From: Norm Hill - Strategic Relationships Manager

To: Kate Madsen

Subject: FW: Managed Fill site at Gleeson Cox
Date: Saturday, 6 June 2020 5:20:31 PM
Attachments: Quarry propsal summary.odt

Gleeson and Cox info.pdf

Kate, can we talk about this ?

From: Hori Awa <hori.awa@whanui.org.nz>

Sent: Saturday, 6 June 2020 4:46 PM

To: Norm Hill - Strategic Relationships Manager <norm@welenergytrust.co.nz>
Subject: FW: Managed Fill site at Gleeson Cox

Norm

Please follow this up, | just had neighbours from out there call in to see me.

It looks like they are continuing with their proposed development and propose to discharge into
Puketirini, this cant happen.

We have major issues with WRC and WDC allowing these projects to continue.

Nga Muka and TROW are also wanting to take WDC to Court over Te Kauwhata Dischagre.
Call if you need too.

Hori

From: Hori Awa

Sent: Thursday, 2 April 2020 11:01 PM

To: Norm Hill <hillynorm@gmail.com>
Subject: FW: Managed Fill site at Gleeson Cox

FYl and Action

From: Kim Bredenbeck <kim@waikatodistrict.co.nz>
Sent: Friday, 6 March 2020 11:09 AM
To: awa@hori.co.nz

Cc: sandra@sjsrealty.co.nz
Subject: FW: Managed Fill site at Gleeson Cox

Ki Ora Hori
| have attached some information relating to a dump proposal the Gleeson and Cox are
proposing at the old Stevenson’s Quarry.

The Huntly Residents and Ratepayers Association members and also many residents are
concerned about this.

It apparently complies with the rules this council have laid down so is effectively a non-notified
activity.
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Hopefully an easy to digest summary of clean/managed fill proposal. 

David Whyte January 2020 



The document presented to land owners is not easy to read or digest. Nor it is well laid out / easy to follow. Have chased the original reports the summaries were created from, where the condensed report, discussed tables that were not present. Also have found at least on major error in a consultants report where the wrong data was presented (two data sets identical where both should be very different). 



The document in the PDF is the introduction / summary of the proposal by Gleeson and Cox. Then there is a report by the consultant(s) on various topics. The summary below is the key points from the outline, and after this, is a summary of each of the technical topics. Of course I have tried to be accurate, if you see any errors, please let me know. 



The dump sites are not in the quarry area, but on gully systems on the land. There is a poor quality map on the 3rd page (not numbered) shows the three gullies. Only one gully system would be in operation at a time. Maximum of 2 Ha exposed at at time. 



The dump will take Clean fill: rock, soil, gravel, concrete, broken glass, and/or clay or ceramic products. And Managed fill, managed fill is material that is contaminated to a low level. This includes:

		Construction and demolition fill 



		Fill that has <5% organic matter (organic matter rots, and can produce, methane, leachate, and subsidence, hence it it is limited to levels that shouldn’t cause these issues) 



		Asbestos. Asbestos get disposed off in double plastic wrap. Most asbestos products are fibre-cement where the asbestos is held in place by concrete. So unless you have acidic ground water / acidic water flows, the asbestos will not become ‘free’ and move about. Also most home build before the early 90’s has asbestos in under the eaves (soffits) and asbestos is safe unless you are physically working with it. The best analogy for asbestos is smoking. Every time you make dust with asbestos it is like you are having a smoke. So one or two smokes is unlikely to kill you. Being paid to smoke 8 hours a day, highly likely to kill you. So hence people who work with asbestos have full body protection



		Peat 



		Acid Sulphate Soils. These are soils typically found in estuaries. They can have a rotten smell associated with them, as the sulphates upon exposure to oxygen make rotten egg smell. If they stay exposed to oxygen, they can cause leaching of nasties. However these nasties will likely be small compared to the leaching that the acidic soils do around the Waikato. Ie the rust colored water from <area> in Taupri where joins the Waikato river is due to the acidic nature of the water flow. 



		Marine sediments. I suspect similar things to the acid sulphate soils, but not as bad. 







Given it is clean and managed fill, there isn’t a requirement to have a lining. And the managed fill is at low enough contamination that once the dumps are fill, they can be treated as ‘normal’ soils. 



Increased traffic. See table top 5th page in (no page number). This is up to 12 truck deliveries / day (24 truck movements) and maximum hours (summer) from 5am – 8pm at night, which on paper is the same hours as the quarry works. However this stated increase is not the full story. This is only the increased number of external contractors who will be delivering material. There is approx 60 truck trips a day of Glesson and Cox trucks returning empty to the quarry. It is estimated that 48 of these would then be returning full of waste, instead of empty. This would impact vibration and noise.  





Specific reports 

		Fill assessment and design. Nothing to comment



		Geotech. Overburden from mining is already in one gully, another has been modified by dams. Question I have is encase of slip failure (landslide) where would the material slide to. I can’t determine this from the maps or google maps



		Archaeology. Nothing known to be present



		Ecological. The wetland being removed, will be reinstated elsewhere or same location once locations have come to end of life. Doesn’t appear to be high value ecology. Studies for reptiles, fish, birds and bats is recommended with appropriate action taken if any found. 



		Landscape and visual impacts. Will be hard to see the operation unless viewed from Hillside Heights Road. Once complete will blend into the landscape. 



		Noise. The map showing noise at boundary / at home locations from heavy machinery was not included like the report stated. The noise levels were 37dB and 34 dB, apparently this is below the existing measured background noise, The mid 30’s dB is equivalent to quite whisper / computer running. But this is at house sites, not boundary sites. 



Obtained the original reports. The models put >55dB at the road entrance (traffic noise). Also at the boundary the noise is 45-50dB. This is very close to the proposed district plan of limited noise at rural boundary to be limited to <50dB, 7am-7pm and <45dB 7pm-10pm and  <40dB from 10pm – 7am. Clearly the longer operating hours means these conditions will not be meet. This was ignored in the report summary. 



Also found a suspected error in the noise measurements of background noise. These measurements were taken at River road and at Hillside heights road over a week. These measurements have produced identical results which seems highly unusual given they are over 1.5km apart and very different traffic situations. Have asked for clarification. 



This is all based upon models, and I would be concerned that this model doesn’t take into account the distance that low frequency’s travel. That is the low base rumble of heavy machinery



It is stated that an additional 12 truck movements a day is insignificant. However I do wonder what residents of this road with think, and how many truck movements are already occurring and at what times these truck movements are occurring (ie what time does the quarry open and what time does it shut)





		Traffic impact. It is assumed that only 20% of the deliveries will be made by external contractors, thus is an additional 12 return trips on the road network. However if for what-ever reason this assumption is not correct, an additional 60 return trips (120 truck movements) could be made. What safe guards are in place to limit only ~12 additional trips. 



It is stated that the current wheel waste is adequate and wouldn’t need to be upgraded. However given the vast volume of dust that gets deposited onto the road, for km’s in both directions over summer, I really struggle to see how the current system is adequate, let alone for any more trucks. (one summer it took 7km southbound before the dust left on the road by the trucks became difficult to see on the road). 





		Erosion and sediment control. One of the fill sites (#2) drains to lake Waahi and Puketrini. The other two sites (#2 and #4 don’t ask where site #1 is, doesn’t appear to exist) drain towards the Waikato River. I am not a sediment control guy, so can’t really comment on the proposed control. 





		Air quality. They have defined air quality as dust, and no mention of smell. They state that dust is unlikely to be an issue. However no mention of monitoring for asbestos fibres, nor of smells associated with marine or acidic sediments.  





		Waste acceptance. The contamination levels are set from standards that mean that the site / soil will be classified as uncontaminated in the future. However there is no mention on how the waste will be tested or inspected. It would appear that the assumption is ‘the solution to pollution is dilution’, ie that a truck load of construction waste with many lead roofing nails, would be balanced out by the truck loads of other material. Since it is a rolling mean of the last months activities is how the contamination limit is set. 



		Asbestos. The site should be managed such that anyone working on site without responsary gear is not exposed to fibres. So one would assume that other workers on site are not going to be wearing respirators, that exposure off site to asbestos would not occur. It is indicated that air monitoring and regular reporting is required. However there is no detail on this.

 





Issues. I think the issues / concerns can be grouped into two areas, environmental and traffic related.

The environmental concerns are:  

		Leachate from marine sediments and acid sulphate soils. 



		Smell (both of site and of transport to site). No mention of smell anywhere in the reports. 



		Heavy metal contamination ie marine sediments often come from around wharves with heavy metal contamination. How know that the sediments are clean? How will show that material going in, meets heavy metal requirements. 



		Much higher limits on heavy metals and other waste sites. I have compiled the limits on contaminated material from 5 managed fill sites in Waikato / Auckland that were easily available online. Then compared their limits, to the proposed limits in Huntly. What concerns me is some of these limits (in my mind the more nasty ones) are much higher than the other managed fill sites elsewhere. Which indicates to me, that more nasty material will come our way. 







		Compound

		Factor increase



		Lead

		4



		Mercury

		2



		Zinc

		1.7



		Medium Carbon Chain (C10-C19)

		4.7



		Long Carbon Chains (C20-C36)

		3.6-20









The traffic related concerns are: 

		Heavy traffic through Huntly – an increase of trucks laden with material 



		Time of heavy traffic – seems a very large window of disturbance



		Noise, especially with long opening hours. 



		Stuff on road. Issues already with dust from quarry being transported long distances along road. A truck wash is proposed, which may help. Also spillage of material at River Rd round about 



		The noise / vibration of the trucks being fill vs empty. Already vibration complaints and requests to reduce speed limit for trucks on this road. 
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18 November 2019 Address for Service: 178 Bawden Road
R.D 2 Albany,
AKLD
Reference: PAU311

95A Hillside Heights Road,
Huntly

Attention: Owner/Occupier

Dear Sir/Madam,

IN REGARD TO ACTIVITIES AT AND ADJACENT TO GLEESON QUARRY, RIVERVIEW ROAD HUNTLY

As you may be aware, the signage on the gates of the local
quarry on Riverview Road have changed. Gleeson Quarries
Huntly Limited purchased the quarry operation and
landholdings from Stevenson’s in late 2018 ~ you may have
attended the community open day held earlier this year,
which was aimed at opening the quarry up for locals to see the
quarry face, large machinery and Gleeson trucks up close — it
was a huge success, with over 200 people attending.

Gleeson are now looking at establishing a managed fill
operation on site (just north of the quarry) and want to let
immediate neighbours know exactly what is proposed. This
information pack contains a summary of the information we will be lodging with Council on behalf of
Gleeson Managed Fill Limited, along with details of the operation. While the expert reports and
assessment of effects have determined that any effects on nearby properties and owners/occupiers will
be less than minor, this information is provided in good faith, as Gleeson seek open communication and
good relationships with neighbours and the local community alike.

Paua Planning Limited are acting on behalf of Gleeson to prepare the resource consent applications, and
while public consultation is not mandatory, it is considered to be best practice. Please do not hesitate
to contact myself or Biance at any time should you have any queries or require additional information.

Kind Regards,

4,/ AMARANA_—

Kate Madsen
Director & Principal Planner, Paua Planning Ltd
(021 944 583) kate@pauaplanning.co.nz
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Gleeson Managed Fh

GLEESON MANAGED FILL LIMITED
Proposed Managed Fill Areas — Information Pack

PURPOSE OF CONSULTATION

Gleeson Quarries Huntly Limited (Gleeson Quarries) currently operate a quarry on Riverview Road,
Huntly (previously owned by Stevenson Resources Ltd). Gleeson & Cox Ltd has established a new
division within the main company namely ‘Gleeson Managed Fill Limited’. This division focuses on
the transportation and disposal of managed fill.

Gleeson Managed Fill Limited is currently looking to establish and operate a clean fill and managed

fill operation located north of the existing quarry on land parcels as illustrated in Figure 1.
The purpose of this consultation pack is:

1. To communicate with adjoining neighbours exactly what is proposed in terms of both
establishing and operating the fill sites;

2. To provide a summary of the expert assessments completed to date; and

3. To provide an opportunity to the identified neighbours to request any additional
information and to ask any questions.

WHAT IS THE PROJECT ABOUT?

Four natural gullies located within the quarry properties have been identified as potential fill areas.
It is proposed that Fill Area 2, 3 and 4 will be filled with a combination of overburden material
generated by the quarry (essentially a top layer of dirt that exposes the rock), imported cleanfill
and imported managed fill. The fill material comprises mostly construction and demolition
materials. Fill Areas 2 — 4 are contained within Pt Lot 9 DP 1278, Lot 1 DP 25272 and Lot 10 DP 1278
and comprise a total land area of 161.0203 hectares (13.1 hectares of actual gullies to fill).

As part of the feasibility study the relevant preliminary engineering designs and expert assessments
have been completed. It is noted that Gleeson Managed Fill will be developing a number of
management plans to manage the fill operation, including traffic management plan,
construction/site management plan, fill management plan, erosion and sediment control plan and
ecological management plan.
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The following expert assessments have been completed and summaries of these have been
attached as Appendix 1:

1. Fill Assessment and Design Report 7. Noise Assessment

2. Geotechnical Assessment 8. Traffic Impact Assessment

3. Archaeological Assessment 9. Erosion and Sediment Control Plan
4, Cultural Impact Assessment® 10. Air Quality Technical Assessment
5. Ecological Impact Assessment 11. Waste Acceptance Criteria

6. Visual and Landscape Assessment 12. Asbestos Fill Management Plan

Figure 1 provides indicative volumes and the actual filling operations will evolve over time as the
staging of the filling occurs within the fill areas. The footprint of each Fill Area varies from 3.8 to 5.1
hectares in area (although the entire area will never be exposed at .the same time). The
volume/capacity of each Fill Area also varies, and the combined total managed fill volume will be
an estimate of 1.8million m?. Works are proposed to commence once approval has been received
from both Regional and District Councils.

Proposed Fill Areas footpnint
— =| Indicative Accessroads

||| mdicative Sedimentation ponds
-| Quarry Development Ridgeline

The resource consent application relates to the following activities, which will be staged. It is proposed
to commence operations in Fill Area 2, which will take 2-4 years to reach capacity, depending on the

1 Note - this is not completed as yet
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demand. Only one area will be undergoing filling at any one time. The process in each Fill Area will

include:

To strip the gully (2, 3 or 4) of all vegetation and topsoil to expose a competent subgrade;

To ‘muck out’ and deconstruct existing ephemeral watercourses and overland flows and instali
drainage and recommended erosion and sediment control
stormwater/sediment control ponds;

measures, including
To fill the gully with overburden generated from the quarry, imported cleanfill and managed
fill (that includes construction & demolition material, asbhestos containing soil and material,
peat, acid soils, marine sediments) with a total volume of 150,000m3 - 300,000m3 of material
per annum.

To construct and maintain sedimentation ponds associated with each Fill Area.

To construct site buildings, parking areas and inspection platforms.

To form and upgrade existing internal access roads to provide stable and operational access
to all Fill Areas.

To discharge clean water from sedimentation ponds into ephemeral streams.

To generate traffic movements associated with the importation of fill of up to 24 vehicle
movements per day.

WHAT WILL THE OPERATIONS OF THE MANAGED FILL INCLUDE?

TYPE OF MATERIAL

STAGED FILLING

The proposed cleanfill and managed fill material

It is proposed to commence operations in

includes: Fill Area 2. Only one Fill Area is proposed
v Managed fill to be worked at any one time and is to be
v Construction & Demolition fill completed and stabilised in accordance
V' Less than 5% organic material with  geotechnical recommendations
v Asbestos before filling starts on the next. The
v  Peat preferred order for filling is for Fill Area 2
v Acid Sulphate Soils to be filled first, then Fill Area 3 and
v . i thereafter Fill Area 4. Filling will be
« Marm.e sedlrgen?s . undertaken in small and separate stages
x No c.htpboar .'”W'" be accepted as Cng N within the fill footprint of each Fill Area
A2 tlrr_lber, will be accepted as organic with a maximum of 2ha of open ground
material being exposed at any one time.
¥ No liquid waste
X

No green waste

HOURS AND DURATION OF OPERATION

Works are proposed to continue throughout the year i.e. no winter closures are proposed. The
proposed activities for the managed fill areas can be divided between offsite and onsite activities.
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Offsite activity
Truck movements associated with the 12 extra truck movements per day / 24
managed fill operation trips per day (Monday to Saturday)
Summer (1 October — 30 April): 5am - 8pm on Monday to Friday;

6am - 3pm on Saturday.
Winter (1 May — 30 September): S5am - 6pm on Monday to Friday;

6am - 3pm on Saturday.

No truck movements on Sundays or public holidays other than special events or emergency
works.

The operating hours do not apply to office administration or the maintenance of vehicles, plant
or machinery.

Onsite activity (utilisation of the internal access routes, the compaction/relocating of the fill
material within the Fill Area)

Hours of operation 6am — 7pm Monday to Friday
6am - 2pm on Saturday

This proposal is applying for the consent duration to be valid for 35 years, however the likelihood
is that the fill areas will all be completed within 7-10 years and the land rehabilitated. This is based
on importing 300,000m? of fill per annum, with Fill Areas 2-4 having a total capacity of just over 2
million tonnes. Demand for waste disposal in the region is high, with road construction,
redevelopment of housing and other demolition projects, and it is not anticipated that the 35 year
duration will be needed.

ACCESS ROADS

Imported fill will be restricted to clean and managed fill transported by the applicant’s own trucking
business (Gleeson & Cox Ltd) and those of approved subcontractors.

The current access roads (associated with quarry activities and previous farm/forestry activities)
will be upgraded for heavy vehicles to access the various Fill Areas. The existing single entry and
exit access point to Riverview Road will be used by both the quarry and managed fill trucks.

The existing upgraded wheel wash associated with the quarry at the quarry entrance will be used
by all trucks to minimise sediment tracking out onto Riverview Road. The managed fill operation
will not be open to the public, the gate will be locked outside working hours and no unauthorised
dumping will be permitted.

WASTE AND WATER TREATMENT

Water is required on site for fill dampening (specifically fill containing asbestos), dust suppression
and truck washing. The water is to be supplied from a water cart.

It is proposed that the washing of the trucks will take place on site. Truck washing comprises the
washing of the truck and trailers using a high-pressure hose.
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Erosion and sediment control measures will be the first works undertaken on site, occurring before
the first active gully is stripped of vegetation and topsoil. A sedimentation pond is proposed at the
bottom of each fill area. Each pond will have a supplementary chemical treatment facility. This
system will be installed and operational before the commencement of filling.

BECAUSE | AM BEING CONSULTED, DOES THIS MEAN | AM CONSIDERED TO BE AN
AFFECTED PARTY?

The following properties and relevant owners/occupiers have been identified and consulted with
based on the reasons outlined in the table below.

Property Details

Legal Description

Reason for consultation

O’Reilly’s Opencast -
208 Riverview Rd,
Huntly

LOT 1 DPS 25418 PT LOT 8 DP
1278 LOT 1 DPS 72681 LOT 1
DP 30 5165 PT ALLOT 9
PEPEPE  PSH BLK XV
RANGIRIRI SD - ESMT OVER

This property is located immediately north of the proposed Fill Area 3
and 4. This property and buildings are regarded as the closest receptors
for any anticipated noise, dust and visual changes associated with the
proposed managed fill sites.

206 Riverview Road
HUNTLY

LOT 1 DPS 12785 LOT 1 DP
339708 BLK XV RANGIRIR! SD
ESMNT OV ER PT PROP ON
DPS 73894

This property is further north of the proposed Fill Area 4. It is separated
by a property owned by O’Reillys Opencast mine. This residential
property is regarded as a possible receptor for any anticipated noise
and visual changes associated with the proposed managed fill sites.

95A Hillside Heights
Road HUNTLY

LOT 1 DPS 71607 BLK XV
RANGIRIRI SD

This property is located to the west of the proposed Fill Area 2 and 3.
The proposed sedimentation pond located at Fill Area 2 will be
discharging into a stream shared between the Gleeson properties and
this property before entering the Lake Waahi and Lake Puketirini
catchments.

165 Rotowaro Road
HUNTLY

LOT 3-4 DPS 22903 LOT 23-24
DP 16730 ALLOT 386 378 PT
ALLOT 377 PEPEPE PSH SO
43079

This property is located to the west of the proposed Fill Area 2 and 3.
The proposed sedimentation pond located at Fill Area 2 will be
discharging into a stream shared between the Gleeson properties and
this property before entering the Lake Waahi and Lake Puketirini
catchments.

368 Riverview Road
HUNTLY

PT LOT 12 DP 1278 PT ALLOT
1 S0 376 PEPEPE PSH PT SEC
4 BLK Il NEWCASTLE SD

Although this property is not located in close proximity to the fill areas,
it is neighbouring property for the quarry operations. The proposed fill
operations will be using internal roads and therefore this property is
regarded as possible receptor for any anticipated noise and visual
changes associated with the proposed managed fill sites.

Because these properties share a common boundary with the quarry landholdings, it is important that
all adverse effects (wherever possible) are contained within the application site and are mitigated or
avoided to ensure any impact even within the site will be less than minor. Effects on adjoining
landowners have been assessed and any adverse effects have been determined to be ‘less than minor’
for the following reasons:

e The works within Fill Areas 2-4 will be largely hidden from view as a result of the topography
of the gullies and elevated ridge lines and the existing screening vegetation;

® Thedischarge of water into shared streams will be treated by means of a sedimentation pond
and chemical treatment facility prior to discharge into the natural environment. The water
discharged from the pond into adjoining streams is sufficiently treated to be considered
‘clean’ water; and
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e It is proposed that stringent erosion and sediment control measures are adopted in
accordance with Waikato Regional Plan guidelines and standards. In addition, it is expected
that conditions of consent will be applied to ensure best practice outcomes and regular
monitoring; and

e Amenity related effects such as dust and noise fall within permitted thresholds by the Waikato
District and Regional Plans.

The Council will review the information provided and determine whether they consider there are any
adversely affected persons.

WHAT ARE THE NEXT STEPS?

Applications have been lodged with both Waikato Regional Council and Waikato District Council to
undertake the activities as outlined. Council officers and experts will review the information provided
and determine (a) if there are any adversely affected persons/parties and (b) decide if the application
should be notified or granted on a non-notified basis. They may request additional information from
Gleeson during the assessment of the consent to better help them understand what is proposed. Once
the applications are lodged, the information is publicly available, and you may contact Council to view
the documents.

However, should you require any additional information or would like to discuss the project in more
detail please do not hesitate to contact Biance Schoeman, 0210 877 5913
(biance@pauaplanning.co.nz), who assisted in preparing the applications on behalf of Gleeson’s.





ANNEXURE 1 EXPERT ASSESSMENT SUMMARIES
Table of Contents

Huntly Quarry - Fill Assessment & Design Report (JUNe 2019) .......oovveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeoseeeseseeseee a2

Huntly Quarry Disposal Sites — Geotechnical Assessment (September 2019)......c..ccoeeirerererressnnn. 2
Archaeological Assessment (JUlY 2019).........cuciriereirieiesrrissseresesses s s eessss e e se e eeesesesess oo 3
Ecological Impact AssesSSMent (JULY 2019) .......corvmreueririmeiierenseeeirsssssssessseessesessss s e eeeeeee oo 4
Assessment of Landscape and Visual Effects (AUBUST 2019)........c.curveeemeoeeerereessersssssseessesesesess e, 6
Noise Assessment (September 2019) u.sissasisimuisisisssssisssisiiises st uiisinmmsosmmens e 7
Traffic Impact Assessment (SEPteMDBEr 2009) ........c.vuevireisirioreeeeeresssressesssesseseses e esses s eses e s 8
Erosion and Sediment Control (September 2019) .......cuiuiviuiiieiiiesieerees e es st s 9
Huntly Quarry Managed Fill - Air Quality Technical Assessment (September 2019)...........ccvvver.... 11

Huntly Managed Fill - Assessment of Environmental Effects and Waste Acceptance Criteria (October

Gleeson Managed Fill Limited — Fill Areas Expert studies summaries 1





| Huntly Quarry - Fill Assessment & Design Report (June 2019)

|| Terra Mining Consultants Ltd. — Graeme Fulton

athis report is about:

The report estimates the available rock volume in the ground and also estimates how much dirt sits on top of the rock and needs to
be excavated before being able to mine the aggregate. This is called ‘overburden’. The report also investigates a selection of the
prospective fill sites and identifies any potential limitations. A preliminary fill plan and design was included, identifying the fill areas
and the estimated volume of material they could accommodate.

Key Findings:

e A total volume of 2,191,800 m? of material can be disposed of in the identified gullies, made up of:
o Fill 2 Area — 632,600 m®
o Fill 3 Area — 576,600 m®
o Fill 4 Area — 800,000 m?®
o The remaining overburden volumes within the 35 Year pit design and as per the April 2019 topographic survey that need to be
catered for is 674,940 m?
e This leaves an estimate of 1,516,860 m? capacity within Fill Areas 2-4 for clean or managed fill.
e A ponding area is shown north of Fill 4 area has been identified as stormwater detention for both Fill 3 area and Fill 4 area.
s A nominal 20m buffer zone has been applied to the northern extent of the Fill 3 area to provide separation from boundary.

Recommendations & Further Studies (if required)

e Note, the ponds shown on these plans are not designs are indicative only. Pond design and layouts will need to be undertaken
by the respective consultant on the team.

Maps: Fill and Design map for proposed fill areas (Terra Mining Report, June 2019)

Proposed Fill Areas footprint
Indicative Access roads
Indicative Sedimentation ponds
-| Quarry Development Ridgeline

| Huntly Quarry Disposal Sites — Geotechnical Assessment (September 2019)

| GAIA Engineers

What this rport is about:
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This report sets out geotechnical design advice for the proposed fill sites. The purpose of their report is to provide sufficient
geotechnical investigation to support the lodgement of a Resource Consent application to fill the identified gullies with overburden
from the quarry and imported managed fill material. On-site investigation was undertaken by Gaia Engineers from the 17th to the
20th of June 2019. The investigation consisted of a site walkover by an engineering geologist and the logging of machine excavated
test pits to a maximum depth of 6.2m.

Key Findings:

Site Topography:

Site Topography

Fill Site 2 e  Broad gully network

e Eastern end forms large amphitheatre with remnant central ridge running down centre (separating

two smaller gullies)

Small dam has been constructed 60m west of where the two small gullies converge

Natural slopes 2H:1V (main); 5H:1V present downstream northern flank

Previous filling of gully to be related to a nearby historic mine overburden removal activity.

Overburden placed has created flat area.

Remnants of the amphitheatre shaped gully head still visible at the southern end.

Natural slopes are approximately 2.5H:1V; average gradient of flat area is approximately 50H:1V.

Broad gully network trending south-east to north-west direction,

Gully head forms large amphitheatre with two minor remnant ridges running down the centre,

separating into three smaller gullies.

e large farm dam of approximately 6m height present near base if the gully, smaller dam
approximately 100m upstream of the larger farm dam.

e Natural slopes at the head of the gully range between 2H:1V and 3H:1V.

Fill Site 3

Fill Site 4

Geomorphology:

The geomorphology of the site is predominantly controlled by the underlying geology.

The large amphitheatre valleys of Fill Sites 2, 3 (partially obscured by fill) and 4 are characteristic of the Waikato Coal Measures.
The parent rock weathers at a relatively quick rate, loosing strength and becoming soils.

®  Subject to appropriate specific design and careful construction monitoring, it is expected that the proposed project will not
unsatisfactorily impact the existing area in terms of land stability, subsidence and flooding.

Methodology:

¢ The works involve stripping the gully of all vegetation and topsoil and installing a stormwater pond and associated drains to
ensure all stormwater/surface water from the top of the gully down is captured and drains into the stormwater detention pond.
This includes erosion and sediment control measures to protect the stream networks from siltation running into the streams.

e Some additional detailed design is required to create stable slopes for filling, and containment bunds will be created to ensure
the fill is placed in a structurally sound manner.

e Drainage blankets will be used to relieve water pressure and ensure water does not build up in the gullies as the fill becomes
consolidated.

e Each gully will be filled from the bottom up and built up in sub-horizontal layers.

*  Monitoring of the fill placed during construction is required

_'_ = Archaeological Assessment (July 2019)

al Clough & Associates Ltd — Ellen Cameron

What is reprt is about: .
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An archaeological assessment was commissioned to establish whether the proposed work is likely to impact on archaeological values.
This report was prepared as part of the required assessment of effects accompanying a resource consent application under the
Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) and to identify any requirements under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taconga Act 2014
(HNZPTA). Recommendations are made in accordance with statutory requirements.

Key Findings:

e Archaeological sites located in close proximity of the proposed fill sites are:
o S14/14 Pa site: located on a low spur alongside the Waikato River with pits, a defensive ditch and remnants of a shell
midden.
o $14/157 Transport/Communication: Kupa Kupa Mine incline tramway’ used to convey coal from the mine to the
Waikato River. Remnants may survive.
o $14/172 Pit/Terrance: Pits and terraces on a hilltop with possible building platform.
These archaeological sites are not located in or in proximity to the proposed fill sites and are not expected to be adversely
affected by the currently proposed works.

e There are two main soil types on the overall quarry property, which in general represent imperfectly drained soils:
o Otawhi/Pukemiro (which cover most of the property) and are moderately well drained soils; and
o Mataikona/Otorohanga (along the riverside and in the southern part of the property).

e Both of the archaeological sites on the quarry property are situated on the latter Mataikona/Otorohanga soil.

The proposed fill sites, areas 1, 2, 3 and 4 are situaled on generally more poorly drained soils.

Recommendations & Further Studies (if required)

e It should be noted that archaeological sites should be avoided wherever possible.

e  Any changes to the locations of the proposed fill sites are made and/or additional works areas such as access/ haul roads are
added to the current layout plans, they should take into account the locations of the two recorded archaeological sites and
ensure that they are avoided.

e  With respect to the currently proposed works, in any area where archaeological sites have been recorded in the general vicinity
It Is possible Lthat uniecorded subsurface remains may be exposcd during development,

e  While it is considered unlikely in this situation based on the terrain, soil types and past activities including agriculture and tree
clearance, the possibility can be provided for by putting procedures in place ensuring that the Council and Heritage NZ are
contacted should this occur.

Maps: Locations of archaeological sites on and in the vicinity of the quarry property
(Figure 9 & 20, Archaeological Assessment, July 2019)
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Ecological Impact Assessment (July 2019)

" Boffa Miskell Limited

What this report is about:
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The ecology impact assessment describes and assess the existing terrestrial and freshwater ecological values present within the areas
identified as new fill areas (Fill Areas 2 - 4). The assessment discusses in detail the likely and potential effects on the ecological values
for these proposed sites from the change in land-use. The report further provides recommendations for appropriate measures to
avoid/minimise/remediate/ mitigate and/or compensate any adverse effects from the proposed new land-use on the ecological
values present within the proposed Fill Areas 2-4.

Key Findings:

* The property is located within Meremere Ecological District (ED) which encompasses a large basin surrounding the Waikato
River, containing alluvial flats and a series of lakes and wetlands, notably the Whangamarino Swamp to the north.

Waterbodies

e No watercourses observed across any of the surveyed sites have been identified under the Waikato Regional Council’s Water
Classification Maps or the Waikato District Plan.

¢  Similarly, none of the watercourses have been identified as significant natural area (SNA) within the Waikato District plan.

*  No perennial (permanent) stream reaches were observed; however, areas featuring ephemeral and intermittent stream reaches
were present. None of the ephemeral or intermittent watercourses are considered significant under the Waikato RPS Indigenous
Biodiversity Criteria.

*  Reaches of intermittent watercourses within the quarry boundaries were limited, with little water depth and flow. Wetland areas
were observed within Fill Areas 2, 3 and 4.

e  Overall, the proposed new Fill Area 2-4 (excluding Fill Area 5) will result in the loss of approximately:

e 415 m of ephemeral waterway (negligible ecological value);

e 40 m of intermittent waterway (low ecological value);

e 1,530 m2 of wetland area (low ecological value but classified as significant habitat.

¢ Note—itisintended to re-establish these waterways once the fill operation is complete.

Vegetation

* The vegetation types within Fill areas consist predominately of pasture, gorse dominated scrub with some native broadleaved
scrub, wetland vetetation and broadleaf forest — the ecology report identifies all these as having low or low-negligible ecological
value, other than the broadleaf forest areas, which are outside the footprint of works in the gullies, and will remain intact.

Herpetofauna (Lizards)

* The level of effect for herpetofauna is likely to be Low based on the level of disturbance in the fill areas and the limited mobility
of herpetofauna to recolonise these areas.

e Theremoval of vegetation without appropriate measures to minimise the potential for injury or mortality to herpetofauna could
result in a Very High level of effects depending on the number and threat status of the individuals affected.

Avifauna (birds)

® The vegetation types on site provide habitats of varying type and quality for common native birds as well as “Threatened’ and
‘At Risk’ species including New Zealand pipit, New Zealand falcon, and various wetland birds and waterfow).

o Level of effect likely to be Low to Very Low based on the species observed on site and habitat assessments.

®  Removal of the wetlands in Fill Areas 2 — 4 which are the most valuable habitats and connectivity for birds could result in Very
High level of effects on Avifauna if Threatened or At-Risk species are confirmed using the habitats.

® The removal of vegetation during the nesting season could result in the injury or mortality of native birds and their eggs and
fledglings. This could result in a Very High level of effect depending on the number and threat status of the birds affected.

Bats

®  Potential roost trees for long tailed bats (classified as Threatened — Nationally Critical) were identified in Fill Area 2 (in the old
growth pines) and Fill Areas 4 in the exotic plantings and individual mature native trees in native scrub.

* Vegetation types within the site have differing value, with the secondary podocarp- broadleaf forest, exotic forest/treeland, and
wetlands assessed as Very High value, while the remainder of the site has Low value for long-tailed bats.

* Level of habitat loss is regarded as Moderate — Very High depending on whether communal roost habitat is identified on site and
cannot be avoided.

¢ The removal of occupied roosts resulting in the injury or mortality of long- tailed bats is assessed a Very High level of effect.

Recommendations & Further Studies (if required)
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We recommend undertaking surveys for avifauna and long-tailed bats to enable completion of a comprehensive and accurate
assessment of effects, and so that appropriate management methods can be more fully determined.

Surveys for wetland birds and waterfowl should be undertaken during the breeding season (August to March inclusive) to
provide an assessment of the value of the site’s wetland habitats for avifauna.

Acoustic surveys for bats should be undertaken to determine whether bats are regularly using and roosting in vegetation on the
property.

Preparation and implementation of a Fauna Management Plan (FMP).

Creating wetland habitat at a ratio of 1:1 (wetland loss : wetland creation). This is proposed to mitigate for the loss of 1530 m?
in total from fill areas 2, 3 and 4. We recommend realising all wetland mitigation in one or two areas that are not affected by
the proposed change in land use or by any potential future spatial expansion of the quarry’s activities.

We recommend native fish relocation practices are implemented for the wetlands in areas 2, 3 and 4.

Note: Studies for bats are underway, and mitigation sites which include bush habitat, stream and wetland areas are being
investigated to fence and protect in exchange for loss of stream/wetland/bush/ecological habitat.

Maps: Site context and ecological features of the proposed new fill areas
(Appendix 1, Ecological Impact Assessment, July 2019)
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Assessment of Landscape and Visual Effects (August 2019)

| LA4 Landscape Architects
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What this report is about:

This assessment investigates the existing character of the site and locality, identifies the key landscape features of the area, describes
those elements of the proposal that will be visible from outside the site and assesses their landscape and visual effects on the locality.
The key to assessing the visual and landscape effects of the proposal is first to establish the existing characteristics and values of the
landscape and then to assess the effects of the proposal on them.

Key Findings:

Landscape
e The wider environment has been subjected to various degrees of modification and is not high in landscape character values.

¢ Interms of landscape effects, the proposed fill areas would permanently alter the landform of the gully areas resulting in more
gentle and even slopes than currently exist.

¢ Following completion of the earthworks and reinstatement of the pasture, the finished fandform will fit well into the
surrounding landscape and improve the existing degraded amenity values of the gully areas and lower flat.
e Overall the project will have low landscape effects, particularly in relation to the rural character and quality of the site and the

surrounds.
Visual
e  Five viewpoints have been identified and the visual effects from each of these have been assessed.
Viewpoint Key findings
Viewpaoint 1: * Thesensitivity of the view and viewer is likely to beJow.
Properties on the * The vegetation flanking the quarry entrance is to be retained and will provide ongoing
eastern banks of the screening of the fill sites.
Waikato River
Viewpoint 2: *  From this viewpoint the working characteristics of the quarry are evident with the cut
State Highway 1 benches and rock faces with the haul road winding up the side of the pit.
Viewpoint 3: * Landform and vegetation largely screen views into the site.
State Highway 1layby | ¢  The northern quarry face is not visible behind the eucalypt tree plantation.
Viewpoint 4: *  Thefilling activities would not be visible from here and the visual effects would be very low,
Hillside Resort being visually contained within the gullies and screened by landform and vegetation,
Viewpoint 5: *  From here parts of Fill Area 3 and 4 will be visible to varying degrees.

Hillside Heights Road * The proposal will initially have a noticeable impact on the existing rural amenity from here
through the removal of the existing vegetation within the gully and infilling.

¢ Once revegetated, the new landform would be assimilated within this rural landscape and
result in a low effect.

Recommendations & Further Studies (if required)

e The proposed fill activities will not be out of character with the surrounding rural environment and the potential effects from
the activity on the character and amenity of the rural environment are considered to be low.

® Any adverse effects on rural character and amenity will be temporary and overall low. Long term there will be positive effects

on amenity and amenity values through the improvements to the site, proposed works and reinstatement of productive pasture
within the site.

Maps: The Site and Viewpoint location Map
(Appendix 1, Visual and Landscape assessment, August 2019)

Noise Assessment (September 2019)
Hegley Acoustic Consultants

What this report is about:
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This report assesses the noise on a busy day from the managed fill operating at 300,000m? of fill per annum. The assessment has
been undertaken with plant at the maximum height (noisiest stage of any fill activity) of each of the fill areas.

Key Findings:

s The hours of operation of the managed fill will be:

o 5am - 8pm Monday — Friday plus S5am — 3pm on Saturday from 1 October - 30 April; and
o 5am - 6pm Monday — Friday plus 5am - 3pm Saturday from 1 May —30 September.
o There is no work proposed on Sundays and public holidays.

e Existing noise environment has been measured from Tuesday 30 July — Saturday 3 August 2019 at two sites (Hillside Heights
Road and the second in Riverview Road) that represent the locations where the maximum noise exposure to the proposed
managed fill will occur for any residents.

e The noise from this equipment has been based on measurements undertaken of the machinery operating in the field with the
measured sound power level (LWA) [Komatsu D65 Bulldozer, 114dB; Caterpillar 20 Ton excavator, 106d8; Caterpillar 16G
grader, 102dB; 10,000 litre Watercart, 102dB; Compactar, 107dB and trucks delivering the fill material, 105dB.]

e in addition to the contouring the noise has been calculated at the notional boundary of each of the 10 identified closer
dwellings (Table 1, page 15).

e Both the noise contours and spot levels at the notional boundary of the closer houses has been predicted and this shows the
noise will not exceed 37dBA Lo at the most exposed notional boundary on Riverview Road and 34dBA Lio on Hillside Heights
Road.

e This is below the existing measured background (LA95) noise environment for the proposed hours of work so there will not be
any adverse noise effects for the residents around the site.

o  Traffic Noise: As set out above, the only change to the truck numbers as a result of the proposed managed fill is an increase of
12 trucks a day. This is insignificant and will not have any noticeable effect on the traffic noise that will be experienced by
residents along Riverview Road.

| Recommendations & Further Studies (if required)

e The proposed noise levels [rom the fill operation will comply with Waikato District Plan Standards for noise.

| Traffic Impact Assessment (September 2019)

. Traffic Engineering & Management Lid (TEAM)

% What this report is about: .

Team Traffic undertook a Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) of the proposal. The TIA addresses the following matters:
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o Assessment of the existing road safety, efficiency, and traffic patterns of the existing local road network.

o The traffic likely to be generated by the proposed development and the ability of the road network to accommodate the
generated vehicle trips.

o The ability of the proposed development to satisfy the design standards and layout requirements of the Waikato District Plan.

Key Findings:

¢ Sole access to the site is provided from Riverview Road.
®  Both operations (quarry and managed fill) are proposed to have the same operating hours.

Internal Haul Road:

¢ Aninternal haul road will be constructed. The design the internal roads aims to minimise wear and tear on the trucks and other
machinery.

e It will be approximately 15 metres wide and will have a grade not exceeding 10 percent. These parameters will ensure that the
trucks and plant can easily move around on the site and trucks will be able to pass each other without incident.

Likely Additional Truck movements:

* The proposed managed fill is expecting to have 60 truck and trailers or 120 trips delivering material to and from the site per day.

° Itis anticipated that 48 truck (80% of the 60 trucks required to deliver material) owned by Gleeson and Cox Ltd that were
originally travelling with no payload to the quarry will now be travelling with a load of cleanfill. This number of trips although
relatively small when compared with the total number of truck movements, with a fully taden truck, will contribute towards road
derogation.

* If these assumptions are correct it can be expected that a maximum of 20 percent of the fill trips will be made by other
contractors and therefore up to 12 trucks a day or 24 trips per day could be made by other drivers.

¢ This number of additional trips per day is likely to add in the order of two additional trips per hour onto the local road network
and this is less than the hourly variations that currently occur along Riverview Road.

* These trips are likely to be spread throughout the day and are likely to follow a similar pattern as currently operates
at the quarry. The bulk of the trips will be made between 7.00am and 5.00pm.

Left In Left Out Right In Right Out
Quarry trips {466 trips) 116 116 116 116
Fill (120 trips) 6 6 6 6
Total Number 122 122 122 122

Road Network:

e From the comprehensive assessment of Riverview Road and its existing use, it is considered that the impact of the additional
truck movements associated with the proposed establishment of a managed fill will be acceptable from a traffic engineering
perspective, and that no operational or capacity problems will arise on the road network.

Wheelwash:

e Itis expected that the single wheel wash will adequately cater for both the quarry operation and the managed fill activity.
® For these reasons it is considered that the proposed increase in production at the Gleeson and Cox managed fill in Huntly is
acceptable from a traffic engineering perspective.

Recommendations & Further Studies (if required)

¢ The findings of the report are that the proposed activity can be established without adversely impacting on the function,
capacity, or safety of the surrounding road network. Traffic effects are considered to be less than minor.

® Itis expected that a second weigh bridge will be required before the activities on the site reach the consented volumes and
this could be some time away. The company will monitor the situation and will install a second weigh bridge when it is
deemed to be required.

| Erosion and Sediment Control (September 2019)

| Erosion Management Ltd
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This report has been prepared to address the erosion and sediment control implications and potential discharge of the earthworks
associated with the proposal for a combined cleanfill and managed fill operation on three separate sites located north of the
existing Gleeson Quarry.

T(ey Findings:

Fill Areas:

e Erosion and sediment contral measures will be the first works undertaken on site.

e A sedimentation pond is proposed at the bottom of each fill area.

e Each pond will have a supplementary chemical treatment facility. This system will be installed and operational before the
commencement of filling.

Fill Area 2 Fill Area 3 Fill Area 4
) . Freshwater stream- Freshwater stream- Freshwater stream-
Site drains to:
Watercourse 1 Watercourse 2 North to Watercourse 2

Part of Lake Waahi and Lake

. P f i i
Puketirini catchments art of the Waikato River Catchment

Forms part of catchment:

) Proposed in the bottom of Proposed in the north-eastern | Proposed in the bottom of the
S I ST the gullly against the side of | corner of the site with thisv gully below the farm dam.
ecological value discharging to watercourse 2
located to the east.
Approximate catchment area | 5.71 hectares 5.25 hectares 6.95 hectares
Minimum volume (m®): 1,715 1,575 2,085

Above Site runoff:

e The runoff control measures involve the construction of runoff diversion systems {bunds and/or channels) to convey above site
runoff around the site where the proposed sediment retention pond is to be constructed.

e The channel(s) will be a minimum of 0.75m high and cunstructed of compacted topsoil stripped from the adjacent work area
and shaped and compacted to form the clean water diversion bunds.

e The proposed diversion bund/channels will have a 0.5m wide channel floor, 1v:3h side slopes, have a minimum compacted
height of 0.75m and be on a minimum 2% grade (to ensure fall).

e The 1% AEP flow depth will be 0.32m and the bund wili therefore have approximately 430mm freeboard for this 100 year
storm event.

On Site runoff:

e A super silt fence will be installed at the bottom end of the work area for sediment control while the pond for the fill site is
constructed.

¢ Anon-site dirty water diversion bund will be needed (Fill 3) to control and direct site stormwater. These bunds will be a minimum
of 1m compacted height; slightly higher than the clean water bunds to give some allowance for sediment deposition that could
occur with low gradient channels.

e The fill surface will be worked and shaped to direct flow to specific discharge points (and which will vary as filling progresses).
Initially runoff will be directed to the gully floor and then down to the lower sediment retention pond.

o  Asthe fill increases in height, runoff will be directed across and down to one side where it will be directed down to the pond.

e Astabilised or erosion proof rock flume or similar will be constructed on this side of the fill at the fill/natural land interface
to convey site runoff down the side of the fill to the pond. This rock flume will eventually convey runoff from the entire fill surface
down to the fill pond for treatment.

Truck Bow! wash:

e  Awash system to clean truck bowls after fill deposition is proposed.

e This will consist of a water cart with pump that the driver of each truck can operate to clean the truck bowl as required which
will be directed down to the lower sediment pond for treatment.

s  Asbestos material will be placed in an excavated hole, the truck bowl washed out into the same hole and the hole then filled in.
This wash water will therefore be directed into the hole and not to the lower sediment pond.

Monitoring & Maintenance:

e All erosion and sediment control measures (channels, ponds, flumes etc.) will be inspected on a regular basis.

e Site monitoring will be undertaken before and immediately after rain as well as during heavy rainfall events.

e  Any required maintenance or improvements to control measures will be undertaken.

e Sediment retention pond cleaned when 20 % full of sediment.
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Rehabilitation:

e  Completed fill areas will be progressively topsoiled, grassed and returned to a permanent pastoral land use. The final landform
will have a cross slope across to the final overland flow path that will be constructed on one side of the fill.

e The sediment retention pond will either be filled in at the completion of filling or it will be retained and converted to a wetland
in the same way as other redundant sediment ponds have been managed at the quarry.

Recommendations & Further Studies (if required)

e The natural annual sediment load will not increase as a result of the fill operation because the sediment yield from the fill site
after treatment will be slightly less than current natural levels.

¢ Itis concluded from this assessment that the fill activity will not have an adverse sediment related effect on the environment
but instead should have a slightly positive effect,

Maps: Proposed Fill Sites 2,3 & 4 Erosion and Sediment Control
(Drawing HQ-19-10-1, ESCP, September 2019)
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Huntly Quarry Managed Fill - Air Quality Technical Assessment (September 2019)
‘ - Pattle Delamore Partners Ltd
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What this report is about:

This report provides an air quality technical assessment for the overburden, clean fill, and managed fill activity, with
recommended mitigation and monitoring.

Key Findings: -

e  All Asbestos Containing Material will be wrapped with 200 p heavy gauge polyethene (asbestos bags or truck tray/skip lining),
and truck/skip cover.

Once the fill material has been deposited, the material will be compacted and stabilised using bulldozers or excavators.

e The proposed Site is outside the gazetted airshed for Huntly, although the Site boundary is approximately 200 metres to the
airshed boundary at the nearest point. It is unlikely that the emissions from the Site will have a significant impact on the airshed
at this distance.

e We consider the sensitivity of the receiving environment to be moderate, given the distance of the activity to sensitive receptors,
and that the area is already impacted by similar activities such as quarries located to the north and to the south of the Site.

e The properties immediately to the east and northeast of the site are most at risk due to the higher frequency of strong winds
occurring from the west and southwest, whereas properties in other directions from the site will be at a significantly lower risk
of experiencing windblown dust.

e Limited potential for off-site dust nuisance effects to occur with any significant frequency.

¢ The concentrations of any dust emitted from the Site activities is expected to be low, and there is limited potential for adverse
effects from the Site.

e Itis concluded that it is unlikely that there will be any exceedance of air quality assessment criteria at a location beyond the site
boundary, or that there will be noxious, dangerous, objectionable or offensive dust to the extent that it causes an adverse effect
at or beyond the boundary of the site.

Recommendations & Further Studies (if required)

e Real-time monitoring of wind speed and direction is recommended to assist with decision making for applying the appropriate
level of controls and to assist with any dust compliant investigation.
e Potentially dusty material will be dampened with water during placement with the use of a water cart.

Maps: Proposed Fill Sites Areas relatlve to Huntly airshed
(Figure 8, Air Quality Technical Assessment, September 2019)

KEY:
D Site Boundary

[] rnareaz
D FillArea 3

|| Fillpsead

D Fitl Area 5
. Huntly Alrshed

| Huntly Managed Fill — Assessment of Environmental Effects and Waste Acceptance Criteria
| (October 2019)
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tis report is about:

| Pattle Delamore Partners Ltd

The scope of work has included the following:

* Areview of applicable human health and waste acceptance criteria for chemical contaminants and asbestos used at other
managed fill facilities within the Waikato Region, the new managed fill criteria in the Technical Guidelines for Disposal to Land
{WasteMINZ, updated August 2018), and relevant national and international human heaith guidelines commonly used in New

Zealand.

® Anassessment of the surface water quality risk using existing background contaminant concentrations in the Waikato River.
¢  The development of the soil quality criteria for the capping material for the managed fill to allow for future rural residential or

agricultural land

uses.

Key Findings:

Proposed Waste Acceptance Criteria for the Managed Fill

Contaminant Type

Elements

BTEX Compounds

Polycyclic Aromatic
Hydrocarbons {PAH)

Contamlnant Type

Total Petroleum
Hydrocarbons (TPH}

Others

| Asbestos

Groundwater

| Zine

Parameter!

Arsenic
Boron
_Cadmium
_Chromium
Copper
Mercury
Nickel
Lead

_Thallium

_Benzene
Toluene
Ethylbenzene
_Total xylenes
_Benzo-a-pyrene (eq)

Naphthalene

Parameter?!

__C7_-C9

LioCia

| C15-Cas

DOT and isomers
Aldrin
Dieldrin

Tributyltin

Table 5: Proposed Waste Acceptance Criteria for the Managed Fill

_(>2m)
100*
45310 {260)7
7.549
400%°
32549
15

65 (320

2312
4001° (2,000)”
0'210
1.0°
1.19
_ 061°
20°
7,25

{>2m)
120°
300 (1,400}
20,0001
8.4%¢
0.7
0.745
6ie

Proposed Waste
Acceptance Criteria

2501 (1,000)7

Proposed Waste
Acceptance Criteria

Proposed Weighted
Rolling Month Mean
Concentration

50

180

5.25

280 _

225

1.0

225

660
15
750
0.004
o5

0.6
0.4
14
7.2

Proposed Weighted
Rolling Month Mean
Concentration

80

Proposed SPLP
Leachability Limits
_ (mg/L)®

Proposed SPLP
Leachability Limits
{mg/LP

0.314

| Refer to Table 2 of the Huntly Quarry — Asbestos Fill Management Plan (PDP, 2019).

Maximum Truckload Fill
Concentrations Shallow
(<2 m) Cleanfill

12
45
0.65°
55
45
0.45
35
65
1
180
0.0054°
1.1°
1.0
0.61
0.0054°
0.0134

Maximum Truckload Fill
Concentrations Shallow |
(<2 m) Cleanfill

I
120° _
58°
0.7°

—
|
|

¢ Thegroundwater level of the main aquifer at the main quarry pit is approximately 19 m RL, and approximately 12 m RL near the

Waikato River.

e Groundwater will not be intercepted by the proposed fill areas.

Groundwater is not considered as a sensitive receptor as there are no existing groundwater extraction bores in use within the
site or between the managed fill areas and the Waikato River.
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Human Health

o The proposed rolling monthly mean waste acceptance criteria are less than the National Environmental Standard for Assessing
and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Soil Contaminant Standards (NES SCSs) for industrial outdoor
workers.

e The proposed soil quality criteria for the capping material (2 m cap) the NES SCSs for rural residents.
Therefore, the managed fill is unlikely to pose a human health risk to onsite workers and potential future rural residents and the
average exposure that workers will be exposed to will be lower than guidelines levels.

Ecological
e The results of the Risk-Based Corrective Action modelling indicate that discharge concentrations from the proposed overburden

and managed fill material for all parameters in Table 6 (after reasonable mixing) are likely to be less than 0.001% of the
freshwater guidelines values (ANZG, 2018).

e Therefore, with the exception of arsenic (which already exceeds water quality guidelines (ANZG, 2018)), the predicted
concentrations of elements within the Waikato River are likely to be below the 95% ecosystem protection guidelines.

o Therefore, any discharge is unlikely to pose a risk to the ecological receptors in the Waikato River Environmental modelling {see
Section 3.1) indicated that the Waikato River has significant dilution capability for zinc and after reasonahle mixing there should
be no significant change in zinc concentrations within the Waikato River.

Recommendations & Further Studies (if required)

e Due to the mobility of boron, lead and nickel, it is proposed that SPLP testing is required for any fill containing these elements
at concentrations that exceed the proposed SPLP trigger values outlined in Table 5.

oree | Asbestos Fill Management Plan (September 2019)

=

e

Gleeson Managed Fill Limited — Fill Areas Expert studies summaries
14





hat this report is about:

| Pattle Delamore Partners Ltd

The Asbestos Fill Management Plan has been prepared in support of a resource consent application to permit the construction of a
Managed Fill facility at the site. It is proposed that this Managed Fill facility also accepts asbestos and Asbestos Containing Material
(ACM) waste, and asbestos-in-soil, as part of its waste acceptance.

Key Findings:

[ ]

The AFMP includes operational processes and frameworks to maintain concentrations of asbestos fibres in air at the site
boundary, or within the breathing zone of any worker not wearing Personal Protection Equipment (PPE)/ Respiratory Protective
Equipment (RPE), at levels below ‘trace level’ under the Asbestos Regulations.

The AFMP requires that some specific responsibilities are atlocated and fulfilled to achieve compliance with the Asbestos
Regulations. Table 1 indicates the role of the assumed individuals are who are the most likely to be accountable for undertaking
these responsibilities; specific regulations have been referred to where applicable.

Asbestos/ACM waste and asbestos-in-soil waste is to only be received from pre-approved contractors.

Prior to entering the Managed Fill each truck approved to bring ACM waste and asbestos in soil must be weighed and inspected
at the weighbridge to ensure that the load is sufficiently covered, lined, and moistened; dependent of the nature and type of
asbestos/ACM waste and asbestos-in-soil contained expected from the source site.

Construct a 0.2 m of ‘cover layer’ over the top of any asbestos/ACM waste and asbestos-in-soil deposited within the tipping area;
comprising of non-asbestos fill material (sourced from quarry overburden and/or non-asbestos sites).

The types of asbestos anticipated to be disposed of at the site:

Waste Material Summary

Waste Type Asbestos Category

Asbestos and ACM waste (i.e. from removal/demolition projects)

Class A (friable asbestos) and Any volume or concentration of ashestos or ACM (both
Class B (non-friable ACM) waste | licensed -i.e. Class A and B, or unlicensed)

Asbestos-in-soil (concentration)

Category ! ACM >10 mm (% w/w)? AF/FA (% w/w)
‘Class A’: friable NA 3 >1
‘Class B’: non-friable >1 >0.01-1
‘Asbestos Related Works’ >0.01-1 >0.001-0.01
‘Unlicensed Asbestos Works’ <0.01 <0.001

Recommendations & Further Studies (if required)

Ongoing management requirements relate to:

Record keeping of type, volume and location of the ACM/asbestos-in-soil deposited within the fill areas.
Dust suppression and daily cover (including processes for constructing and maintaining the cover layer.
Vehicle washdown requirements

Worker training, inductions and health monitoring, including the provision of adequate PPE supplies.
Air monitoring and regular reporting requirements.

It is expected that WRC will require an Annual Monitoring Report {AMR) to be provided to them at a regular time each year which
summarises:

Nature of the filling activities which have occurred
Broad categorization of the waste accepted into these areas
Summary of air monitoring results

Summary of information for any complaints/breaches to the AFMP and/or any incidents which occurred within the Managed Fill
Facility.

Gleeson Managed Fill Limited ~ Fill Areas Expert studies summaries
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Our concerns are the long-term damage to our water and flora and fauna plus the council have
no care of duty around monitoring activities like this and the damage could be catastrophic for
the next generation.

Any input / feedback would be greatly appreciated, we would be pleased to have a meeting with
you to share what we have in terms of information etc.

Regards
Kim
| also had David Whyte look at it his comments are below.

From: David Whyte <davidwhyte.5th@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, 21 January 2020 1:07 PM

To: Red Wootton <redwford71@gmail.com>; Eden Wawatai <eden.wawatai@waidc.govt.nz>;
kim Bredenbeck <kim@waikatodistrict.co.nz>; Greg <greg@mccutchan.co.nz>; Rewi Cork
<motulips@hotmail.com>

Cc: Shelley Lynch <shelley.lynch@waidc.govt.nz>; frank.mcinally@waidc.govt.nz
Subject: Managed Fill site at Gleeson Cox

Hi team

As some of you are aware, Gleeson and Cox have applied to have a clean and managed fill site at
the Huntly quarry on Riverview rd. Thanks to Kim, who gave me what a neighbour had

received have been able to digest the proposal.

Got WDC to scan in the proposal, and have also written my summary of it, these are attached.
Hopefully the summary is short and easy to understand. The proposal was not short, and not
easy to follow. Personally | am ambivalent (no strong feelings either way) on a clean / managed
fill on the quarry site (not actually in the quarry). However | do have specific concerns, outlined

in my report, and concerned that for some of these | had to really dig into the information.

The WRC and WDC have not decided what level of notification this will get, so we don't have a
deadline for our response. So will put it onto the agenda for 18th meeting.

| will also post something to facebook which is doing very well at stoking the rumour mill.

Cheers David

Ohinewai Area Committee Member
Huntly Community Board Chairperson

Helping Huntly become more Attractive
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