proposal and its effects on dwellings to 
the north of the quarry. This was provided in 
due course and has been reviewed and taken 
into consideration.

Based on the noise level contours, noise levels 
up to 40 dB LAeq could be expected at the upper 
floor of 217 Pinnacle Hill Road. 

19 Katrina and Sander Post 7D Macks Road/soon 
231 Pinnacle Hills 
Road

- vibration from blasting

- queries about the noise survey: not taken on their site

Discussed under 3. Vibration Performance 
Standards and 4. Existing Environment

22 Brittany Aker and Jason 
Johns

215 Pinnacle Hill Rd - noise can be heard over long distances
(e.g. single digger too loud and could be heard inside trough 
double glazing)

Discussed under 9. Assessment of Effects – 
audibility is not an assessment criterion

23 Megan Clotworthy 262G Pinnacle Hill Rd - general noise from operations Discussed under 9. Assessment of Effects
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No Submitter Address Concerns Responses

30 Marilyn Thompson and 
Nigel Cowan

40 McPherson Rd - blasting vibration resulting in house damage

- change in blast noise when it moves out of pit and shielding

- Concrete tiles have developed cracks, concrete tile roof caps 
got lose and needed to be fixed

- general quarry noise (crusher noise, drilling, noise from 
tipping into trucks)

- wind has strong effect on noise (prevailing wind from west, 
truck noise from empties rattling)

Potential for vibration damage discussed under 
3. Vibration Performance Standards. We consider 
that if appropriate limits are set for noise and 
vibration from blasting, effects can be 
appropriately managed. We have recommended 
lower vibration limits in accordance with the 
relevant standard, given the assertions made by 
submitters.

Comments on general quarry noise are discussed 
under 9. Assessment of Effects

Comments on the effects on wind are discussed 
in 5. Noise Level Predictions

29 David Williams for 
Heartland Farms and 
Various

219 SH2 - noise from trucks on local roads

- restrict quarry operations to Mon-Fri 8am – 5pm and Sat 
8am – 1pm

- noise limit should be applied at quarry boundary, not 
notional boundary

- blasting noise

- notification of blasting in writing to reduce startle effect on 
horses and people

- reduction in blast size to reduce vibration 

- vibration impacts on historic buildings on site

- no blasting on Saturday and Sunday

Truck noise discussed in 7. Trucks on the Road

Operating hours discussed under 1. Hours of 
Operation

In rural areas, the appropriate assessment 
location is at the notional boundary as the sites 
are large and only the area surrounding a 
dwelling is protected. This is confirmed in the 
relevant New Zealand standards and the District 
Plan. 

Blasting noise and vibration discussed under 2. 
Noise Performance Standards and 3. Vibration 
Performance Standards. Notification of blasts is 
discussed in 6. Blast Notification, and 
recommended to be included in the conditions. 
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No Submitter Address Concerns Responses

24 Jason and Shalby Kemble 213B Pinnacle Hill Rd - vibration predictions for dwellings further away Discussed under 3. Vibration Performance 
Standards. We note that vibration dissipates at 
distance. Therefore, vibration will be lower 
further away. 

31 Pinnacle Hill Rd residents 149b, 209, 211, 
213,215,217,251, 223, 
233, 231B, 233D, 247, 
231, 233B, 231A, 258, 
235, 233C PHR

- noise from truck haulage on Pinnacle Hill Rd Truck noise discussed in 6. Trucks on the Road

33 Marja Spencer and Jamie 
McKinstry

209 Pinnacle Hill Rd - insufficient noise monitoring 

- possible expansion after consent, e.g. not taken account of 
potential additional equipment

- long operating hours

Monitoring discussed under 4. Existing 
Environment. 

We have to rely on the accuracy of the 
information provided including the type and size 
of equipment. However, the noise and vibration 
limits in the conditions will control the level of 
effects permitted. 

Operating hours discussed under 1. Hours of 
Operation 

35 Belinda Duggan and 
Andrew James

233B Pinnacle Hill Rd - Considers that there is now more noise. Further information 
will be provided at the hearing

We will await further information to respond to. 

36 Jocelyn Scott 433 Pinnacle Hill Rd - general quarry operation noise Discussed under 9. Assessment of Effects

17 Gordon and Helen Bray 
(have Bal Matheson as 
lawyer)

211 Pinnacle Hill Rd - assessment of effects missing, currently only assessment of 
compliance

Discussed under 9. Assessment of Effects

16 Mark and Karin Joubert 251 Pinnacle Hill Rd - general noise and vibration effects Discussed under 9. Assessment of Effects
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11. Recommended conditions

We recommend that the following conditions be attached to any consent granted:

1. McPherson Quarry shall only operate between the hours of 7am and 7pm, Monday to Saturday. No 
quarry activity, including, but not limited to, extraction, overburden removal, transport and 
distribution of material, shall occur outside those hours. 

2. Noise from all activities within the quarry, measured at or within the notional boundary of any other 
site in the Rural Zone, shall not exceed the following noise limits:

a. 50 dB LAeq 7am to 7pm all days

b. 45 dB LAeq 7pm to 10pm all days

c. 40 dB LAeq and 65 dB LAFmax 10pm to 7am all days

3. Noise from all activities within the quarry, measured within any site in any zone other than the Rural 
Zone, shall not exceed the noise limits for that zone.  

4. Noise shall be measured in accordance with the requirements of NZS6801:2008 Acoustics – 
Measurement of Environmental Sound and shall be assessed in accordance with the requirements of 
NZS6802:2008 Acoustics – Environmental Noise. 

5. The noise created by the use of explosives for any blasting activity within the quarry measured at or 
within the notional boundary of any other site shall not exceed a peak sound pressure level of 
128 dBZpeak.

6. The vibration created by the use of explosives for any blasting activity within the quarry shall not 
exceed 5 mm/s PPV at any building not on the same site. 

7. Blasting shall be limited to two occasions per day between 10am and 4pm, Monday to Saturday, 
except where required for safety reasons. Each blast shall be notified [to relevant parties via 
siren/text message] 30 minutes and again 1 minute prior to the blast occurring. 

8. A blast register shall be maintained at the quarry office and shall be made available to Council on 
request. 

We trust this information is satisfactory. If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact 
us.

Yours faithfully

MARSHALL DAY ACOUSTICS LTD

Siiri Wilkening

Acoustician
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12 October 2020 

 

 

Victoria Majoor 
Senior Planner 
Waikato District Council 
 

 

Dear Victoria 

Specialist Ecological Input - Consideration of Ecological Submissions in relation to McPherson 
Quarry Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) and Ecological Management Plan (EMP) 

1.0 Introduction 

This report considers submissions received by the Waikato District Council for an application from 
McPherson Resource Limited to expand and continue to operate the mineral extraction activities at the 
McPherson Quarry with associated overburden removal and placement, deposition of cleanfill and 
vegetation (‘the Proposal’). The historical removal of a portion the Significant Natural Area (SNA) to 
the east of the existing operations have not been included in this statement. This matter will be 
redressed by Council, as part of the monitoring and compliance process.  

2.0 Scope 

The scope of this statement includes: 

• Review and address the ecological submissions received; 

• Based on the review, provide recommendation for the consent conditions; 

• Considering the provisions of the new National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management, 
2020 (NPS-FM). 

3.0 Assessment of submissions relevant to ecology 

The submissions addressed in this document were grouped under the following heading: 

• Removal of indigenous vegetation and quantity of compensation1 planting; 

• Timing of planting (including ecological corridor); 

• Stream mitigation for the removal of tributary 1 and effects on stream 1;  

• Operational effects on stream quality (erosion, sedimentation) and hydrology (water table); 

• Wetlands and open water; 

• Protection of Kauri trees from dieback; 

• Operational effects on surrounding ecological habitats from dust and noise pollution; 

• Operational effects on game bird and trout fishing within the catchment; 

• The need for robust, science-based conditions. 

Table 1 in Section 4 provides a summary of references to individual submissions addressed within this 
statement. 

 

1 The term compensation has been used by the applicant and the submitters. The NZ Offset Guidelines (2014) defines offset a: 
“measures taken to compensate for any residual significant, adverse impacts that cannot be avoided, minimised and/or 
rehabilitated or restored, in order to achieve no net loss loss net gain of biodiversity”. The word compensation is applied in this 
context throw-out this statement. 
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3.1 Removal of indigenous vegetation and quantity of compensation planting 

Ecological mitigation should be calculated based on the level of planting needed to meet the same 
ecological value as that of the vegetation to be removed or affected. The compensation quantity 
should consider the representativeness (ecological health/ degree of modification) of the vegetation to 
be removed as well as the ecological importance of that vegetation. Additional consideration should be 
given the “lag period” or the time it will take for compensation planting to provide the same ecological 
value as the vegetation that has been removed. 

The value of native vegetation impacted by the Proposal was assessed as High for Kanuka-
dominated forest. The proposed quarry expansion will result in the loss of 2.45 ha of Kanuka 
dominated forest, of which 2.08 ha is designated as an SNA2. The overall ecological effect of this loss 
is assessed as Low. The main reasons likely informing this level of effect include: 

• The relevant areas that meet the significance criteria is relatively small (5% of the overall 
proposed expansion area); 

• Kanuka-dominated forest vegetation units are identified as Least Concern3; 

• The significance classification is mainly informed by the position of the native vegetation in 
relation to Mt William Walkway to the west and the Hunua Ranges to the east and the 
potential to support species of conservation significance (At Risk and Threatened species). 
The baseline species assessment determined the residual capacity of the native vegetation to 
support species of conservation concern is limited and this also influences the connectivity 
function (position relative to other ecological nodes); 

• The ecological health of the native vegetation associated with the proposed expansion is 
affected by exotic species, livestock damage, pest species and fragmentation. The ability of 
the native vegetation to provide its ecological services are impaired. The applicants EMMP 
aims to address these impediments. 

The applicant provided the following management measures to mitigate the effects of native 
vegetation removal: 

• Compensation planting of 4.16 ha, at a ratio of 2:1, for the Kanuka-dominated forest (2.08 ha) 
to the east of the quarry; 

• Compensation planting of 0.37 ha, at a ratio of 1:1, for the Kanuka-dominated forest located 
next to the pond; 

• The compensation planting will extend over 4.53 ha and form an east-west ecological corridor 
between the two SNAs to the north of the quarry. The corridor will be fenced prior to planting, 
and pest control will take place. It is recognised that the successful establishment of the 
proposed corridor will have substantial ecological benefits, as it will reconnect native 
vegetation areas to the west of the quarry with the Hunua Ranges. 

Considering the above, the EMMP for the loss of native vegetation is considered fit for purpose 
provided the following recommendations are implemented: 

1. Planting within the corridor should start as soon as possible, but with consideration to any 
seasonal time constraints that may exist (also refer to Section 3.2); 

2. Planting within the corridor should be completed as soon as possible, but should not extend over 
more than three consecutive planting seasons; 

3. It is recommended that the planting mix for the terrestrial habitat is developed further than that 
presented in the EMMP in Table 8. It is understood that the mix is focused on those locally 
available species that will ensure rapid canopy closure. However, the mix should include a 
greater diversity of tree species. The mix is focused on low growing species that are generally not 

 

2 EcIA report, Section 4.1.1 page 26 
3 Singers N, Osborne B, Lovegrove T, Jamieson A, Boow J, Sawyer J, Hill K, Andrews J, Hill S, Webb C. 2017. Indigenous 
terrestrial and wetland ecosystems of Auckland. Auckland Council; 
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long living species. The conditions should state that the planting mix will require prior approval 
from WRC; 

4. Plant covers must be applied if Pukeko disturbs planting efforts; 

5. The conditions should stipulate that the applicant would need to contact QEII at the start of the 
planting and that the northern corridor must be placed under a covenant prior to planting being 
completed.  

6. The responsibility for the maintenance of the planting will remain with the applicant until 75% 
canopy closure and 90% survival rate has been achieved; 

7. The responsibility for pest control will remain with the applicant for the lifespan of the quarry as 
stipulated in the EMMP. 

3.2 Timing of planting 

A concern was raised regarding the timing of planting. Following a strict interpretation of the like-for-
like principle, the lag time should be as small as possible. The applicant therefore needs to 
demonstrate consideration to lag time and measures taken to minimise the lag period. To this end two 
measures have been included: 

• The inclusion of plant species that ensure quick reestablishment of canopy cover; 

• Although not stated as a deliberate intent within the EMMP, the compensation ratio used (e.g. 
2:1) also assists in mitigating for the “lag” in ecological utility between planting and vegetation 
removal. 

The significance of the lag period needs to be assessed against the loss of ecological functions within 
the areas where native vegetation will be removed. As discussed in Section 3.1, the significance of the 
vegetation to be removed relates to its relative position between other ecological nodes and the 
potential presence of species of conservation significance. The relevance of the former is limited due 
to the extent of existing fragmentation, while the latter is limited based in the findings of the baseline 
assessment. With consideration to the residual functions and the potential implication of a protracted 
lag period the following is recommended to be included within the consent conditions:  

1. Planting must commence in the next planting season from when consent is given; and 

2. The northern corridor is planted in no more than three planting seasons. 

3.3 Stream mitigation for the removal of Tributary 1 and effects on Stream 1 

Some submissions expressed concern about the mitigation for the loss of 311 m of permanent stream 
associated with Tributary 1 and the downstream effects on the receiving Stream 1 (Waipunga). 
Submissions include comments on: (1) the direct loss of 311 m permanent stream habitat, (2) 
hydrological changes (both surface and groundwater) and (3) sediment and potential contamination 
from the cleanfill material. 

1. The EcIA assessed Tributary 1 as a degraded system of Low ecological value. Although 
the tributary retains some connectivity to its upper catchment, its instream and riparian 
habitat reflect a loss in ecological health. Therefore, the ability of the stream to provide its 
ecological goods and services are impaired. The loss of ecosystem health may be 
attributed to the surrounding land use, livestock access, exotic species and lack of 
indigenous vegetation. A single valley head pond (higher up in the catchment) also 
contributes to some hydrological modification of the stream. The trajectory of ecological 
degradation is expected to be negative given the status quo, as the causal drivers will 
remain in place over the medium to long term (if the proposed activities do not occur). Two 
important features associated with Tributary 1 include a likely NPS FM (2020)4 natural 
wetland (NPS wetland) to the north (from the wooded footslopes) and a likely NPS 
wetland to the south (prior to the confluence with the Waipunga Stream). 

The EcIA determined a High level of effect on Tributary 1 due to the loss of the permanent 
stream. A considerable portion of the catchment of the northern wetland will be lost during 

 

4 National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management, 2020.  
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Stage 3 expansion and may therefore impact on the hydrological maintenance of this 
wetland. Similarly, the hydrological pathway maintaining the southern wetland will be 
impacted by the reclamation of Tributary 1. The ecological value (Low) of Tributary 1 and 
the anticipated level of effect (High) informed the restoration of 930 m reach of receiving 
Waipunga Stream. Restoration will include planting, fencing and pest control. The 
Waipunga Stream is assessed as a High Value permanent stream, but with some loss in 
ecosystem health (due to stock access, exotic species, bank erosion and riparian 
fragmentation etc.). The trajectory of ecological change is likely to be negative given the 
current land use and drivers of ecological change.  

The proposed mitigation for the loss of Tributary 1 within a reach of the Waipunga Stream 
is based on improving the ecological health of the Waipunga Stream and averting the 
potential future loss by removing some of the causes of ecological degradation. Based on 
this the proposed stream mitigation is considered fit for purpose provided the following: 

a. The proposed restoration on the Waipunga Stream is completed effectively; 

b. Natural wetlands will be hydrologically maintained and will not be affected; 

c. Erosion and sediment control will be implemented effectively; 

d. Hydrological modification that may result due to changes in runoff characteristics, 
groundwater levels and water management are managed in such a way as to not 
cause a loss in ecological health of the Waipunga Stream and the downstream 
environment; 

e. To this end the following additional recommendations are provided: 

i. The proposed 7.5 m planting either side of Waipunga Stream is increased to 
10 m on either side of the stream banks5. This is considered to be the 
minimum width required to ensure that stream function is restored. This is 
particularly relevant to the eastern bank of the stream, where it is proposed 
that material / overburden will be stored; 

ii. It is recommended that the planting mix for the riparian margins is developed 
further than that presented in the EMMP in Table 10. It is understood that the 
mix is focused on those species that will ensure rapid canopy closure. 
However, the objective of the planting is to provide instream shade in the long 
term, therefore, the species mix at the top of the embankment needs to be 
developed to include taller tree species. The conditions should state that the 
planting mix will require prior approval from WRC; 

iii. The EMMP indicates that there is a section of stream where bank collapse 
means that plants will be set back from the stream. It is recommended that 
the conditions state that in areas of erosion or bank collapse the bank should 
be reprofiled to ensure that the streams natural function is restored on 
completion of the planting. 

2. In terms of hydrological effects to the wider downstream receiving environment, a basic 
analysis of catchment contributions show that the Waipunga Stream drains a catchment of 
approximately 420 ha of which Tributary 1 contributes about 12.2 ha or 3%. The 
Mangatawhiri River (immediately downstream of the quarry) drains a catchment of some 
930 ha of which the existing and future quarry footprint represents approximately 7%. The 
total extent of catchment modification is therefore relatively limited, and the potential 
magnitude of catchment scale hydrological change is expected to be relatively low. 

The hydrological effects to the immediate downstream environment will be localised but 
more pronounced. The wetland near the confluence of Tributary 1 (southern wetland) and 
the Waipunga Stream is likely depended on Tributary 1 for its hydrological maintenance. It 
is not clear how the potential effect on this wetland will be managed through the 

 

5 Becker, K., Blackford, C., Bowden, D., Jamieson, A., Lovegrove, T., Maxted, J., Viljevac, Z. (2001). Riparian zone 
management – Strategy guideline, planting guide. Auckland Regional Council Technical Publication TP148. 
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implementation of the EMMP. Similarly, the northern wetland may decrease in extent due 
to a decrease in catchment size during Stage 3 quarry expansion. The increase in the 
proposed wetland extension (as part of the EMMP) to the north will further reduce the 
water budget for the wetland in the south and the catchment modification (specifically the 
reclamation of Tributary 1) will influence the hydrology of the southern wetland. It is 
therefore possible that impacts to both wetlands will not be avoided and are not accounted 
for in the EMMP. 

The fitness of the EMMP to maintain existing wetlands needs to be improved. To this end, 
the applicant must demonstrate that impacts on wetlands will be avoided through the 
proposed geomorphological and stormwater management. The applicant also needs to 
demonstrate that the water requirements for the wetlands (and the proposed constructed 
wetlands) can be met under the proposed EMMP. 

An additional recommendation in this regard include: the conditions stipulate that there will 
be additional buffer planting around the existing and proposed wetland features. The 
buffer (>5m) should include taller tree species and be placed between the wetlands and 
the working area. The objective of the plantings would be to increase the potential for 
species such as New Zealand dabchick (Poliocephalus rufopectus) to visit them. It is 
considered that without this screening it is unlikely that these species would occur.  

3. The pre-mitigation effect of sediment on the receiving Waipunga Stream and downstream 
receiving environment was assessed as Very High. Operation effects due to erosion and 
sedimentation is discussed separately below. 

3.4 Operational effects on stream quality (erosion, sedimentation) and hydrology (water 
table) 

Submissions referring to stream quality due to erosion and sedimentation are discussed below. The 
likely implications of hydrological changes are contextualised in Section 3.3 under point 2.  

The potential for indirect impacts on Waipunga Stream (Stream 1) through sediment discharge have 
been assessed as Very High prior to mitigation. These effects also have the potential to alter instream 
habitat of value for native longfin eel and inanga. Erosion and sediment related risks can be managed 
through the implementation of erosion and sediment management plan. The scope of the ecological 
review did not include an erosion and sediment plan, but it is assumed that an erosion and sediment 
management plan will be a condition of consent (if granted). Key aspects to be included within the 
erosion and sediment control plan must include: 

1. Clear guidelines on controlling the extent of vegetation and soil disturbance to the authorised 
extent; 

2. Control measures must be in place prior to the onset of authorised disturbance; 

3. Measures must be inspected at a frequency that will allow rapid response and corrective 
action; 

4. Monitoring of the receiving environment must include relevant measures such as Total 
Suspended Solids (TSS) or appropriate proxies such as turbidity. The receiving environment 
must be monitored at a frequency that will allow the detection of chronic or acute sediment 
inputs and must include a control (upslope) location; 

5. The ecological consequences of potential sediment exposure should be assessed against the 
ecological health of the receiving environment. This can be achieved through included aquatic 
ecological monitoring at strategically located control and test sites; 

Although the potential effect of erosion and sedimentation has been assessed as Very High, these 
effects are preventable through the implementation a suitable erosion and sediment control plan. 

3.5 Wetlands and open water 

One submission referred to effects on wetlands to the north of the quarry. This is a separate 
consideration from the wetlands associated with Tributary 1. The wetland indicated within the 
submission forms part of the headwaters of the stream to the east of the quarry activities and is 
upslope from the existing and proposed quarry activities. It is therefore unlikely that this wetland 
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specific wetland be affected. However, the EcIA identified several artificial open water bodies (ponds) 
within the proposed footprint of the quarry. It is not clear from the EcIA how the classification of these 
features relates to the definition of an NPS wetland and if they indeed can be considered artificial.  

It was stated that the ecological functioning and therefore the ecological value of the ponds were low. 
Subsequently a compensation ratio of 1:0.5 for the ponds were recommended within the EMMP. This 
mitigation measure includes the expansion of wetland features around the Tributary 1 NPS wetlands 
(refer to section 3.3, point 2). It is important that the EMMP recognises functional services associated 
with the ponds and consider the provisions of the NPS FM (2020). Functional services are referred to 
as regulatory and supporting ecosystem services and may include flood attenuation, streamflow 
regulation, sediment trapping, nutrient and toxicant assimilation and erosion control. It is likely that 
some or all these ecosystem services are provided by the ponds and the palustrine wetland 
environment associated with their margins. Conversely, the retention capacity of the ponds may have 
negative implications for the downstream environment in terms of water availability and hydrology.  

The suitability of the EMMP to compensate for the loss of the ponds should take into consideration the 
habitat value, functional value and potential to improve or degrade catchment hydrology as well as the 
provisions of the NPS FM (2020).The EcIA does not outline specific consideration to the functional 
services of the ponds within the EMMP, but it is likely that most of these will be represented within the 
proposed wetland enhancement and creation plan. This notion is based on the successful 
implementation of the wetland compensation plan (refer to Section 3.3, point 2 for limitation regarding 
this plan). However, it is recommended that these features and the proposed mitigation measures be 
assessed in terms of the provisions of the NPS FM (2020).  

3.6 Protection of Kauri trees from dieback 

Some submissions raised a concern regarding Kauri dieback. Kauri dieback is known to be spreading 
in in parts of the Waitākere, Hunua Ranges across the upper north Island. The EcIA and EMMP did 
not refer to the presence of Kauri trees within the proposed footprint or enhancement areas. 
Subsequent ecological reviews of the EcIA and EMMP also did not specifically identified Kauri dieback 
as an issue. However, given the presence of Kauri trees within the surrounding landscape and the soil 
disturbance that will occur with the project footprint, it is considered that precautional measures must 
be implemented. 

Kauri dieback is the result of contamination with the Phytophthora agathidicida pathogen. The 
pathogen is soil-borne and can spread via water or root to root contact. Water movement through the 
soil and soil disturbance by humans and animals are the main vectors for transmission. 

The existing and proposed project footprint spans between Mt William and Pouraureroa Stream Bush. 
The Mt William walkway is under DoC control and they currently implement dieback control measures. 
The native bush to the east of the quarry is connected to the Hunua Ranges of the Auckland Region 
where dieback is also controlled. The requirement for the control of dieback will depend on the 
presence of Kauri and the associated pathogen in areas to be disturbed and the likelihood that it will 
spread. With regards to the water flow contamination pathway, most of the area to be disturbed drains 
to the south and away from adjacent native bush. The likelihood of contamination through flow is 
therefore limited. However, soil to soil contamination is possible if contaminated soil, from areas to be 
disturbed, are transferred to adjacent areas where Kauri trees may occur. 

Mitigation measures include hygiene stations, avoidance of soil disturbing activity within a predefined 
distance of the dripline of kauri trees and avoidance of soil disturbing activity within the wetter months 
in locations where dieback may occur. It is therefore recommended that access to native bush on 
either side of the proposed expansion be controlled to prevent the potential spread of dieback to these 
areas. Access should be restricted as far as possible and where unavoidable, control measures must 
include soil cleaning and sterilisation stations. Only approved disinfectants (such as Sterigene) must 
be used at control stations. Details regarding access and dieback should be included into the 
employee induction and reference should be made to available Kauri dieback resources. 

3.7 Operational effects on surrounding ecological habitats from dust and noise pollution 

Details regarding dust control measures have not been reviewed. The EcIA and EMMP also do not 
make specific reference to noise and dust pollution. However, it is understood that, with the increase in 
water allocation for dust suppression in the way proposed, all potential and actual dust effects will be 
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managed to a standard considered appropriate by the WRC. Moreover, buffer planting will further 
assist in mitigating operational dust and noise impacts to the receiving environment. Operational 
activity will be restricted to daytime, thus reducing the potential effects on nocturnal species such as 
potentially occurring longtail bat. 

3.8 Operational effects on game bird and trout fishing within the catchment 

Of the 13 game birds, two upland species have been recorded within the baseline assessment. These 
included California quail (Callipepla californica) and Common pheasant (Phasianus colifronica). Both 
inhabit a wide variety of open habitats including grasslands and pastures. No detail is available of the 
number of individuals supported by the habitat associated with the proposed footprint, or the 
significance of the local population in a wider context. However, given the adaptability of these species 
and the large extent of alternative habitat that can be utilised it is not expected that the proposed 
activities will result in a meaningful impact to local quail and pheasant counts. 

None of the wetland game birds have been recorded within the proposed footprint. Furthermore, the 
project footprint does not extend over any obvious flight paths between larger waterbodies where 
wetland species may commute. The proposed enhancement of existing wetlands and constructed 
wetlands (if constructed successfully) will provide suitable habitat for potentially occurring wetland 
game birds, including some of the duck species (mallards and paradise shelduck). 

Potentially occurring trout fish include brown (Salmo trutta) and rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss), 
although neither of these fish are expected to occur in Tributary 1, they have been sampled within the 
Mangatawhiri River (NFFDB- NIWA 2020). The potential effect of the proposed activities on these 
species will depend on the potential for indirect impacts on Waipunga Stream (Stream 1) through 
sediment discharge, which discharges into the Mangatawhiri River and then the Waikato River (refer 
to Section 3.4). Therefore, the effective implementation of the erosion and sediment plan is likely to 
manage negative effects on trout species within the receiving environment. Flow effects are not 
considered pose a meaningful risk to instream habitat and biological cues for trout at a catchment 
scale (refer to Section 3.3, point 2). 

3.9 The need for robust, science-based conditions 

The ecological baseline assessment applied industry standard assessment methods for avifauna, bats 
and lizards, while similar standard approaches were applied for the aquatic ecology assessment. The 
terrestrial vegetation assessment could benefit from a tree count of species with a DBH exceeding 
15cm. This will be particularly useful to inform the compensation quantity for the northern corridor 
enhancement area. 

The assessment of wetlands followed an improvised qualitative approach considering aspects that are 
likely to indicate habitat value. These included connectivity, thermal regulation and vegetation 
composition. The EcIA does not outline how these aspects have been applied within the overall value 
assessment. Clarkson et al. (2003) provides a New Zealand guideline for determining wetland 
condition6 and it is recommended that this method (or a repeatable version of it) be incorporated into 
the preconstruction monitoring of the natural wetlands. 

Given the potential risk related to erosion and sedimentation to the downstream environment, 
uncertainties regarding impacts on natural wetlands and the success of efforts to construct additional 
wetlands, it is recommended to include monitoring of the following into the EMMP: 

1. Following the completion of a robust wetland baseline assessment, include the same wetland 
monitoring on an annual basis. Monitoring should be undertaken during December to 
February. Reoccurring monitoring efforts should take place during the same period as the 
initial baseline assessment; 

2. Annual aquatic biomonitoring should be included for control and test locations on the 
Waipunga Stream and the Mangatawhiri River. The biomonitoring regime should at least 

 

6 Clarkson BR, Sorrel BK, Reeves PN, Champion PD, Partridge TR and Clarkson BD. 2003. Handbook for the monitoring of 
wetland condition. Coordinated monitoring of New Zealand Wetlands. A ministry for the Environment Sustainable Management 
Fund Project (5105) 
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include habitat and response metrics from the baseline assessment that are sensitive to 
sedimentation and flow modification. 

4.0 Summary of submissions  

Table 1 provides a summary of the ecological submissions and refences to the relevant sections for 
this S42 report. 

Table 1: Summary of submissions relevant to the ecological review with corresponding reference 

No Reasons Response reference 

14 No consideration of effects on wetlands to the 

north of the quarry 

Section 3.2, point 2, Section 3.5 and Section 

3.9 

Impacts from quarry operation on these 

wetlands 

Section 3.2, point 2, Section 3.5 

17 Justification for removal of indigenous 

vegetation 

Section 3.1 

Location of the proposed ecological corridor 

shown where stage 4 is (not subject to this 

application) 

Section 3.1 

Compensation of 2:1 and 1:1 insufficient Section 3.1 

Mitigation for removal of tributary 1 and effects 

on stream 1 inadequate 

Section 3.2 and Section 3.9 

19 Justification for removal of indigenous 

vegetation 

Section 3.1 

Timing on removal of indigenous vegetation- no 

timeframe on removal 

Section 3.2 

Timing on planting of ecological corridor Section 3.2 

21 Destruction of any indigenous vegetation. Section 3.2 

22 Destruction of any indigenous vegetation. Section 3.2 

27 Need for robust scientific conditions Section 3.9 

Measures implemented to manage effects on 

Kauri dieback 

Section 3.6 

29 Removal of indigenous vegetation resulting in 

reduction in oxygen, erosion, increase noise 

and loss of bird habitats 

Section 3.2, Section 3.4, Section 3.7 and 

Section 3.9 

Further destruction of indigenous vegetation Section 3.1 and Section 3.2 

Effects of quarrying activities on habitats Section 3.1, Section 3.2, Section 3.3 and 

Section 3.9 

Kauri dieback Section 3.6 

30 Removal of SNA and impacts of this removal 

on neighbouring sites 

Section 3.1 

31 Oppose any destruction of any indigenous 

vegetation 

Section 3.1 

32 Impacts on game bird and trout habitat within 

the catchment 

Section 3.8 

Cumulative effects on downstream 

environments 

Section 3.3, Section 3.4, Section 3.5 and 

Section 3.9 
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No Reasons Response reference 

No proffered consent conditions to determine 

whether effects will be avoided, remedied or 

mitigated 

All sections 

Increase in sediment and impacts downstream Section 3.3, Section 3.4 and Section 3.9 

Potential for contamination in waterways due to 

proximity of cleanfill areas to streams 

Section 3.3 and Section 3.9 

33 Removal of SNA setting a precedent Section 3.1 

Timing of planting of ecological corridor Section 3.2 

Concern that there is additional mature native 

trees not been considered that will be impacted 

Section 3.1 

Impacts on flora and fauna from operation. Section 3.7 and Section 3.8 

35 Removal of SNA Section 3.1 and Section 3.2 

36 Removal of SNA Section 3.1 and Section 3.2 

 

Yours faithfully 
 

 
Michiel Jonker 
Principal Environmental Scientist (Ecologist) 
D +64 9 967 9335 C +64 27 343 1425   
michiel.jonker@aecom.com 
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Engineering Assessment (Land Use) 
Land Development Engineer Inderpaul (Paul) Randhawa 

Planner: Cameron Aplin / Victoria Majoor 

Date: 19 November 2018 

Application No: LUC0123/19 

Applicant: Michael Peter Spencer McPherson, Iggy Limited, MFTC 

Limited 

Property Address: 47 Mcpherson Road MANGATAWHIRI 

Legal Description ALLT 163 Mangatawhiri SD 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 
Background 
 

McPherson quarry has been operating as small scale operation for many decades under existing 

use rights on this 156.8ha site in Franklin District. The site is tucked away in the foothills of 

Bombay Hills on McPherson Road with access from SH2. The quarry extracts weathered 

Greywacke and has been doing so for many decades. As result of this operation, a large 
amount of topsoil/overburden has been stripped across the site. There is an existing dedicated 

overburden disposal area located to the south of the quarry pit. It is understood that operators 

try to sell as much of the overburden as possible to keep the overburden disposal to a 

minimum but ability to sell clean fill /overburden is dictated by the market demand.  

 

Site plan  
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Figure 1. Staging Plan showing overburden fill disposal area 

 

SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 

The following documents that are used for engineering assessment have been submitted with 

the land use consent application. 

 
• List relevant document  

• Updated AEE report by Kinetic Environmental dated 12 Dec 2019 

• McPherson Quarry, Earthfill Methodology, dated 20 September 2019, prepared by HD 

Geo 

• Erosion and Sediment Control Plan for the operation of the current stage of the 

McPherson Quarry and the overburden disposal area. Prepared by Southern Skies 

Limited, dated 17 April 2019 

• Hydraulics Assessment Report External Strormwater, prepared by OPUS, dated July 

• Draft Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP), Quarry Development Stage # 1, 

prepared by OPUS, dated August 2018 

• NZTA submission dated 26 June 2020 

• NZTA letter to the applicant dated 19 March 2019 

• McPherson Quarry – Heavy Impact Fee Assessment by Graymatter consultants dated 6 

Nov 2017 ref: 17-125 

 

 

 

ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS  
 

 

General (include earthworks) 

  The applicants are now proposing to expand the quarry operation seeking consent to extract 

490,000 tonnes of material annually for the decades to come. It is also proposed to import 

clean fill to the site and dispose it off with the overburden. The estimated overburden volume 

from stage 1 is proposed to be 2,477,00 CuM, from stage 2 around 3,700,000 CuM and stage 

3 to be around 1,873,000 CuM. The applicant is proposing that approximately 30% of the 

overburden will be on-sold and remaining 70% will be disposed on site during decades of 

operation.  

        The applicants engaged HD Geo to carry out geotechnical assessment of the 

overburden/clean-fill disposal area to prepare an Earth fill Methodology to minimise the risk 

of slope failure and erosion in the final landform. HD Geo has prepared a report titled 

McPherson Quarry, Earthfill Methodology, dated 20 September 2019. It is proposed that the 

final landform will be used for pasture/ grazing. In their report, HD Geo has made site specific 

observation and recommendations. The report states that the proposed fill area is flat or 

gently sloping at less than 5 degrees with very thin layer of topsoil with no indication of weak 

or saturated soils near the surface. Little or no preparation is likely to be necessary for most 
of the fill disposal area unless weak or saturated soils are encountered in which case undercut 

and subsoil drains may be required. Preparation will be required where fill area is to pass over 

the tributary. The report also recommends spreading the fill in thin horizontal layers and 

tracking roll it using a D10 bulldozer. Fill is to be be monitored and a final geotechnical 

completion will be required for the fill site and quarry faces. Final landform design should take 

all recommendations into account. It is considered that with appropriate design and 
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continuous monitoring until final landform is completed, any adverse effects can be effectively 

managed and minimized. 

            The discussion in section 3.2.2 of the AEE report by Kinetic Environmental dated 12 

Dec 2019 is of significance for quarrying methodology and operations. All existing and future 

rock faces exposed during the activity must be cut and benched in accordance with the Health 

& Safety at Work ( Mining Operations & Quarrying Operations) Regulations 2016 (Mining 

Regulations). It is understood that any existing rock faces which do not comply with the above 

said Mining Regulation will be amended as soon as practical. A confirmation to this effect may 

be required by WDC monitoring to ensure compliance.  

  

       It is understood that any adverse effects from the quarry operation on the neighbouring 

property on opposite side of McPherson road have been considered as reverse sensitivity 

assessment during recent subdivision consents granted to that property owners. 

 

Water 

Not relevant 

  

Wastewater 

Not relevant  

 

Stormwater 

Sortwater is managed onsite with diversion bunds, silt ponds, erosion & sediment control 

devices before discharging safely to the receiving environment. Proposed stormwater 

management methodology including various erosion/sediment control measure and treatment 

of stormwater is acceptable. All erosion and sediment control measures need to be continually 

monitored to insure compliance with WRC guidelines. It is considered that if appropriately 

managed any adverse effects of stormwater from the site can be minimised to acceptable level. 

 

 

PROPOSED ENGINEERING CONDITIONS 
 
 

General Conditions 

Prior to commencing any engineering design or construction works, the consent holder must 

appoint an appropriately qualified and competent Developer’s Representative(s), acceptable 

to the Waikato District Council. 

 

  The consent holder’s representative/s must be responsible for: 

(a) project management of the quarrying and filling activities during the planning and 

construction phases of the development; 

(b) arranging design, and obtaining necessary geotechnical investigation and reports 

for the quarrying and filling activities, including the preparation of engineering 

documents and obtaining necessary approvals from Waikato District Council; 

(c) supervision of the works; 

(d) arranging the necessary testing and inspections; 

(e) identifying any non-compliant work and arranging for correction; and 
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(f) certification upon completion that the works have been carried out in 

accordance with the approved documents and sound engineering practice. 

 

Prior to Construction 
Engineering Design Management Plan 

Within 3 months of the commencement of this consent or at least twenty (20) 

working days prior to the intended commencement of any works on-site, whichever is 

the sooner, the consent holder must submit to Waikato District Council for approval 

in a technical certification capacity, an Engineering Design Management Plan (EDMP). 

The objective of the EDMP is to collate and detail in a single document the proposed 

engineering works associated with the managed fill and quarry operation in order to 

avoid and minimise the adverse geotechnical effects of the proposed activities. 

Thee consent holder’s representative must be responsible for the preparation of the 

EDMP.  The consent holder’s representative must appoint a geo-professional as 

defined in the NZS 4404:2010 to prepare geotechnical aspects of the EDMP.  The 

EDMP shall include, but not be limited to the following matters: 

(a) proposed filling design and staging of the filling; 

(b) fill, overburden and rock slope angles, height, bench widths to be adopted in the 

extended quarry area and filling operations; 

(c) any further geotechnical investigation and subsequent design of the site as 

required in relation to rock extraction activities. 

(d) Groundwater and surface water controls measures; and 

(e) Reporting and review procedures for the site works and for the EDMP. 

Advisory Note: In preparing the EDMP the consent holder’s Representative and geo-professional 
should follow the recommendations of and practices as per Health & Safety at Work ( Mining 
Operations & Quarrying Operations) Regulations 2016 (Mining Regulations). 

The consent holder must operate the site in accordance with the approved EDMP. 

Any changes to the EDMP must only be made with the written approval of an 

authorised officer of the Waikato District Council. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

During Construction 
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 No later than three (3) months following approval of the engineering design plans 

required by the above condition, the consent holder must upgrade the site entrance in 

accordance with those plans for the entrance upgrade and to the satisfaction of the 

Waikato District Council’s Land Development Engineering Team Leader. 

 

           A wheel wash facility must be established at an appropriate location in the access-way 

and main access track must be stabilised to stop debris tracking to the public road 

network to the satisfaction of the Waikato District Council’s Land Development 

Engineering Team Leader. 

 

The consent holder must require and ensure that all trucks leaving the site to travel 

over and operate the site wheel wash. 

 

           The consent holder must ensure that any debris tracking/ spillage onto any public roads 

as a result of the exercise of this consent must be removed as soon as practical, and 

within a maximum of 24 hours after the occurrence, or as otherwise directed by the 

Council.  

 

 The consent holder, upon becoming aware of the need to clean up the roadway, should 

advise Waikato District Council’s Team Leader – Monitoring of the need for the road 

to be cleaned up, and what actions are being taken to do so. 

 
 The consent holder shall ensure that all vehicles associated with the operation of this 

consent are confined to within the site, and that at no time shall any vehicle be parked 

within the public road reserve.  

 

          The consent holder must ensure that all cleanfill and overburden disposal is carried out 

in line with the recommendations of the report titled  McPherson Quarry, 

Earthfill Methodology, dated 20 September 2019, prepared by HD Geo unless an 

alternative geotechnical report is submitted and approved by Waikato District Council. 

All recommendations and engineering consideration of the geotechnical report must 

be adhered to. 

 Standard sub-soil drains must be constructed at the base of the fill where required. 

 

          The consent holder must maintain onsite erosion and sediment control measures in 

accordance with the Erosion & Sediment Control and Cleanfill Management Plan and 

the Waikato Regional Council’s Erosion and Sediment Control Guidelines for Soil 

Disturbing Activities: January 2009. Erosion and sediment control measures must be 

maintained until the Waikato District Council’s Team Leader-Monitoring is satisfied 

that the risk from erosion/sediment transportation has been reduced to a less than 

minor risk and has provided approval in writing. 

            

 

Post Construction  

All works forming part of the consent which require engineering design, supervision, 

and testing must be certified by the Certifying Engineer and/or a Geo-professional (who 

is one of the consent holder’s representatives) who shall be a Chartered Professional 

Engineer.  Once appointed, the Certifying Engineer shall not be changed without the 

approval of the Waikato District Council’s in writing. 

 

Geotechnical investigations, completion and site stability/suitability reports must be 

prepared and signed by a Geo-professional (as defined in NZS4404:2010), who shall 
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provide evidence of suitable professional indemnity insurance cover for the works 

being investigated, supervised and certified. 

 

Where subsoil drainage measures or toe bunds are recommended by a Geo-

professional, these are to be installed and inspected, recorded and verified by the Geo-

professional prior to burial.  The consent holder must provide evidence of this 

certification to Council in the Annual Report required as per condition of this consent. 

 

Rock, soil and waste slopes must be inspected annually by a Geo-professional, to 

confirm compliance with the EDMP and confirm whether any changes to the EDMP 

are required.  A report detailing the findings of the inspection shall be provided to 

Council in the Annual Report required as per condition of this consent. 

 

On completion of each stage of the filling activity, the consent holder must provide a 

final Geotechnical Engineering Report (GER) and Site Stability Report (SSR) prepared 

by a Geo-professional to the satisfaction Waikato District Council’s Team Leader 

Development Engineering. 

 

The report(s) must include plans showing the location, extent and depth of any fills 

constructed and the finished levels.  The location and level of any underfill drains shall 

also be noted on these plans.  The report(s) is also to confirm that the target static 

and seismic factor/s have been achieved. 

 

 

On-going Conditions  

 

           Erosion and sediment controls must be maintained and remain in place until the 

Waikato District Council’s Team Leader Monitoring is satisfied that the risk from 

erosion and instability has been reduced to a less than minor risk and has provided 

approval in writing. 

 

  The consent holder must maintain a site log book of the quantity (m³) aggregates loads, 

clean fill load, clean fill backloads, where the material was sourced from, type of clean 

fill received.   The site log book shall be made available to the Team Leader, Monitoring, 

within 48 hours of having received a written request.  ‘ 

 

 

Advisory Notes 

 

CAR 

 

A Corridor Access Request (CAR) must be approved in writing by the Waikato 

District Council - Services Department. prior to undertaking works within the Council road 

reserve. 

 

 

 

 

 

Signed By 

 

 

WDC S42A 467



 

 

 

Inderpaul (Paul) Randhawa 

Land Development Engineer 

Date:  19 November 2018 
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SUGGESTED CONSENT CONDITIONS 
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LUC0123/19 

Suggested Consent Conditions- 

 

General 

1. The quarrying and filling activities at the site shall be undertaken in general accordance 

with the information and plans submitted by the Consent Holder in support of 

application number LUC0123/19 and officially received on the 1st October 2018 and 

further information provided on 12th October 2018, 18th February 2019 and 7th October 

2020 except as amended by the conditions below. Copies of the approved plans are 

attached. In the case of inconsistency between the application and the conditions of this 

consent, the conditions of this consent shall prevail. 

2. The following definitions are applicable to this consent: 

Quarrying activities means the extraction, blasting, processing, storage and distribution 

of rock from the site and includes ancillary activities such as overburden removal and 

the treatment of stormwater together with ancillary buildings and structures.  
 

Cleanfill means materials such as clay, soil and inert materials such as concrete, brick or 

demolition materials, which are free of combustible materials and are not subject to 

biological and chemical breakdown.  

 

Filling activities means the deposition of cleanfill and overburden on the site.  

 

Commencement of this consent has the same meaning as section 116 of the Resource 

Management Act 1991.  

 
 

Extraction  

3. The total volume of aggregate extracted shall not exceed 490,000 tonne per annum and 

the total volume of cleanfill material deposited shall not exceed 100,000m³ per annum. 

 

Indigenous Vegetation Removal 

4. The total area of Indigenous Vegetation Removal shall not exceed 2.45ha (2.08ha SNA 

in Stage 1 and 0.37ha indigenous vegetation in Stage 3). 

5. Earthworks within the SNA shall not exceed 1,249,468m³. 

 

Administration 

6. Pursuant to Section 36 of the Resource Management Act 1991 the consent holder shall 

pay the actual and reasonable costs incurred by the Waikato District Council when 

monitoring the conditions of this consent. 
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Management Plans 

7. A copy of this consent and the approved Management Plans shall be kept on site at all 

times the activities are being undertaken and shall be produced without unreasonable 

delay upon request from any authorised officer of the Waikato District Council. 

 

Developers Representative 

8. Prior to commencing any engineering designs or construction works, the Consent 

Holder shall appoint an appropriately qualified and competent Developer’s 

Representative(s), acceptable to the Waikato District Council. 

9. The Consent Holder’s representative/s shall be responsible for: 

(a) project management of the quarrying and filling activities during the planning, 

construction and operational phases of the development; 

(b) arranging design, and obtaining necessary geotechnical investigation and reports 

for the quarrying and filling activities, including the preparation of engineering 

documents and obtaining any necessary approvals from Waikato District Council; 

(c) supervision of the works; 

(d) arranging the necessary testing and inspections; 

(e) identifying any non-compliant work and arranging for correction; and 

(f) certification upon completion that the works have been carried out in accordance 

with the approved documents and sound engineering practice. 

 

Prior to Giving Effect to the Consent 

10. The Consent Holder shall notify the Waikato District Council Monitoring Team Leader 

at least 10 days prior to the commencement of any activities associated with this 

consent.  Such notification shall include the following details: 

(a) names and telephone number/s of the consent holder’s representative/s; 

(b) site address to which the consent relates; 

(c) the Waikato District Council land use consent reference number; 

(d) works to be undertaken; and 

(e) expected duration of the entrance upgrade works. 
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Site Management Plan  

11. Within two (2) months of the commencement of this consent, the Consent Holder shall 

submit to Waikato District Council’s Monitoring Team Leader for certification, a Site 

Management Plan (SMP).   

The objective of the SMP is to set out practices and procedures to be undertaken during 
the quarrying and filling activities in order to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects 

of the extraction activities and to comply with the conditions of this consent. 

The SMP shall include, but not be limited to, the following matters: 

(a) Quarry extraction areas including alignment, maximum quarry face length and 

approximate RL, and, approximate maximum depth RL; 

(b) Aggregate processing areas including site locations and areas;   

(c) Stockpile areas including site locations and areas; 

(d) Drainage plans for the areas identified in a) to c) above; 

(e) Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP); 

(f) Overburden Management Plan (OMP); 

(g) Cleanfill Management Plan (CMP); 

(h) Dust Management Plan (DMP); 

(i) Quarry Circulation and Loading Management Plan (QCLMP)  

(j) Ecological Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (EMMP); 

(k) Landscape Mitigation and Management Plan (LMMP). 

(l) Conceptual Site Closure Plan (CSCP);  

(m) Site Rehabilitation Plan (SRP); 

 

12. The Consent Holder shall exercise this consent in accordance with the Site Management 

Plan certified in Condition 11.  Any subsequent changes to the Site Management Plan 

must only be made with the written approval of Waikato District Council’s Monitoring 

Team Leader.  In the event of any conflict or inconsistency between the conditions of 

this consent and the provisions of the Site Management Plan, then the conditions of this 

consent shall prevail. 

 

Erosion and Sediment Control Plan  

 

13. Within two (2) months of the commencement of this consent the Consent Holder shall 

submit to the Waikato District Council’s Monitoring Team Leader for certification an 

Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (E&SCP). The E&SCP shall as a minimum be based 

upon and incorporate all the relevant principles and practices for the activity authorised 

by this consent and contained within the Waikato Regional Council document titled 
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“Erosion and  Sediment  Control  –  Guidelines  for  Soil  Disturbing  Activities”  

(Technical  Report  No. 2009/02 – dated January 2009), and shall include, but not be 

limited to, the following; 

 

(a) Details of all principles, procedures and practices that will be implemented to 

undertake erosion and sediment control to minimise the potential for sediment 

discharge from the site, including flocculation if required; 

(b) The design criteria and dimensions of all key erosion and sediment control 

structures; 

(c) A site plan of a suitable scale to identify; 

i. The locations of waterways; 

ii. The extent of soil disturbance and vegetation removal; 

iii. Any  “no  go”  and/or  buffer  areas  to  be  maintained  undisturbed  adjacent  

to watercourses; 

iv. Areas of cut and fill; 

v. Locations of topsoil stockpiles; 

vi. All key erosion and sediment control structures; 

vii. The boundaries and area of catchments contributing to all stormwater 

impoundment structures;  

viii. The locations of all specific points of discharge to the environment;  

ix. The  location  and  details  of  stream  stabilisation  works  in  areas  of  

damming, diversion or clearing; and, 

x. Any other relevant site information. 

 

(d) Construction timetable for the erosion and sediment control works and the bulk 

earthworks proposed; 

(e) Timetable and nature of progressive site rehabilitation and re-vegetation proposed; 

(f) Maintenance, monitoring and reporting procedures; 

(g) Rainfall response and contingency measures including procedures to minimise 

adverse effects in the event of extreme rainfall events and/or the failure of any key 

erosion and sediment control structures; 

(h) Procedures and timing for review and/or amendment to the erosion and sediment 

control measures listed in the E&SCP; and, 

(i) Identification  and  contact  details  of  personnel  responsible  for  the  operation  

and maintenance of all key erosion and sediment control structures. 

 

14. The Consent Holder shall ensure that the E&SCP is implemented on site in accordance 

with the methods and timeframes outlined for the various components within the E&SCP 

certified in Condition 13 to the satisfaction of Waikato District Councils Monitoring Team 

Leader. Any changes to the E&SCP must only be made with the written approval of 

Waikato District Councils Monitoring Team Leader. 

 

Overburden Management Plan 

 
15. Within two (2) months of commencement of this consent, the Consent Holder shall 

submit to Waikato District Council’s Monitoring Team Leader for certification, an 

Overburden Management Plan (OMP).  
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The objective of the OMP is to set out the detail and procedures that will be implemented 

to manage overburden removal and placement and to comply with the conditions of this 

consent. 

 

The OMP shall include, but not be limited to the following matters: 

(a) A description of the methodology for overburden stripping and disposal;  

(b) Areas to be quarried over the next 12 months; 

(c) Plans for overburden stripping and disposal over the next 12 months; 

(d) Details of maintenance activities undertaken in the previous 12 months, and 

maintenance activities proposed over the next 12 months; 

(e) The specific location of the placement area; 

(f) The design and construction procedures; 

(g) How sediment losses to natural water will be avoided; 

(h) Earthworks procedures to be adopted during overburden stripping and disposal; 

(i) Measures to avoid the over compaction of soils; 

(j) Timetable of works and re-vegetation; 

(k) Maintenance and inspection procedures;  

(l) Monitoring; and 

(m) Contingency and mitigation measures. 

 

16. The OMP plan shall be updated on the 1 April each year or as otherwise agreed in writing 

with Waikato District Councils Monitoring Team Leader.  Any changes to the OMP shall 

be to the satisfaction of Waikato District Council’s Monitoring Team Leader. 

 

17. The Consent Holder shall undertake the placement of overburden in accordance with the 

OMP certified in Condition 15. 

 

Cleanfill Management Plan 

18. Within two (2) months of the commencement of this consent, the Consent Holder shall 

submit to Waikato District Council’s Monitoring Team Leader for certification, a 

Cleanfill Management Plan (CMP). 

The objective of the CMP is to set out practices and procedures to be undertaken to 

manage the receipt and disposal of cleanfill at the site and to comply with the conditions 

of this consent. 

 
The CMP shall include, but not be limited to the following matters: 

(a) procedures to record the name and address of contractors dumping cleanfill at 

the site; 

(b) the specific location of the cleanfill placement areas; 

(c) cleanfill Acceptance Criteria for cleanfill to be disposed on site; 

(d) a description of operational procedures and monitoring that will be implemented 

to prevent unauthorised material from entering the site; 
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(e) quarantine area and contingency measures for addressing unacceptable fill; 

(f) specific design details, construction and certification procedures to ensure long 

term stability of cleanfill areas; 

(g) description of the stormwater management system (including design specification, 

location and management of all structures; and 

(h) procedures for improving and/or reviewing the CMP.  

 

19. The Consent Holder shall operate the site in accordance with the CMP certified in 

Condition 18. Any changes to the CMP must only be made with the written approval of 

Waikato District Council’s Monitoring Team Leader. 

 

Quarry Circulation and Loading Management Plan 

20. Within two (2) months of the commencement of this consent, the Consent Holder shall 

prepare and submit a Quarry Circulation and Loading Management Plan (QCLMP) to 
Waikato District Council’s Senior Land Development Engineer for certification.  

 

The objective of the QCLMP is to demonstrate that the internal vehicle circulation 

avoids any impacts on McPherson Road such as queuing or parking within the 

shoulders/berm. The QCLMP shall include but not be limited to the following:  

(a) swept paths to demonstrate two-way movements through the gate;  

(b) identify holding/waiting areas for trucks waiting for the weighbridge;  

(c) weighbridge location;  

(d) loading areas and arrangements;  

(e) internal circulation roads including any passing bays; and  

(f) internal parking arrangements for staff and visitors.  

 

21. The Consent Holder shall operate the site in accordance with the QCLMP certified in 

Condition 20. Any changes to the QCLMP must only be made with the written approval 

of Waikato District Council’s Senior Land Development Engineer. 

 
 

Dust Management Plan 

22. Within two (2) months of the commencement of this consent, the Consent Holder shall 

submit a Dust Management Plan (DMP) to the Waikato District Councils Monitoring 

Team Leader for certification.  

The objective of the DMP is to set out the methods and procedures to minimise any 

potential dust nuisance effects beyond the boundary of the site and comply with 

conditions of this consent.  

The DMP shall include, but not be limited to, the following matters: 
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(a) Procedures for undertaking a daily site inspection, including summarising the 

outcome of the inspection in a daily environment diary. This could also include 

but is not limited to: 

i. Operation of watercart; 

ii. Any dust mitigation implemented; and 

iii. Any exceedance of dust monitoring alert levels and the result of any 

investigations in to the causes of the exceedance. 

 

(b) Procedures that will be adopted to ensure that fugitive dust emissions are 

minimised from the roadways, working areas and stockpiles, including wind speed 

triggers that shall initiate specific mitigation measures; 

(c) Details of the dust mitigation measures to be used on the site, including both fixed 

and temporary systems; 

(d) Identification of roles and positions of responsibility, including responsibility for 

ensuring the effective application of dust control measures identified in b) and c) 

above;  

(e) Provision and maintenance of 20 kph speed limit signs on all unsealed access roads; 

(f) Total Suspended Particulates (“TSP”) or PM10 particulate monitoring locations, 

alert levels and trigger levels and actions; 

(g) Details of how the nett TSP concentrations will be calculated.  

(h) Maintenance procedures for the monitoring equipment and weather station; 

(i) Shelterbelts or windbreak fences to minimise dust issues for neighbouring 

dwellings. 

(j) Reporting procedures; 

(k) Dust Management Plan review procedures; 

(l) Complaint receipt and response procedures. 

 

23. The Consent Holder shall undertake all works within the site in accordance with the 

DMP certified in Condition 22. Any subsequent changes to the Dust Management Plan 

shall only be made with the written approval of Waikato District Council’s Monitoring 

Team Leader. 

 

Ecological Management and Mitigation Plan 

 

24. Within two (2) months of the commencement of this consent, the Consent Holder shall 

submit an Ecological Management and Mitigation Plan (EMMP) prepared by a suitably 

qualified and experienced ecologist to the Waikato District Councils Monitoring Team 

Leader for certification.  

The objective of the EMMP is to set out the methods and procedures to remedy, 

mitigate and environmentally compensate or offset all ecological effects of the quarrying 

and associated activities with the intent of achieving net improvement and betterment 

of the existing environment. The EMMP objectives, among other matters, are to: 

(a) Minimise wildlife disturbance arising from the operation of the quarry and 

associated activities; 

(b) Provide for the restoration, revegetation, enhancement and/or protection of 

indigenous forest and wetland habitat to remedy, mitigate and environmentally 
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compensate or offset for the habitat removed or adversely affected resulting from 

the quarry activities. 

 

25. The ecological mitigation measures addressed in the EMMP shall be based on the 

remediation, mitigation, and environmental compensation or offset measures 

documented in the application and further technical reviews. Without limiting the above, 

the ecological remediation, mitigation, and environmental compensation or offset 

measures shall specifically include the following: 

(a) Restoration and enhancement of a minimum (indigenous re-vegetation equivalent): 

i. Planting of native species to form the 4.56ha ecological corridor (and any 

additional planting to offset historic removal of indigenous vegetation); 

ii. Planting with native species of 10 m either side of the Waipunga Stream   

iii. The riparian plantings shall be at least 930 linear metres of stream; 

iv. Additional buffer planting around wetlands of at least 5 metres to those 

stipulated in the Ecological Management Plan submitted with the application  

 

(b) Bat Management Plan, including the installation of 25 Kent style bat boxes with 

predator exclusion bands. To be installed at least 5 m above the ground and on 

trees located at the forest edge or on a linear feature. If bats are found to be 

present, then the Bat Management Plan (BMP) will need to be updated to ensure 

that suitable mitigation is provided. 

 

(c) Lizard Management Plan, including the installation of minimum 5 lizard log piles 

within the northern corridor. 

 

(d) Bird Management Plan. 

 

(e) Pest and Weed Management Plan including measures and controls to prevent Kauri 

dieback. 

 

(f) Planting Management Plan, including as a minimum: 

i. Site plantings including species to be planted, size of plants, and where they 

are to be planted, density of planting, sourcing of plants and fertilising;  

ii. Site preparation for planting including weed and pest control;  

iii. Timeline for planting; 

iv. Ongoing weed and pest control; 

v. Supplementary/replacement planting plans specifications; and 

vi. Timing of monitoring maintenance inspections; and 

vii. Methods to ensure that the plantings are protected and maintained in 

perpetuity. 

 

26. The Consent Holder shall ensure that the EMMP is implemented on site in accordance 

with the methods and timeframes outlined for the various components within the EMMP 

certified in Condition 24 to the satisfaction of Waikato District Councils Monitoring Team 

Leader. Any changes to the EMMP must only be made with the written approval of 

Waikato District Councils Monitoring Team Leader. 
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27. Within the first planting season after the commencement of this consent, the Consent 

Holder shall undertake planting of the ecological corridor in accordance with the 

recommendations of the LMMP and EMMP. The planting of the corridor (4.56 ha) cannot 

take more than three consecutive planting seasons. 

 

 

Landscape Mitigation and Management Plan 

 

28. Within two (2) months of the commencement of this consent, the Consent Holder shall 

submit to Waikato District Council’s Monitoring Team Leader for certification, a 

Landscape Mitigation and Management Plan (LMMP) prepared by a suitably qualified 

landscape architect. 

The objective of the LMMP is to identify those landscape features and attributes of the 

site which are to be maintained, and the finished form of the site to manage the visual 

and landscape effects of the quarrying and filling activities to an acceptable level. 

 

The LMMP shall include, but not be limited to the following matters:  

(a) An annotated planting plan(s) which outlines the proposed location and extent 

of all areas of planting, including any revegetation, reinstatement planting, 

mitigation planting and natural revegetation. Location of planting shall be in 

general accordance with the mitigation plan prepared by Mansergh Graham 

Landscape Architects and the updated ecological corridor planting plan dated 

21 September 2020, and shall also include additional planting to: 

(i) Mitigate the landscape and visual amenity effects of the proposal from the 

dwelling at 209 Pinnacle Hill Road. 

(ii) Mitigate landscape and visual amenity effects of the proposal from views 

from Mt William Summit by planting to the west of stage 3. 

(b) A plant schedule based on the submitted planting plan(s) which details specific 

plant species, plant sourcing, the number of plants, height and/or grade (litre) / 

Pb size at time of planting, and estimated height / canopy spread at maturity.  

(c) Details of draft specification documentation for any specific drainage, soil 

preparation, tree pits, staking, irrigation and mulching requirements.  

(d) An annotated pavement plan and related specifications, detailing proposed site 

levels and the materiality and colour of all proposed hard surfacing.  

(e) A landscape maintenance plan (report) and related drawings and specifications 
for all aspects of the finalised landscape design, including in relation to the 

following requirements:  

(i) Irrigation;  

(ii) Weed and pest control;  

(iii) Plant replacement;  

(iv) Inspection timeframes; and  

(v) Contractor responsibilities.  

(f) A detailed staging maintenance plan prepared by a landscape architect or suitably 

qualified person. The staged maintenance plan should outline performance 

targets for proposed screening planting and should include but not be limited to: 

(i) Minimum heights of trees;  

(ii) Planting density; and  
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(iii) Screening requirements.  

29. The Consent Holder shall ensure that the LMMP is implemented on site in accordance 

with the methods and timeframes outlined for the various components within the LMMP 

certified in Condition 28 to the satisfaction of Waikato District Councils Monitoring 

Team Leader. Any changes to the LMMP must only be made with the written approval 

of Waikato District Councils Monitoring Team Leader. 

 

Conceptual Site Closure Plan 

 

30. Within two (2) months of the commencement of this consent, the Consent Holder shall 

submit to the Waikato District Council’s Monitoring Team Leader for certification a 

Conceptual Site Closure Plan (CSCP). As a minimum, the Conceptual Site Closure Plan 

shall address the following: 

(a) Future landforms following all quarrying activities at the site; 

(b) Future groundcover following all quarrying activities at the site; 

(c) Reporting procedures; and, 

(d) Review procedures. 

 

31. The Consent Holder shall review and update the CSCP every five years and within six 

months of any decision to cease quarrying at the site.  The Consent Holder shall submit 

any revised CSCP to the Waikato District Council’s Monitoring Team Leader for 

certification. 

 

 

Site Rehabilitation Plan 

 

32. Within two (2) months of the commencement of this consent, the Consent Holder shall 

submit to the Waikato District Council’s Monitoring Team Leader for certification a 

Site Rehabilitation Plan (SRP). The Site Rehabilitation Plan shall detail rehabilitation 

objectives, goals and success criteria to be followed in order to achieve the future 

landforms and groundcovers detailed within the Conceptual Site Closure Plan.  As a 

minimum, the SRP shall include the following: 

(a) Procedures for progressive rehabilitation; 

(b) Any specific measures to control erosion; 

(c) Procedures for pest control; 

(d) Procedures for noxious weed control; 

(e) Land and vegetation maintenance procedures; 

(f)  Post closure maintenance methods and after care plans; 

(g) Approximate timeframes for landscape and rehabilitation events; 

(h)  Approximate costs associated with the implementation of this plan to the stage of 

conceptual site closure; 
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(i) Monitoring procedures; and,  

(j) Reporting and review procedures. 

 

33. The Consent Holder shall review and update the SRP every five years and within six 

months of any decision to cease quarrying at the site.  The Consent Holder shall submit 

any revised SRP to the Waikato District Council’s Monitoring Team Leader for 

certification 

 

34. The rehabilitation of the Quarry shall be undertaken such that: 

(a) Where appropriate, and where subsoils and topsoils are available, these shall be 

used for rehabilitation and the land shall be managed to actively develop stable 

topsoil mantles generally consistent with topsoils on adjacent areas of land 

unaffected by quarrying. 

(b) Where practical the rehabilitated land cover is generally consistent with that on 

adjacent land unaffected by quarrying. 

35. The rehabilitation of the quarry shall be undertaken in accordance with the Site 

Rehabilitation Plan certified Condition 32 of this consent and shall be implemented 

under the supervision of persons with appropriate restoration or rehabilitation 

experience. 

 

Fencing of Indigenous Vegetation 
36. The consent holder shall ensure that the ecological corridor as shown on the Ecological 

Corridor Plan dated 21 September 2020 is fenced with a stock proof fence, generally 

along the covenant boundaries and in accordance with the Ecological Corridor Plan 

dated 21 September 2020. The consent holder’s attention is drawn to the following 

minimum standards for fencing: 

 

Number of wires 7 

Posts 5 metres apart maximum 

Battens 5 between posts minimum 

 

The fence is to be otherwise in accordance with Clause 7 of the Second Schedule to 

the Fencing Act 1978. 

 

Conservation Covenant 

37. The Consent Holder shall agree to a Covenant in perpetuity under the Reserves Act 

1977 or Queen Elizabeth II National Trust 1977 being registered on Allotment 22 and 

Allotment 139-140 Suburban Section 1 Parish of Maungatawhiri and Allotment 161 and 

Allotment 163 Parish of Maungatawhiri (RT NA2D/412), Section 164 Parish of 

Mangatawhiri (RT NA2D/961) to the effect that the ecological corridor referred to in 

this consent is fenced with a stock proof fence in accordance with conditions of this 
consent and is to be protected in perpetuity.  

The Conservation Covenant is required to refer to the Ecological Impact Assessment 

prepared by Ecology NZ and dated October 2019 and the Ecological Mitigation and 

Management Plan certified in Condition 26. 
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The Conservation Covenant will be prepared by Waikato District Council’s Solicitor at 

the consent holder’s expense. 

Advice Note: for the avoidance of doubt this condition shall be satisfied once planting 

is complete (within the first three planting seasons). 

 

Hours of Operation 

38. The hours of operation, for all truck movements and for activities associated with the 

quarrying and filling activities shall be as follows: 

   Hours of Work: Monday to Friday 0700 – 1900 

    Saturday  0700 – 1900 

The site shall not operate on a Sunday or on any public holidays. 

39. The entrance to the site shall be securely locked outside of the above hours of 

operation. 

 

SH2/McPherson Road Intersection 

40. The Consent Holder shall provide evidence of a Traffic Management Plan and Consent 

to Work on the Highway being submitted and approved by the New Zealand Transport 

Agency  at least seven working days prior to the commencement of any works on the 

state highway. 

 

Advice Note: NZTA require prior approval for works undertaken within State Highway 

2 pursuant to Section 51 of the GRPA. 

 

41. The Consent Holder shall ensure that any works undertaken within the state highway 

are undertaken in accordance with the Traffic Management Plan approved in Condition 

40. 

 

42. At least 20 working days prior to the commencement of this consent, the Consent 

Holder shall submit detailed engineering design plans for the SH2/McPherson Road 

intersection to the New Zealand Transport Agency for approval prior to any works 

associated with its construction commencing. Detailed design shall be in general 

accordance with Opus drawing 3-39019.00_SK001 and shall include, but not be limited 

to the following: 

(a) Superelevation and drainage for surface water on the pavement as per Austroads 

guidelines; 

(b) Heavy vehicle turning paths; 

(c) Cross-sectional drawings to indicate batter slopes, drainage lane width and 

property boundaries; 

(d) Traffic movement at the intersection for calculation of right turn bay length; 

(e) Re-alignment of guardrail; 

(f) An advance warning sign for heavy vehicle crossing as per MOTSAM (sign to be 

located to the west of the SH2/McPherson Road intersection) 
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43. An independent safety audit must be conducted during detailed design of the 

intersection with State Highway 2 and post construction. Each audit shall be carried out 

by an appropriately qualified auditor experienced with intersection design and appointed 

in consultation with the New Zealand Transport Agency. Any recommendations made 

by the auditor that require changes to design and construction shall be approved by the 

New Zealand Transport Agency. 

 

44. The Consent Holder shall ensure that the required sight lines of 151 metres are 

achieved in perpetuity.  

 

Advice Note: Batter slopes and vegetation removal may be required on part Allotment 

200A Parish of Mangatawhiri to achieve the required sight lines of 151 metres in 

perpetuity. Written notice of any works on part Allotment 200A Parish of Mangatawhiri 

shall be provided to Waikato District Council’s Parks and Facilities Team. 

 

45. Prior to the commencement of this consent, the Consent Holder shall upgrade the 

SH2/McPherson Road intersection in accordance with the design plans for the 

SH2/McPherson Road intersection approved in Condition 42.  

 

Site Entrance  

46. The Consent Holder shall submit engineering plans detailing the vehicle crossing and 

proposed haul road to Waikato District Councils Senior Land Development Engineer 

for approval in a technical certification capacity in advance of any construction works 

being undertaken. The design of the vehicle crossing should be in general accordance 

with the RITS diagram D3.3.4 and accommodate left turn in and right turn out 

movements by heavy vehicles, including: 

(a) Tracking for the design vehicle.  

(b) Relocating the gates to be set back at least 22m from the edge of the McPherson 

Road carriageway.  

(c) Sealing the vehicle crossing (grade 3/5 chip) and the driveway for a minimum of 

40m within the site.  

(d) Removal of vegetation to improve sight distance at the vehicle crossing.  
 

Advice Note: Prior to undertaking any works within the Council road reserve, a 

Corridor Access Request (CAR), including traffic management plan, for the works to 

be carried out in the road reserve, and submitted to the Waikato District Council for 

approval not less than fifteen (15) working days before starting these works. 

 

47. Prior to the commencement of this consent, the Consent Holder shall upgrade the site 

entrance in accordance with the design plans certified in Condition 46.  
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Traffic Movements and Vehicle Register 

48. The Consent Holder shall ensure that heavy vehicle movements to and from the site 

occur only within the site’s hours of operation and do not exceed the following levels: 

(a) Daily maximum of 210 HCV movements/day; and  

(b) Daily average of 165 HCV movements/day (calculated over a three-month 
period). 

  

49. The Consent Holder must keep a register of daily truck movements, daily aggregate 

volume leaving the site and daily cleanfill material entering the site. The register shall 

contain the following: 

(a) registration number of vehicle; 

(b) time of arrival; 

(c) approximate size of the load deposited; 

(d) source and type of material to be deposited; and 

(e) comments on whether the material is accepted or not. 

50. The daily incoming and outgoing logs shall be retained on site at all times and be made 

available for Waikato District Council inspection during working hours.  A copy of the 

logged information shall be forwarded to the Waikato District Council’s Monitoring 

Team Leader on a six (6) monthly basis from the commencement of this consent. 

 

Heavy Vehicle Impact Fee  

51. The Consent Holder shall pay the Waikato District Council a pavement impact fee of 

$58,492 plus GST. The pavement impact fee shall be paid within three years from the 

commencement of this consent.  

52. The Consent Holder shall, within ten (10) working days of payment, provide Waikato 

District Council’s Monitoring Team Leader with written notice of the date on which 

the payment of the pavement impact fee is paid to Council, the amount that was paid, 

and how the amount was calculated. 

Advice Note: the Consent Holder is advised that should a period of 13 or more months 

pass between payments the Council may start enforcement proceedings against the 

consent holder, which may include, but is not limited to debt collection. 

 

Noise Management and Compliance Monitoring 

53. The Consent Holder shall ensure that all activities on the site, measure at or within the 

notional boundary of any other site in the Rural Zone, shall not exceed the following 

noise limits: 

(a) 50 dBLAeq 0700 to 1900 all days  

(b) 45 dBLAeq 1900 to 2200 all days 
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(c) 40 dBLAeq and 65 dBAFmax 2200 to 0700 all days 

Advice Note:  Notional boundary means a line 20 metres from any side of a dwelling, 

or the legal boundary where this is closer to the dwelling. 

54. Noise shall be measured in accordance with New Zealand Standard NZS 6801:2008 

Acoustics – Measurement of Environmental Sound and assessed in accordance with NZS 

6802:2008 Acoustics – Environmental noise. 

55. Within three (3) months of giving effect to this consent, and at any other time when 

requested by Waikato District Council, the Consent Holder shall engage a suitably 

qualified acoustic engineer to undertake noise level monitoring from all activities on the 

site to confirm compliance with Condition 53  The results of this monitoring shall be 

reported to the Waikato District Council Monitoring Team Leader within 10 working 

days of the completion of the monitoring.   

56. Where the monitoring of noise levels required by Condition 55 demonstrates a non-

compliance with Condition 53, the Consent Holder shall take action within five (5) 

working days to ensure that compliance is achieved and shall report to the Waikato 

District Council’s Monitoring Team Leader, the mitigation actions to be implemented.  

Following implementation of such mitigation measures a further noise level survey shall 

be undertaken confirming that compliance with the relevant noise criteria has been 

achieved, and those results forwarded to the Waikato District Council’s Monitoring 

Team Leader within ten (10) working days of the completion of the monitoring.  

 

Vibration and Blasting for Quarry Activities 

57. All blasting and resultant vibration occurring on the site shall comply with the following: 

(a) The noise created by the use of explosives for any blasting activity within the 

quarry measured at or within the notional boundary of any other site shall not 

exceed a peak sound pressure of 128dBZpeak; and 

(b) All blasting shall be restricted to between 1000 and 1600 hours Monday to 

Saturday, except where blasting is required for safety reasons; and  

(c) Blasting shall be confined to two occasions per day, except where necessary for 

safety reasons; and 

(d) The vibration created by the use of explosives for any blasting activity within the 

quarry shall not exceed 5mm/s PPV at any building not on the same site; and 

(e) Each blast shall be notified [to relevant parties via siren/text message] 30mintures 

and again 1 minute prior to the blast occurring; and 

58. Blast records and monitoring results of two (2) blasts, over the calendar year, shall be 

submitted to Waikato District Council Monitoring Team Leader within the Annual 

Report to confirm compliance with Condition 57. 
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Dust and Debris Mitigation 

59. The Consent Holder shall ensure that no particulate matter resulting from activities 

authorised by this resource consent causes an objectionable or offensive effect beyond 

the boundary of the site being that land described as:  CT NA2D/412: Allot 22 PSH of 

Mangatawhiri ,  Allot 139 and 140 PSH “ ,  Allot 161 and 163 PSH “.; CT NA2D/497: 

Allot 162 PSH “; CT NA2D/961 Allot 164 PSH “;  CT NA423/102 Allot 159 and 160 

PSH of Mangatawhiri;  CT NA577/25 Allot 23, 24, 26, 130, 132, 133 Sbrn Sec 1 PSH of 

Mangatawhiri. 

 

Note: For the purpose of condition 3 of this resource condition, the Waikato District 

Council will consider an effect that is objectionable or offensive to have occurred if any 

appropriately experienced officer of the Waikato District Council deems it so after 

having regard to: 

(a) The frequency, intensity, duration, amount, effect and location of the suspended 

or particulate matter; and/or 

(b) receipt of complaints from neighbours or the public: or 

(c) relevant written advice or a report from an Environmental Health Officer of a 

territorial authority or health authority. 

 

60. Should an emission of particulate matter occur that has an objectionable or offensive 

effect, the consent holder shall inform the Waikato District Council within 24 hours of 

the incident and provide a written report to the Waikato District Council within five 

days of being notified of the incident.  The report shall specify: 

(a) the cause or likely cause of the event and any factors that influenced its severity; 

(b) the nature and timing of any measures implemented by the consent holder to 

avoid, remedy or mitigate any adverse effects; and 

(c) the steps to be taken in future to prevent recurrence of similar events. 

 

61. The Consent Holder must ensure that any debris tracking/spillage onto any McPherson 

Road as a result of the exercise of this consent shall be removed as soon as practical, 

and with a maximum of 24 hours after the occurrence, or as otherwise directed by a 

Waikato District Council’s staff member, to the satisfaction of the Waikato District 

Council’s Team Leader Monitoring. The cost of the cleanup of the roadway and 

associated drainage facilities, together with all temporary traffic control, shall be the 

responsibility of the consent holder. 

 

62. The consent holder, upon becoming aware of the need to clean up the roadway, shall 

advise Waikato District Council’s Monitoring Team Leader of the need for the road to 

be cleaned up, and what actions are being taken to do so. 

 

63. The consent holder shall maintain a truck wheel wash facility in an appropriate location 

near the site weighbridge and shall require all trucks leaving the site to travel over the 

site wheel wash. 
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Additional Engineering Requirements 

64. All works forming part of the consent which require engineering design, supervision, 

and testing shall be certified by the Certifying Engineer and/or a Geo-professional (who 

is one of the consent holder’s representatives) who shall be a Chartered Professional 

Engineer.  Once appointed, the Certifying Engineer shall not be changed without the 

approval of the Waikato District Council’s Senior Land Development Engineer. 

65. Geotechnical investigations, completion and site stability/suitability reports shall be 

prepared and signed by a Geo-professional (as defined in NZS4404:2010), who shall 

provide evidence of suitable professional indemnity insurance cover for the works being 

investigated, supervised and certified. 

66. Where subsoil drainage measures or toe bunds are recommended by a Geo-

professional, these are to be installed and inspected, recorded and verified by the Geo-

professional prior to burial.  The Consent Holder shall provide evidence of this 

certification to Council in the Annual Report required by Condition 75. 

67. Rock and soil slopes shall be inspected annually by a Geo-professional, to confirm 

compliance with the EDMP and confirm whether any changes to the EDMP are required.  

A report detailing the findings of the inspection shall be provided to Council in the 

Annual Report required by Condition 75. 

68. All stormwater runoff management, drainage, and erosion and sediment control 

measures shall be constructed and maintained in good working order at all times to the 

satisfaction of Waikato District Council’s Team Leader Monitoring and in accordance 

with the Waikato Regional Council’s Erosion and Sediment Control-Guidelines for Soil 

Disturbing Activities: January 2009. 

69. The Consent Holder shall ensure that, as soon as possible, and within a maximum of 12 

months, the areas where filling activities have been undertaken are covered with topsoil 

and revegetated (or by other approved means) to achieve a minimum 80% coverage and 

ensure that the total open area across the site does not exceed 5 hectares. This work 

shall be undertaken to the satisfaction of the Waikato District Council’s Team Leader-

Monitoring. 

70. Erosion and sediment controls shall be maintained and remain in place until (at least) 

the minimum required cover is achieved, and may only be removed once the Waikato 

District Council’s Monitoring Team Leader is satisfied that the risk from erosion and 

instability has been reduced to a less than minor risk, and has provided approval in 

writing. 

 
Community Liaison Group  

 

71. Within three (3) months of the commencement of this consent the Consent Holder 

shall establish a Community Liaison Group. Members of this group shall include two 

representatives of the Consent Holder, local residents (from Pinnacle Hill Road, 

McPherson Road, Irish Road and SH2) Ngati Tamaoho, Ngati Te Ata and Waikato 

District Council to discuss any issues associated with the operation of the site. The 

prime purpose of meetings with the Community Liaison Group will be to: 

a) Explain the progress of the quarry and filling; 
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b) Listen to and discuss as far as practicable any community and cultural concerns 

with the quarry and filling operation; and 

c) Present and discuss the complaints register and results of any monitoring and/or 

reporting as required by the conditions of this consent. 

 

72. The Community Liaison Group shall meet on a monthly basis after the commencement 

of this consent, for the first year of the operation, and thereafter six (6) monthly unless 

the members of the Community Liaison Group wishes to have the meetings at a more 

regular interval. A copy of the minutes of each meeting shall be sent to Waikato District 

Councils Monitoring Team Leader within 20 working days from the date of the meeting.  

 

 

Complaints register 

 

73. The Consent Holder shall maintain and keep a complaints register for substantiated 

complaints about the activity received by them. The register shall record: 

(a) the date, time and duration stated by the complainant as to when the 

event/incident (if possible, specify nature of incident e.g. dust nuisance) was 

detected; 

(b) the possible cause of the event/incident; 

(c) the weather conditions and wind direction at the site when the event/incident 

allegedly occurred; 

(d) any corrective action undertaken by the consent holder in response to the 

complaint; and  

(e) any other relevant information. 

The consent holder shall ensure that the appropriate contact details of the site manager 

and/or staff member of equivalent position shall be supplied to all people who could be 

affected by this activity. 

 

74. The complaints register shall be made available to the Waikato District Council at all 

reasonable times. Complaints received by the consent holder or sub-contractor shall 

be forwarded to the Waikato District Council, Monitoring Team Leader as soon as 

practicable and within at most 24 hours of the complaint being received. 

 

Annual Report 

75. The Consent Holder shall submit to the satisfaction of Waikato District Council’s Team 

Leader Monitoring, an Annual Performance Report for each year that the consent is 

exercised.   The Annual Performance Report shall include details of the following: 

(a) daily and monthly truck movements; 

(b) monthly volumes of rock extracted and cleanfill accepted; 

(c) pavement impact fees paid; 

(d) geotechnical monitoring undertaken; and 
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(e) general compliance with the conditions of this consent 

76. The first Annual Report shall be submitted twelve (12) months after the consent holder 

has given effect to this consent, and all further reports shall be submitted by 31 July for 

each following year. 

 

Archaeological Discovery 

77. In the event of any archaeological site or waahi tapu being discovered or disturbed while 

undertaking works to give effect to the conditions of this consent, the works in the area 

of the discovery shall cease immediately, and Iwi (Ngati Te Ata and Ngati Tamaoho) and 

the Waikato District Council shall be notified within 48 hours.  Works may 

recommence with the written approval of the Waikato District Council.  Such approval 

shall be given after the Waikato District Council has considered: 

(a) Tangata Whenua interests and values; 

(b) the consent holder’s interests; and 

(c) any archaeological or scientific evidence. 

 

Review Condition 

78. The Waikato District Council may, by giving notice to the consent holder of its intention 

to do so under section 128 of the Resource Management Act 1991, review the 

conditions of this consent 12 months after the date of the commencement of the 

consent and at the expiry of every 12 months thereafter for the following purposes: 

(a) to review the effectiveness of the conditions of this consent in avoiding, 

remedying or mitigating any adverse effect on the environment that may arise 

from the exercise of this consent and, if necessary, avoid, remedy or mitigate such 

effects by way of further or amended conditions. In particular, adverse effects in 

relation to: 

i) noise arising from quarrying and filling activities; 

ii) dust arising from quarrying and filling activities and/or vehicle movements; 

iii) traffic effects and pavement effects on McPherson Road;  

iv) the value of the pavement impact fee; and 

v) the performance and success of any rehabilitation and the site’s geotechnical 

stability. 

(b) to address any adverse effects on the environment which have arisen as a result 

of the exercise of this consent that were not anticipated at the time of granting 

this consent, including addressing any issues arising out of complaints;  

(c) to review the adequacy of, and necessity for, any monitoring programmes or 

Management Plans that are part of the conditions of this consent; 
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(d) to require the Consent Holder, if necessary and where appropriate, to adopt the 

best practicable option(s) to avoid, remedy or mitigate any adverse effects on the 

surrounding environment. 

The Council will undertake the review in consultation with the consent holder and the 

consent holder shall pay the actual and reasonable costs of the review pursuant to 

section 36 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

 

Advisory Notes 
 

1 Lapse Date 

This Resource Consent for land use lapses five years after the commencement of the 

consent, unless: 

1 the Consent is given effect to prior to that date.  

or 

(b) an application is made to the consent authority to extend the period after 

which the consent lapses, and the consent authority decides to grant an 

extension after taking into account 

(i)  whether substantial progress or effort has been, and continues to be, 

made towards giving effect to the consent; and 

(ii)  whether the applicant has obtained approval from persons who may be 

adversely  affected by the granting of an extension; and 

(iii)  the effect of the extension on the policies and objectives of any plan or 

proposed plan. 

 

2 Other consents/permits may be required 
 

To avoid doubt; except as otherwise allowed by this resource consent, all land uses 

must comply all remaining standards and terms of the relevant Waikato District Plan. 

The proposal must also comply with the Building Act 2004, Regional Infrastructure 

Technical Specifications and Waikato Regional Plans. All necessary consents and 

permits shall be obtained prior to development. 

 

Cultural Monitoring 

 

3 The Consent Holder is advised of the recommendations which are set out in the 

Cultural Values Assessment prepared by Ngati Te Ata and Ngati Tamaoho in the 

which are generally as follows: 

- That where the ponds/wetlands are requested the second pond is to be a 

wetland with raupo to give a final polish (cleanse) and remove any fine 

sediments found in overburden and clean fill.  

- That a third pond/wetland is established for a final polish prior to discharge to 

the tributary of the Waiponga stream, and ultimately the Waikato River.  

- That at a minimum there is a two pond/wetland system for the proposed 

overburden site regarding Stages 2 and 3, especially above the flat land.  

- That the mitigation native ecological corridor is to be provided for as discussed 

at the onsite up the back behind the large farm wetland.  
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- That the native ecological corridor is to be fenced which will exclude stock 

from gaining access and doing irretrievable damage.  

- That Iwi (Ngati Tamaoho and Ngati Te Ata) are to receive a copy of the planting 

proposal and associated management plan once available.   

- That where the ponds/wetlands are requested the second pond is to be a 

wetland with raupo to give a final polish (cleanse) and remove any fine 

sediments found in overburden and clean fill.  

- That a third pond/wetland is established for a final polish prior to discharge to 

the tributary of the Waiponga stream, and ultimately the Waikato River.  

- That at a minimum there is a two pond/wetland system for the proposed 

overburden site regarding Stages 2 and 3, especially above the flat land.  

- That the mitigation native ecological corridor is to be provided for as discussed 

at the onsite up the back behind the large farm wetland.  

- That the native ecological corridor is to be fenced which will exclude stock 

from gaining access and doing irretrievable damage.  

- That Iwi (Ngati Tamaoho and Ngati Te Ata) are to receive a copy of the planting 

proposal and associated management plan once available.   

- That Iwi are engaged directly with the applicant, their agents and  the site 

manager regarding any further required consultation  requirements, are 

informed of the results of all  monitoring and  consent related assessments 

relating to the proposed quarry  development and expansion.  

 

 

4 Enforcement Action 
 

Failure to comply with the conditions of consent may result in Council taking legal 

action under the provisions of Part XII of the Resource Management Act (1991). 
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