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WAIKATO REGIONAL COUNCIL
and

WAIKATO DISTRICT COUNCIL

Report on: Gleeson Managed fill Limited

To:

Waikato Regional Council and Waikato District
Council Joint Hearing Committee

CONSTITUTION

The hearing has been established in accordance with the provisions of the Resource
Management Act 1991.

PROCEEDINGS OF HEARING
Attached as a separate item.

APPLICATIONS

Waikato Regional Council APP144475 Activities are as follows:

Reference ID Activity Description

Activity 1 Earthworks and vegetation clearance within high risk erosion areas associated with

144475.01.01 the overburden, cleanfill and managed fill disposal areas 2, 3 and 4 and ancillary
activities.

Activity 2 To discharge overburden to Land at Fill Areas 2, 3 and 4.

144475.02.01

Activity 3 To discharge Cleanfill and Managed Fill to Land at Fill Areas 2, 3 and 4.
144475.03.01

Activity 4 To discharge stormwater and treated water in association with Fill Areas 2, 3 and 4.
144475.04.01

Activity 5 To take and divert groundwater and divert stormwater all in association with Fill
144475.05.01 Areas 2, 3 and 4.

Activity 6 To undertake stream diversions, reclamation or streams and associated bed
144475.06.01 disturbance in association with filling areas 2, 3 and 4.

Activity 7 To discharge treated stormwater to land and/or water within 100 meters of a natural
144475.07.01 wetland.

Waikato District Council Activities are as follows:

Reference ID Activity Description




To establish and operate a managed fill disposal activity that imports material to
LUC0488/22 deposit within identified gullies (fill areas 2-4) located north of an existing quarry
within the same site.

To undertake soil disturbance of a piece of land (within fill area 3) as per the national
environmental standard for assessing and managing contaminants in soil to protect
human health.

All'in the vicinity of Riverview Road, Huntly.

NOTIFICATION

The applications were publicly notified in the Waikato Times and the Te Kauwhata Chatter.

SUBMISSIONS
5.1 Waikato Regional Council and Waikato District Council

As per s42A report:

35 submissions received by Waikato Regional Council and Waikato District Council were from the same
parties, 1 of those was neutral, the remaining 34 were in opposition.

Waikato District Council received 1 submission in opposition from a further party, Waikato Regional
Council received a further 6 submissions, all in opposition.

Making a total of 42 submissions.




Gleeson Managed Fill Limited

Consent Authorities

Waikato Regional Council
Att: Emma Cowan
Private Bag 3038
Waikato Mail Centre
Hamilton 3240

Waikato District Council
Att: Wade Hill

Private Bag 544
Ngaruawahia 3742

Applicant

Gleeson Managed Fill Limited
PO Box 97034,

Manukau City,

Auckland 2241

C/- Kate Madsen
kate@pauaplanning.co.nz

Submitters- Neutral
(Same to Both Councils)

Transpower NZ Ltd
PO Box 21154
Edgeware
Christchurch 8143
Att: Andy Eccles

Submitters- Opposing
(Same to Both Councils)

Arthur & Esmae Baylis
92A Hakanoa Street

Huntly 3700
Hine Lavinia & Donald Carmichael Garry & Audrey Cox
45 Rotowaro Road 96 Riverview Road
Huntly 3700 Huntly 3700
Department Of Conservation Andrea Dickinson
C/- M Brass 38 William Street
PO Box 544 Huntly 3700
Dunedin

Warren Dickinson
38 William Street
Huntly 3700

Colleen Earby
58 Kimihia Road
Huntly 3700

Gaylene Aroha Himona
26 Hakanoa Street
Huntly 3700

Robert Hunt
319B Rotowaro Road
Huntly 3771

David Whyte - on behalf of Huntly Community

Board

38 Ohinewai North Road
RD 1

Huntly 3771

Appollonia Johnston

24 Parker Road
Huntly 3771



mailto:kate@pauaplanning.co.nz

Alan & Bronwyn Kosoof
120 Kimihia Road
Huntly 3700

Denise Phyllis Lamb
60 Riverside Way
RD 1

Huntly 3771

Nicola Anne Maplesden
nicola.maplesden@gmail.com

Melissa McDonald
166 Riverview Road
Huntly 3700

Dorothy Claire Molloy
7 Hillside Heights Rd
RD 1

Huntly 3771

Jennifer Lee Molloy
319B Rotowaro Road
RD 1

Huntly 3771

Nola Dawn Morland
18 Hillside Heights Road

Bryce & Carla Mounsey
855D Hakarimata Road

RD 1 RD 1

Huntly 3771 Huntly 3771

Lorrel & Alex Mowles Leanne Ralph & Andrew Parkin
130 Riverview Road 2 Perry Lane

Huntly 3700 Huntly 3171

Anthony Ernest Perkins Jessica Rix

125 Kimihia Road 27 Hakanoa Street

Huntly Huntly 3700

Maree Frances Rutherford
219B Rotowaro Road

RD 1

Huntly 3771

Wayne Robert Rutherford
219B Rotowaro Road

RD 1

Huntly 3771

Seli Salararaba Scutts
206 Riverview Road
Huntly 3700

Kathie Shepard

927 Hakarimata Road
RD 1

Huntly 3771

Te Kauri Marae Trust
163 Hetherington Road
Huntly 3772

Daisy Kate Thomas

95A Hillside Heights Road
RD 1

Huntly 3771

Emily Joy Thomas
42B Mahutastation Drive

Nicola Vitasovich
90 Hillside Heights Road

Huntly 3771 RD 1

Huntly 3771
Paul Vitasovich Tiffany Whyte
90 Hillside Heights Road PO Box 234
RD 1 Huntly 3740
Huntly 3771

Kevin Wickens
184 Riverview Road
Huntly 3700

Submitters- Opposing
Waikato Regional Council only

Norman Hill & Hill Whaanau
C/- Te Hira Consultant Ltd
38 Galloway Street
Hamilton 3216

Clive & Pauline Kosoof
122 Kimihia Road
Huntly 3700

Shirley McDonald
164B Riverview Road
RD1

Huntly 3700

Cyril & Marion Shanley
PO Box 68
Huntly 3740

Kate & Philip Thomas
farmerphildrake@gmail.com



mailto:nicola.maplesden@gmail.com
mailto:farmerphildrake@gmail.com

Waikato District Council Att: Gavin lon
Private Bag 544
Ngaruawahia 3742

Submitters- Opposing
Waikato District Council only

Freeway Design Limited Att: Kitt Littlejohn
Quay Chambers

Level 7

2 Commerce Street

Auckland 1010




JOINT HEARING
WAIKATO REGIONAL COUNCIL
And
WAIKATO DISTRICT COUNCIL

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991

Hearing Format

10

The Chairperson will declare the hearing open.

The Chairperson will request the Hearing Administrator to call the application/s.

All parties present will be requested to identify themselves, stating their interest in the case.
Appearances - names of applicant, submitter(s) (for and/or against) and respective Counsel will

be recorded.

The Chairperson will address any particular procedural and other matters that require
clarification.

Applicant(s) (or their representative/s) to present the application/s and call witnesses.

Submitter(s) (or their representative/s) in support of the application/s to present their
submission and call witnesses.

Submitter(s) (or their representative/s) in opposition to the application/s to present their
submission and call witnesses.

Waikato Regional Council / Waikato District Council -Staff Technical Reports
Applicant's right of reply

Closure (or in some circumstances adjournment) of the hearing.

Rules of Procedure

1

The Chairperson may require a witness to give his/her evidence (or a particular part of his/her
evidence) on oath.

The applicant and parties making submissions may be represented by legal counsel or other
authorised representative/s.

If any person intends to give written or spoken evidence in Maori during the hearing, the
Hearing Administrator must be informed of this at least five (5) working days before the hearing
so that a qualified interpreter can be provided. Alternatively, an interpretation may be provided
with the evidence by the person giving the evidence.
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11

12

13

14

The Chairperson or any member of the hearing body may address questions to any of the
parties (staff, applicant, submitter(s), or their respective witnesses or representative/s) at any
stage of the hearing.

Cross-examination of witnesses is not permitted. At the conclusion of the evidence of a witness,
other parties may seek clarification of particular points in that evidence. But it is at the
Chairperson's discretion as to whether or not a question is put to the witness. The Chairperson
may require a person seeking clarification to submit a proposed question in writing.

Any person giving evidence may be recalled as and when considered necessary and/or
appropriate by the Chairperson.

The Chairperson may, if it is considered that there is likely to be excessive repetition, limit the
circumstances in which parties who have the same interest or stance on an issue may speak or
call evidence in support.

The applicant's right of reply must be confined to matters arising out of the evidence or any
legal points which require clarification. No new evidence may be introduced at this stage.

If new or further information or technical evidence is introduced for the first time at the hearing,
then the Chairperson may adjourn the hearing to allow circulation of the new material to all
parties. Time will be allowed for the parties to access the new or further information or
technical evidence prior to the hearing being reconvened.

If the hearing members decide that there is insufficient information available for them to reach
a decision on the application, then the Chairperson may adjourn the hearing pending receipt of
the further information required. Once received, this additional information will be pre-
circulated to all of the parties involved in the hearing prior to the hearing being reconvened.

The Chairperson declares the hearing closed once all parties have presented their evidence and
the hearing panel has no further questions, and taking into account numbers 9 and 10 above if
applicable. The panel then decides whether to deliberate in public or private.

Copies of all technical evidence and written statements to be presented at the hearing by the
parties are to be pre-circulated to:

- the consent authority, Waikato Regional Council / Waikato District Council, and

- the other parties

in accordance with the instructions set out in the Notice of Hearing letter.

This is essential to ensure that the parties involved in the hearing have all the evidence
necessary to be fully informed about the proposal and the relevant issues/concerns. This will
greatly assist the Hearing Committee in its task and prevent unnecessary delays in the process.

All hearings will be held in public except where the hearing body determines that the public
should be excluded pursuant to Section 42 of the Resource Management Act which relates to
the protection of sensitive information.

Should any party wish to use equipment such as overhead projectors, slide projectors or video
replay facilities to present evidence, please contact the Hearing Administrator (at least five (5)
working days before the hearing) who may be able to assist in co-ordinating the availability of
and/or access to such equipment.
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Waikato Regional Council - S42A Report

To: Hearing Commissioners
Date: 13 November 2022
From: Emma Cowan

Executive Summary

Report on a resource consent application made by Gleeson Managed Fill Limited, application reference
APP144475 (WRC doc # 23785826 & 24411914), lodged on 14 April 2022. The application is to establish
and operate Managed Fill disposal sites in gullies referred to as Fill Areas 2, 3 and 4. Fill Areas 2 — 4 are
proposed to receive overburden from the quarry on the same site and imported cleanfill, managed fill
and construction and demolition materials. Site preparation will include the drainage of wetland areas,
earthworks and the construction of stormwater treatment ponds.

The activities for which resource consents are sought are listed in Table 1 as follows.

Table 1: Consents Sought
Activity Description
APP144475.01.01 Earthworks and vegetation clearance within high risk erosion areas associated

with the overburden, cleanfill and managed fill disposal Areas 2, 3 and 4 and
ancillary activities.

APP144475.02.01 To discharge overburden to land at Fill Areas 2, 3 and 4

APP144475.03.01 To discharge Cleanfill and Managed Fill to Land at Fill Areas 2, 3 and 4

APP144475.04.01 To discharge stormwater and treated water in association with Fill Areas 2, 3
and 4.

APP144475.05.01 To take and divert groundwater and divert stormwater all in association with Fill
Areas 2,3 and 4

APP144475.06.01 To undertake stream diversions, reclamation of streams and associated bed
disturbance in association with filling Areas 2, 3 and 4.

APP144475.07.01 To discharge treated stormwater to land and/or water within 100 metres of a

natural wetland

The applicant has requested 35 year consent terms be applied to all the consents sought.

This report assesses the application, the potential effects of the application and the relevant provisions
in the Resource Management Act 1991 and the Waikato Regional Council policies and plans. The report
recommends whether the consent should be granted for the activity. The notification decision report is
WRC document number 24130625.
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Qualifications and Experience

My name is Emma Cowan | hold a certificate for successful completion of the WSP OPUS Training,
Assessment and Certification Programme for Resource Management Act Decision Makers (Making Good
Decisions); a Master of Environmental Management with Merit from Massey University, a BSc (Zoology)
from the University of Otago; and a Graduate Diploma (Teaching) from Victoria University.

For over 6 years | have been employed by the Waikato Regional Council (WRC) as a Consents Officer.
Processing resource consent applications and monitoring compliance with resource consents, primarily
within the areas of earthworks, expressway construction, quarries, mines, cleanfill and managed fill
operations.

My work background over the past 20 years has been within natural resource management,
conservation biology and education fields. The previous 12 years being employed within local
government roles in resource consenting and monitoring.
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1. Background

Paua Consultants Limited, has on behalf of Gleesons Managed Fill Limited (GMF), applied for a suite of
resource consents associated with the disposal of managed fill for three sites (herein referred to as Fill
Areas 2-4) on land associated with, and known as, the Huntly Quarry.

Gleeson Group purchased the Stevenson’s Huntly Quarry in 2018. The site is located south of the main
Huntly township on the western side of the Waikato River approximately 3km south of the Tainui Bridge
roundabout. The site is located at 310 Riverview Road, Huntly. The site is identified on Figure 1 below.

Fill Areas 2-4

| 48 R
e h _) .’&ﬁ%
Figure 1: Location Plan showing the general locations of proposed Fill Areas 2 - 4, the ecological compensation
area and the quarry.

The site currently accommodates an open aggregate quarry and associated activities e.g. an authorised
fill area (known as Fill Area 5) where the disposal of overburden from the quarry is placed. These
activities are all authorised via existing resource consents held with both the Regional and District
Council. Of note is that some of these consents expired in July 2020. An application to replace these
consents was made to the Waikato Regional Council (WRC) in April 2020. That application is being
processed concurrent to this application and is currently on hold awaiting further information.

The quarry site is held in multiple Titles, equating to approximately 596ha of land with the active quarry
operation covering approximately 61ha (including Fill Area 5).

Prior to this application that is before the Hearing Committee, the applicant has previously applied for
consent for managed fill activities for the same site. In summary, these were:

1. An application was made in November 2019 for a new managed fill for fill areas 2-4 (similar to
what is now proposed); and



2. Achange was made to the 2019 application removing fill sites 2 and 4 from the application; and
3. The changed application was subsequently withdrawn in September 2020.

The wider site consists of active and retired farmland; harvested plantation forestry areas which are in
mixed vegetation and gorse (including Fill Area 2); and a historic coal tailings dump located at Fill Area 3.
The historic coal tailings dump would require land disturbance earthworks and subsoil drainage in
preparation for the proposed managed fill disposal activities. Environmental controls for the historic
coal tailings dump and the associated contaminants is discussed in the managed fill AEE, Section 6.1 of
this report.

The application and assessment of environmental effects (AEE) has been prepared by Paua Planning on
behalf of GMF, as the Applicant, and is supported by a number of technical reports.

1.1 The Site and Existing Consents

As demonstrated in Figure 1, the GMF site is located at 310 Riverview Road, Huntly.

Landform, geology, vegetation and ecology is described in the applicant’s AEE. In summary, the fill areas
are sited within a series of gullies and ridges, rising to a height of 100m above sea level, with the lowest
point being 50m above sea level. The geology consists of greywacke rocks of the Hakarimata Formation.
The vegetation includes pasture and weed specifies, dispersed with native and exotic vegetation that
tend to cluster in the existing valleys and adjacent to overland flow paths and small streams. The site
contains potential habitat for native skinks, with the wetland habitat providing value for native birds and
the broadleaf forest/exotic forest and wetlands providing potential habitat for bats.

Proposed Fill Areas 2-4 are contained within Titles SA656/223, SA149/243 and SA922/109' with a
collective size of 91ha. The quarry itself is contained within the Titles to the south of Fill Areas 2 and 4
and within Titles SA200/119, SA29C/651 and SA922/100.

1.2 The Proposal

The proposal is to allow the placement of approximately 2 Million cubic metres of managed fill within
three separate fill areas. The following table provides a breakdown of the size and capacity of each of
the fill areas, with Figure 2 providing an overview of the fill area locations relative to the working pit.
Figure 3 also demonstrates how access from the pit to the fill areas is proposed.

Fill Area Size (ha) Projected Fill Volume (m3)
2 3.8 632,600

3 4.2 576,600

4 5.1 800,000

Total 13.1 2,009,200

Specific site descriptions for each of the fill areas is as follows:

Fill Area 2 (FA2):
- Located north-west of the existing quarry and is a naturally closed valley with a west facing
gully.
- The gully is effectively a steep amphitheatre which rises to the east and lowers to the west.
- There is an existing small ponding and wetland area at the base of the gully which eventually
flows into an existing stream catchment.

Fill Area 3 (FA3):
- Located further north-west of FA2, towards the northern boundary of the Gleeson landholdings.

1SA149/243 and SA922/109 cover the same land area.



- FA3 is adjacent to the old O’Reilys coal mine and has been rehabilitated as generally flat
pasture.

- FA3is separated from FA2 by a natural hill slope.

- Vegetation includes pasture, gorse and a wetland.

Fill Area 4 (FA4):
- Located immediately north of existing quarry operations and to the east of FA2 and FA3.
- FA4is a natural gully that runs south towards the north.
- The area is predominantly exotic species, pine trees, gorse and a wetland and ponding area in
the lower portions.

The applicant’s AEE detail the proposed characteristics of the managed fill material to be deposited at
the site and provides details regarding the operations and management of the fill operation, staging,
site access and water management and treatment (i.e. erosion and sediment control measures). In
summary:

- The acceptance criteria (i.e. the characteristics of the fill material to be accepted) is set out in
Appendix 10 of the application and the AEE, prepared by Andrew Rumsby, EHS-Support. The fill
material is also proposed to consist of construction and demolition (C&D) fill, which will include
soil, rock concrete, bricks and inert C&D material. Inert C&D will mostly include glass and rock
fibres and less than 5% timber. Soil and C&D can contain minor amounts of electrical wiring,
plastics and plasterboard as an acceptable material (less than 0.5% of the waste matrix).
Asbestos containing soil and material, peat, marine sediment, and acid sulphate soils.

- The management of the fill operation will be in accordance with an approved Site and Fill
Management Plan (SFMP). A draft of this SFMP has been submitted in support of the
application and will be revised in accordance with consent conditions as necessary. The SFMP
details matters such as how approval of the fill material will occur prior to disposal, on-site
processes and customer pre-approval processes.

- Only one stage will be worked at any one time, commencing with FA2.

- Access to the fill areas will be through the quarry site and up a new access that is to be
constructed on the northern side of the pit.

- Erosion and sediment controls will be established and managed as set out in the draft ESCP
submitted in support of the application.



Figure 2: Fill Area Plan
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Figure 3: Fill Area Access Plan



2 Status of Activities under the Plan and National Environmental Standards for Freshwater (NESF)

The consent activities applied for are regulated through the Waikato Regional Plan (WRP) and the
National Environmental Standards for Freshwater (NESF). The WRP became operative on 28 September
2007 to NESF took effect on 3 September 2020. The status of the activities under the WRP and NESF are
described below:

Activity Description Activity Status and WRP Rule

APP144475.01.01  Earthworks and vegetation clearance within high Discretionary Activity
risk erosion areas associated with the Rule 5.1.4.15 — Soil disturbance,
overburden, cleanfill and managed fill disposal roading, tracking, vegetation clearance,
Areas 2, 3 and 4 and ancillary activities. riparian vegetation clearance in high
risk erosion areas
3.7.4.7 — Drainage of Wetlands
APP144475.02.01  To discharge overburden to land at Fill Areas 2, 3 Discretionary Activity

and 4 Rule 5.2.5.3 — Large scale overburden
disposal
APP144475.03.01  To discharge Cleanfill and Managed Fill to Land at Non-Complying Activity & Discretionary
Fill Areas 2,3 and 4 Activity

3.5.4.6 — Non-Complying Activity Rule —
Discharges into other Water Bodies
(Discharge of contaminants into

wetlands)
Rule 3.5.4.5 — Discharges — General
Rule
APP144475.04.01 To discharge stormwater and treated water in Discretionary Activity
association with Fill Areas 2, 3 and 4. Rules 3.5.11.8 - Discharge of

stormwater and
3.5.4.5 — Discharges — General Rule
APP144475.05.01 To take and divert groundwater and divertDiscretionary Activity

stormwater all in association with Fill Areas 2, 3Rules 3.6.4.13, 3.6.4.14 — New

and 4 dams/damming of water and
APP144475.06.01  To undertake stream diversions, reclamation of Discretionary Activity

streams and associated bed disturbance in 4.3.4.4 — Bed disturbance activities

association with filling Areas 2, 3 and 4. NESF Regulation 57 — Reclamation of

rivers (Discretionary Activity Status)
APP144475.07.01  To discharge treated stormwater to land and/orNon-Complying Activity
water within 100 metres of a natural wetland NESF Regulation 54

The proposed managed fill discharge activity is a discretionary activity under rule 3.5.4.5, as the activity
is not specifically provided for by any rule, and does not meet the conditions of a permitted or a
controlled activity rule in the Plan. The managed fill activity includes the discharge of treated
stormwater within 100m of a natural wetland, this activity has been assessed as a non-complying
activity under Regulation 54 of the National Environmental Standards for Freshwater. The other
consents sought are supplementary to the main managed fill and stormwater discharge activities.

For the purposes of decision making the application has been bundled and assessed as a non-complying
activity (refer to section 6.2.4 of this report) and is therefore determined in accordance with section 104
and 104D of the RMA.



3 Process Matters

18

The resource consent application was received on the 14 April 2022 and accepted on 3 May 2022. The
application was placed on hold under s92(1) RMA on 15 June 2022 awaiting response to a further
information request, the application was taken off hold on 15 July 2022 and publicly notified on 20 July

2022.

Date Process Detail

14/04/2022 Lodged

22/04/2022 Active

04/05/2022 Extension of timeframe (S.37), 20 days

15/06/2022 On Hold s92(1)

7/7/2022 Notification Decision made, Public Notification as requested by applicant.

15/07/2022 Updated AEE received and new application made under NESF, Off Hold applicant
has advised no further response to s92(1) will be forthcoming

20/07/2022 Application Publicly Notified

4 Consultation Prior to Notification

The WRC has not undertaken direct consultation. The applicant has set out the consultation which was
undertaken prior to notification in section 18 and 20 of the AEE. The applicant requested public
notification of the application.

5 Notification

The applicant has requested public notification within the application document lodged on the 14 April
2022. The notification decision was made on 7 July 2022).

The notification appeared in two newspapers, the Waikato Times and the Te Kauwhata Chatter, on 20
July 2022. The notice and application documents including the further information requests and
responses was on the Waikato District Council webpage. The Waikato Regional Council webpage
provided a link to the Waikato District Council webpage.

The application was directly notified to the following parties.

Party Association
Kate & Philip Thomas Neighbour
Nicola & Paul Vitasovich Neighbour
Rostrevor Trustees Five Limited Neighbour
Rostrevor Trustees Five Limited Neighbour
Scutts Trustee Limited Neighbour
John & Roselei Holland Neighbour
Transpower Company

Department of Conversation

Government organisation

Huntly Community Board

Community Group

Waikato District Council

Local Government

Waikato Tainui

Iwi/Hapu

Waahi Whaanui Trust

Iwi/Hapu

Alan & Bronwyn Kosoof

Community group

Fish & Game Auckland/Waikato

Public entity
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NGA URI O TAMAINUPO KI WHAINGAROA TRUST lwi/Hapu

Te Riu o Waikato Iwi/Hapu

Forest & Bird NZ Public entity

The application was notified concurrently with the Waikato District Council notice with the close of
submissions being 16 August 2022.

5.1 Submissions Received and Assessment of Submissions Received
The submission summary and assessment is attached as Appendix 1 to this report.
6 Statutory Considerations

The RMA section 104(1) refers to matters to which the consent authority must have regard, subject to
Part 2, when considering an application for resource consent.

6.1 Assessment of Environmental Effect

Permitted baseline

Due to the scale of the proposal and the potential cumulative nature of the effects of the discharge
activities for which consent is sought, there are no rules that provide a helpful or relevant permitted
baseline for the consideration of this proposal.

The applicant provided an updated AEE on 15 July 2022 (WRC Doc # 24343573). With respect to the
Regional components of the application, the AEE provides an assessment of the actual and potential
environmental effects in terms of;

e Ecological Effects

e Discharge of contaminants to land and water
e Erosion and Sediment Discharges

e Stormwater Effects

e lLand Stability Effects

e Ecological Effects

e Archaeological and Cultural Values

e Discharges to Air

| add comment under the following subheadings and add additional categories for the potential effects
of site abandonment, effects to groundwater and climate change effects.

Potential Adverse Environmental Effects Assessment

Ecological Effects

The WRC engaged AECOM (Lyndsey Smith) to review the previous application lodged during 2020. Ms
Smith resigned from AECOM prior to the lodgement of the current application, accordingly WRC
engaged Papawera Geological Consulting (Karen Denyer) to undertake the ecological peer review of
the new application. The peer review relevant to the current application is listed as follows and
appended to this report (Appendix 4).




Ecology Peer Review for WRC
e Letter titled ‘Re: Gleeson and Cox Fill Consent Application: Wetland Ecological Effects’,
prepared by Karen Denyer, Principal Ecologist, Papawera Geological Consulting, dated 31
October 2022.

On review of the proposal and the expert assessments, | consider that the proposal has potential to
adversely affect the environment to a more than minor extent.

The area of significant wetland loss or impact is considered to be underestimated as discussed in
section 4.5 of Ms Denyer’s peer review. This includes two small wetlands within 100 m of the
proposed sediment retention ponds that are included on the ESC plans but not described or
quantified in the application. Additionally, the compensation offered for the loss of significant
wetland is inadequate and not like for like. The compensation package does not include the creation
of new wetland, and most of the wetland-related compensation activities in the EMP had been
conducted prior to the application lodgement as mitigation for the 2020 unconsented wetland
drainage Fill Area 3. The residual activities within the EMP for Compensation are animal pest control,
ongoing weed control, and terrestrial planting. These activities are considered by Ms Denyer as
adequate offsets for proposed loss of terrestrial habitat (quantified as 3327 m? by Envoco, September
2022), but not appropriate mitigation for proposed loss of wetland extent.

Ms Denyer has provided the following concluding remarks and recommendations in the event that
consent is granted.

“At this stage | am unable to conclude that the effects will be no more than minor, largely because the
compensation package, after discounting works undertaken to mitigate unconsented drainage in Fill
Area 3, does not provide adequate mitigation for the loss of at least 1869 m? of significant wetland.

If consent is to be granted the following conditions are recommended:

1. A compensation plan be required that mitigates wetland loss on a like-for-like basis
as proposed in the EIA, i.e. the loss of wetland area be compensated by the creation

of an area of the same or larger extent elsewhere. This could potentially be incorporated into
the proposed sediment ponds.

2. That any compensation area be subject to formal legal protection via an appropriate
instrument linked to the title. If incorporated into the sediment ponds an allowance
for maintenance activities would be required to allow the ponds to function as
intended.

3. Include a condition requiring lizard site-specific survey and salvage prior to and
during habitat removal, to minimise mortality to any resident population. A suitable
relocation site should be identified prior to any works being undertaken.

4. Incorporate implementation of the Bat Management Plan as condition of consent
with the requirement that it be compliant with best management practice for

artificial roost management as outlined in: New Zealand Bat Recovery Group Advice
Note — The Use of Artificial Bat Roosts. 18 October 2021. In particular specify that
acoustic surveys be conducted in the appropriate season, that predator exclusion
bands surrounding artificial roosts be inspected annually and adjusted as needed for
15 years, and that the bat reserve be subject to appropriate legal protection in
perpetuity.

5. Require a monitoring plan be developed and implemented for the compensation works and
reporting requirements incorporated as a condition of consent.”

The applicant provided a further ecology response on 17 October 2022. The response consists of;
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e Table of Ecology Responses (WRC doc 25021532)

e Vegetation quantification for FA2 and FA4 (WRC doc 25023398)

e Updated Erosion and Sediment Control Plans for FA2 and FA4 (WRC doc 25022530,
25020933, 25022042, 25021127)

e Reference to the Envoco Mitigation & Monitoring Report (report titled ‘Ecological Mitigation
Monitoring Report Gleeson Huntly Quarry Gleeson & Cox Ltd’ prepared by Envoco, dated
May 2022 (WRC doc 24601335)).

The erosion and sediment control plans have been updated to avoid disturbing two small areas of
wetland vegetation downstream of FA2 and FA4, within 100 metres of the proposed earthworks.

The proposed ecological compensation still lacks ‘like for like’ compensation regarding the loss of
wetland, no new wetland is intended to be created. Further, it is unclear if the full extent of wetland
loss subject to this application has been quantified.

It is clear in a letter from Paua Planning (18/8/2020) which of the proposed compensation activities
outlined in the EMP (Wildlands 2020) have been completed for past activities outside of this consent
process as compensation works for the unauthorised earthworks at Fill Area 3. Ms Denyer clarifies
which residual activities proposed in the EMP are relevant to the application lodged in 2022 (see
Table 1 which clearly sets out the ecological loss/activity and respective ecological compensation. |
recommend an ecological compensation table be appended to the condition Schedule. This would
increase confidence that the compensation package is monitorable and enforceable, and that ‘double
dipping’ is not occurring for previously completed compensation for activities outside of this consent
process i.e. compensation for the unlawful Fill 3 drainage works or for Fill 5. The compensation
should be like for like and additional to any outside requirements.

As raised in the submissions, the ecological compensation offered to compensate the adverse effects
of the proposal should be additional to farm stock exclusion regulations. The relevant policies and
legislation for the protection of rivers, lakes and wetlands from livestock includes the NESFW, NPSFM
and Stock Exclusion s360 RMA. My understanding is that the proposed ecological compensation area
is within a beef cattle farm, the applicant may be able to offer more information about land use.
There are several variables to the stock exclusion rules depending on, for example: stock type and
farming practice, land slope, width or river, type of wetland and date farming activities started. From
my knowledge of the site, it is likely that rivers wider than 1 metre and natural wetlands within the
compensation area would require fencing to exclude stock by July 2025. The 1m wide or greater
rivers fenced with at least a 3m setback. | recommend that the stock exclusion works required by
legislation are discounted from the applicant’s ecological compensation proposal. Ecological
compensation offered to compensate the adverse effects of the proposal should be additional to any
other requirements. The stock exclusion works may not be required until July 2025, however the
rules apply from when the legislation came into effect (early September 2020) which was before the
lodgement of the application.

On the basis of the above, | am of the opinion that the application as it stands will have more than
minor adverse effects on the environment. The proposed loss of significant wetland has neither been
adequately assessed or compensated for. | consider that should consent be granted a full assessment
of total significant wetland loss and like for like compensation by way of creation of new wetland
would be required to achieve adequate compensation for loss of significant wetland. That a clear
ecological compensation table which sets out the ecological loss and respective compensation be
prepared and appended to the condition schedule. Any ecological protection or enhancement
activity that is not additional to other requirements (stock exclusion rules, other consents, fill 3
compensation) is discounted from the ecological compensation equation for this application.

| consider that there are practical options for the creation of new wetland such as transitioning the
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sediment retention ponds below each fill site to permanent wetland at the completion of filling.

Additional and like for like compensation would reduce the level of effect.

Discharges of Contaminants from Managed Fill and Cleanfill to Land and Water

Placement of unsuitable materials has the potential of contaminating waterways and subsoil through
leaching of contaminants as a result of chemical and biological breakdown. The AEE is set out under
the following subheadings.

Technical Assessment

Dr Jonathan Caldwell, Senior Scientist for the WRC, has undertaken a technical assessment of the
discharge of contaminants into water or into/onto land associated with the application. Refer to
Appendix 3 of this report.

The technical assessment is titled ‘Technical Assessment of contaminant discharges to land and water
— Gleeson’s Managed Fill’, updated 14 November 2022, prepared by Dr Jonathan Caldwell, Senior
Scientist for the WRC.

| rely on Dr Caldwell’s technical assessment of contaminant discharges with regard to the waste
acceptance criteria, trigger limits for surface water discharges and assessment of level of risk to
receiving surface water quality. Dr Caldwell concludes “In conclusion, while | am in general agreement
with EHS that the discharges associated with the proposed managed fill operation will not result in a
more than minor level of effects within the receiving surface waters and would not be expected to
result in a measurable change in water quality within Lake Puketerini or the Waikato river, this
agreement is subject to the following amendments and qualifications:

e that the WAC for copper and boron are lowered as per my recommendations;

e qgcid sulphate soils and peat soils shall only be received at the site for disposal subject to the
controls and monitoring regime similar to that proposed for dealing with the Fill Area 3
groundwater;

e marine sediments are not accepted at the site;

e The proposed management plans and monitoring programmes (subject to my recommended
amendments) are adhered to; and

e Recommended amendments to consent conditions as detailed further below are adopted.
Noting that apart from my recommendations above under the acid sulphate soil section of my
assessment, | have not put forward any specific wording at this stage around acid sulphate
soils but can do subject to whether the associated discharges are able to be accommodated
under this consent application or not.”

Fill Area 3 Historic Coal Tailings Dump

Proposed Fill Area 3 is located on top of an historic coal tailings dump. There is uncertainty as to the
volume of coal tailings at this site and the level of contaminants within the tailings. Further
geotechnical assessment is required to establish what site preparations are needed to establish
proposed managed fill area 3 at this location.

Fill Area 3 preparation works will include earthworks and subsoil drainage activities. Depending on
the outcomes of geotechnical investigations, there is potential that some of the previously dumped
coal tailings will require removal to stabilise the site. Any excavated fill will undergo contaminant
testing to determine the appropriate disposal facility.
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Earthworks and subsoil drainage activities at this site require specific controls and testing to ensure
that any excavated fill and stormwater discharges are appropriately disposed of to avoid
environmental contamination. The applicant has provided a Contaminated Site Management Plan
(CSMP). The CSMP details the contaminant testing requirements of any excavated fill and the testing
and disposal methods of surface and subsoil drainage water.

The subsoil drainage water will be pumped into a holding tank for contaminant analysis which will
determine the disposal method. If contaminant levels are within an acceptable range the water will
be discharged into the sediment retention pond prior to discharge into the catchment. If the subsoil
drainage water exceeds contaminant triggers, the applicant has discussed the possibility of the water
being trucked off site to an authorised facility or irrigated to farmland. Should the applicant choose to
irrigate the water to land, a separate resource consent would be required.

Controls for the discharge of subsoil drainage water and the disposal of excavated coal tailings
sourced from Fill Area 3 have been included within the recommended conditions of consent.
However, as discussed in my recommendations under the below subheading | consider that the
quality of subsoil water discharged should not rely on dilution to reduce contaminant load and should
be of a quality that would contribute to the restoration of the degraded waterways within the
catchment. Furthermore, | recommend that the holding tank capacity and disposal methods are
adequate during high rainfall events to appropriately manage any discharges. It is unclear what
volumes of water would require storage, testing and potentially trucking offsite.

Additional to the regional discharge effects, the applicant has applied to the Waikato District Council
for a resource consent under the National Environmental Standards for Contaminated Soil to

authorise the land disturbance activities proposed.

Acid Sulphate Soils and Marine Sediments

The applicant’s proposal includes receiving acid sulphate soils (ASS) for treatment and disposal. The
proposal is to store and treat ASS prior to discharging the treated leachate to the quarry pit pond and
disposing of the treated ASS at the fill sites. The quarry consents do not authorise the discharge of
ASS leachate to the quarry pit pond or manage the effects of this activity. | consider the effects
management methods unclear which in turn increases the environmental risk of the ASS activity.

Dr Caldwell has made the following comment with respect to acid sulphate soils.

“Management of acid sulphate soils and marine sediments

Acid sulphate soils (ASS) occur naturally and when disturbed and exposed to air can become oxidised
which can result in generation of acidic leachate which can mobilise inorganic elements such as iron,
arsenic, copper and zinc which can result in surface and groundwater contamination. ASS can be
stabilised by treatment with lime which prevents acidic leachate generation. ASS have been identified
recently in several locations within the Waikato region as well as the Auckland and Northland regions
with a project to map the likely presence of ASS in the Waikato region currently in progress.

The Fill Site Management Plan and EHS Support’s AEE and draft Acid Sulphate Soil Management Plan
provide specific controls and procedures around managing the effects of ASS as well as marine
sediments if they are disposed of at the site as follows:

e Limed and stabilised ASS can be accepted in the managed fill without any further treatment
provided adequate documentation is provided as evidence of the ASS properties and
treatment and on-site soil treatment validation testing provides confirmation that the soils
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have been sufficiently treated.

e Untreated ASS can also be accepted but will be required to be treated on site on a purpose-
built treatment pad where runoff will be piped to a holding pond sized for up to the 50 year
storm event. The pond will be dewatered by pumping to the quarry pit when its pH is between
6 and 9. The pH will be monitored and buffered with caustic soda if required to ensure the pH
range is achieved.

e Marine sediments must have a solids content of at least 20% and liberate no free liquids when
transported; meet the waste acceptance criteria outline in Table 5 of the AEE; and have
undergone ASS testing and be limed neutralised.

My initial assessment of this proposal and response was that there is going to be an increased
requirement for disposing of ASS at an appropriate disposal facility in the Waikato region due to the
increased awareness and investigations undertaken. Many disposal facilities do not have any specific
contingencies or controls for dealing with ASSs and therefore EHS’s proposed approach to managing
treated and untreated ASS and marine sediments provides a transparent mechanism for ensuring that
these soils are appropriately dealt with. My opinion was that subject to installation of the proposed
treatment pad system and adherence to the proposed procedures and controls specified in the ASS
management plan, that the risks could be adequately mitigated. This was also subject to my
additional recommendation that there should be frequent testing of metals and pH from the
treatment pad pond runoff prior to discharge to the quarry pit.

However, | have since become aware that the treatment pad discharges via the quarry pit would not
be authorised by the current suite of consent applications or that such a discharge would require
authorisation via a separate consent application or variation to the existing quarry pit discharge
consent. Whatever the required consenting mechanism, | do have some changes to my original
recommendations around controlling and monitoring these discharges which if implemented and
complied with, should result in a no more than minor level of effect on offsite surface water.

I agree with EHS’s proposal that pond water containing run off from the treatment pad will need to be
monitored for pH to ensure that it is between 6-9 pH units before it can be discharged to the quarry
pit. However, | would recommend that the pH will need to be checked on a daily basis as well as
before any discharge to the quarry pit. In addition to this, any discharge to the quarry pit should also
be subject to boron, copper, lead and zinc analysis using the onsite HACH D 3900 spectrophotometer
as per the methodology proposed for allowing release of the contaminated groundwater from under
Fill area 3 to the Fill area 3 sediment retention pond. This would require development of appropriate
criteria based on the sizing of the treatment pad pond volume and the volume of the quarry pit. If it
doesn’t meet this criteria then contingencies for treatment such as pH neutralisation or flocculation or
trucking away for authorised offsite disposal will need to be undertaken.

In addition to this, | would also recommend that discharges from the quarry pit are subject to routine
monitoring and analysis for the full suite of contaminants as per discharges from the managed Fill
Area sediment retention ponds (i.e. Al, As, B, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni, Tl, Zn and TPH) with trigger limits
based on ANZ guidelines for freshwater 95% protection and a TPH trigger of 5 mg/L (33% of the MfE
1998 Petroleum Guidelines). | would recommend that this monitoring occur atleast six times per year
(i.e. 2 monthly).
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| would also recommend that acid sulphate soils (including peat soils) that have been limed and
stablised offsite prior to delivery (subject to provision of adequate evidence prepared by a SQEP) that
pHox testing of representative samples of soils from each delivered load prior to acceptance should
also be required as an additional level of confirmation of adequate treatment.

I have also considered the concerns and comments raised by submitters, specifically regarding marine
sediments and odour. It is correct that marine sediments can produce odour from hydrogen sulphide.
This risk is usually greatest during the initial disturbance of those sediments from their source but
there could be some residual odour risk at the disposal end. However, while | consider that the odour
risk could be properly managed, especially if there is a requirement for the sediments to be stablised
with lime, no such assessment of this risk has been provided and there is also the inherent risk of high
concentrations of metal and organic contaminants within the marine sediments, especially from
estuaries, which are often sinks for land-based contaminant runoff. There has been no proposal on
how that risk would be managed which would require a quite specific and representative investigation
design, including contaminant suite identification for analysis. | am therefore recommending that
marine sediments, even if treated, should not be received at this site.”

Due to the uncertainty of the applicant’s ASS effects assessment and that there is no resource
consent that authorises the discharge of runoff from the proposed ASS treatment pad to the quarry
pit pond, | recommend that if consent is granted only lime stabilised ASS is received at the site and
marine sediments are prohibited.

Managed Fill maximum Acceptance Criteria (MAC)

The recommended conditions set out the contaminant MAC for fill imported to the site
APP144475.03.01, Condition 12, Table 1. In recommending the MAC | have considered the
Wasteminz Guidelines October 2022 set out MAC for class 3 landfill, and the applicant’s proposed
MAC which is based on their discharge effects assessment and effects modelling. The applicant’s MAC
is set out in their proposed conditions of consent.

| consider that it is appropriate to use the most conservative limit for each analyte, either the MAC
proposed by the applicant in their conditions which discharge effects modelling has been based on,
or the Wasteminz MAC for class 3 landfill.

Consents Officer Recommendations and Comments

I make the following comments to link in the broader policy and operational aspects of the activity.
The Waikato River is degraded and activities within the catchment must contribute to the long-term
restoration of the river to align with the RPS. The Vision and Strategy and Plan Change-1 provide a
framework for deciding whether a proposed discharge activity within the catchment is consistent
with the goal of restoring the health and wellbeing of the Waikato River.

The proposed discharge contaminant concentration limits have not been established for all the
analytes. Further testing is required to establish permanent water quality trigger limits for zinc (WETT
derived value for zinc), aluminium and chromium (after monitoring to establish background
concentration levels). The water quality limits are an integral part of the AEE, cumulative effects and
assessment of whether the proposal meets discharge policies. The trigger limits should be assessed
and determined prior to authorisation of the filling activity to increase certainty and prevent loose
ends should the application be granted. The option would remain open for the applicant to apply to
change the discharge trigger limits at a later date provided the change is within the scope of s127
RMA.
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The water quality trigger limits have been set commensurate to the degraded quality of the receiving
waterways. Elevated concentrations of dissolved zinc, aluminium and chromium have been identified
in the unnamed stream below FA3 and FA4 at sampling location DS2. The unnamed tributary below
FA2 might at times be elevated in aluminium, thallium and zinc relative to other rural streams. In my
opinion, it is not appropriate to have higher discharge thresholds because of poor quality receiving
waters and for FA3 subsoil drainage water a reliance on a minimum level of dilution. This approach
does not provide for the restoration of degraded waterways. The approach would enable the
cumulative discharge of contaminants for the duration of the consents (35 years sought) at
contaminant concentration levels consistent with the existing (degraded) receiving waterways. The
opposite should occur, the water quality limits should be set at a more conservative level to reflect
the need to restore degraded receiving waters.

| accept that because of factors including poor receiving water quality and high dilution/mixing, the
discharges are not expected to result in any measurable change in water quality within Lake
Puketerini or the Waikato river. However, | consider that over the term of the consents the proposal
would result in a cumulative contaminant load entering the Waikato River catchment which would be
higher than the existing environment load.

As discussed in section 6.2 of this report, the proposal is inconsistent with the Vision and Strategy for
the Waikato River which aims to restore and protect water quality within the Waikato River
catchment. Furthermore, the Environment Court Decision Puke Coal Ltd. V Waikato Regional Council
is relevant to resource consent applications within the Waikato River Catchment subject to the Vision
and Strategy. A resource consent application must demonstrate that the activities will result in a net
benefit to the Waikato River catchment, proportionate to the effects of the proposal.

To meet the Vision and Strategy requirements, | recommend that fill acceptance criteria and water
quality limits are set conservatively to ensure any discharges from the site will improve receiving
water quality and provide for the ongoing restoration of the catchment over the duration of the
consents. Appropriate water quality and fill acceptance criteria should be assessed by the experts in
respect to the Vision and Strategy catchment restoration objective, and the contaminant criteria
included within the condition schedule.

The proposal includes destroying the wetlands which are within each fill area footprint and the
ecological compensation does not include the creation of new wetlands. Wetlands have water
attenuation functions, the loss of the wetlands will reduce water attenuation and treatment within
the catchment. The proposal does not compensate for this water attenuation and treatment loss. |
recommend that proportionate like for like compensation is offered for the wetland loss by way of
the creation of new wetlands to compensate for the loss of existing wetland water attenuation and
treatment functions. The creation of new wetland at a 1:1 ration is recommended in the applicant’s
Ecological Impact Assessment, although not offered in the compensation package.

The application places a high reliance on draft management plans. | recommend that consent limits
and monitoring requirements are in the conditions of consent, not only in the management plans.
This will increase the certainty of the operation. Management plans lack enforceability and are
subject to reviews, changes and hap-hazard approvals over the term of the consent. The purpose of
the management plans should be limited to explaining how the conditions will be met, and the
conditions are to contain the enforceable limits and actions.

The fill and environmental monitoring programme is technical, complex and involved. In my opinion,
the monitoring and management of the site would require a person with a high level of qualification,
technical skills and experience to adequately monitor and manage the operation and be regularly
located at the site. | note that the technical aspects of the proposal and concerns about the integrity
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of the applicant were raised in the submissions. | recommend that should consent be granted
conditions require an independent SQUEP to regularly audit the site and report findings to the Huntly
Community Board and/or if set up Community Liaison Group.

| recommend that in addition to the random fill sampling requirements, that verification sampling is
undertaken prior to closure, capping and final rehab of each fill stage. The verification sampling is to
confirm that the fill deposited is in accordance with the acceptance criteria. Additionally, |
recommend that verification sampling of the fill deposited be required in the event that surface
water quality contravenes the surface water quality criteria at sampling points within receiving
waterways or at the pond discharge sampling point.

| conclude that the discharge activity as set out in the application is complex and lacks certainty.
There is too greater reliance on future monitoring to confirm trigger limits and on management plans
which lack enforceability and which risk ongoing arbitrary changes and approvals.

In my opinion, the proposal does not provide for the restoration of water quality within the Waikato
River catchment and contaminant limits reflect the current degraded state of the receiving water
ways. The discharges of contaminants to water will be cumulative over the duration of the consents.
The proposal is inconsistent with the Vision and Strategy for the Waikato River and would lock in the
continued degraded state of receiving waterways for the duration of the consents. The proposal
would result in the permanent loss of wetland (net loss) and the associated water attenuation and
treatment functions.

| support submitters comments around the need for independent auditing and sharing environmental
monitoring results with the public. | recommend verification sampling of each fill stage prior to
closure and independent random fill and site monitoring by a SQUEP, refer to recommended
conditions. To give added confidence to the community, | recommend that monitoring results are
shared with the Huntly Community Board and (if set up) Community Liaison Group.

Erosion and Sediment Discharge Effects

Soil disturbance and filling activities have the potential to discharge sediment into waterways both
during and after the works until the ground surface is stabilised. Sediment discharges to water can
cause a range of adverse effects on freshwater ecosystems, including smothering aquatic life,
damaging fish and invertebrates’ gills, destruction of spawning grounds, and the deposition of
nutrients to waterways. Increased turbidity can interfere with aquatic animal’s abilities to feed due to
poor visibility and reduced light penetration.

The proposal is to import up to approx. 300,000 m3 of cleanfill and managed fill per annum. Approx. 2
million cubic metres of managed fill will be deposited between the three fill sites which have a
combined footprint of 13.1 ha.

Activities associated with the fill operation will generate sediment, in particular disposal of
overburden, receiving backloads of managed fill and cleanfill, and associated earthworks. The
activities are proposed to occur over a 35 year consent term which will cause cumulative sediment
effects to receiving environments.

The AEE provides an assessment of erosion and sediment discharge effects and includes an Erosion
and Sediment Control Plan. The ESCP proposes the installation of a sediment retention ponds below
each fill site with rainfall activated chemical treatment facilities at the ponds. The treated water from
Fill Areas 3 and 4 will discharge into ephemeral tributaries of the Waikato River and treated water
from Fill Area 2 will discharge to a waterway within the Lake Puketirini catchment.

The maximum open area at any one time from is proposed to be 3 ha. Minimising exposed areas will
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reduce dust discharges and erosion and sediment discharges. Which will in turn reduce the pressure
on erosion and sediment control devices.

The Erosion and Sediment Control Plans (ESCP) for FA2-4 submitted with the application have been
reviewed by WRC Monitoring Officer Josh Evans refer to Appendix 7 of this report. Mr Evans’
concludes that “To summarise, upon my reviewal it appears that the proposed methodologies and
practices on principle will be appropriate for the proposed works upon review of the updated Erosion
and Sediment Control Plans. | can confirm that all s92 responses relevant to erosion and sediment
control aspects of the application have appropriately addressed queries raised by myself.”

Mr Evans’ review included assessment of the ESCP’s against the Waikato Regional Council Erosion
and Sediment Control Guidelines (TR2009/02) and the controls and design methodologies were
considered to be in accordance with the TR2009/02 Guidelines.

The applicant provided updated an updated ESCP for FA2 and FA4 on 17 October 2022 which have
not been reviewed. | understand that the changes are to the proposed sediment retention pond
locations below FA2 and 4 which have been moved to avoid wetland areas. The recommended
conditions of consent require review and certification of the draft ESCP prior to commencement of
works.

| rely on Mr Evan’s review of the ESCP documents for FA2-4. | add additional comment, as follows, on
the potential cumulative effects of sediment discharges over the term of the consent and method to
monitor and quantify effects from any unexpected discharge events.

| am of the opinion that the applicant’s AEE is lacking assessment of the cumulative effects of
sediment discharge and method to quantify and mitigate such effects. The recommended conditions
require the suspended solids concentration of any sediment retention pond discharge shall not
exceed 100g/m? or the sediment retention pond shall treat water to no less than 90% efficiency.
Additionally, | recommend that sediment yield is measured at the final discharge points and
compensation is offered to result in a net benefit to the Waikato River catchment (Refer to Vision and
Strategy Assessment in this report).

The recommended conditions (Appendix 8 to this report) include method to quantify cumulative
sediment vyield, real time monitoring of turbidity and flow, and an Adaptive Management Plan to
evaluate and address the effects of sedimentation on an ongoing basis.

| recommend that the surface water monitoring programme is undertaken for at least the duration of
the consents and until the fill sites and discharges have been demonstrated to meet the permitted
activity standards. | understand that the applicant seeks a shorter duration water quality monitoring
programme.

The proposal as it stands does not demonstrate a clear method to quantify the cumulative effects of
sediment yield or compensate for the cumulative effects of sediment discharges. | recommend that
the applicant provides further assessment and method of how cumulative discharge effects will be
calculated and compensated for and that enough detail is given to strengthen the consent conditions.

Stability of Fill

The deposition of overburden, cleanfill and managed fill has the potential to cause fill instability if the
geotechnical design and management of the filling operation is not appropriately designed and
managed. The potential adverse environmental effects include erosion, slope failure and poorly
treated stormwater discharge from the site.
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The combined capacity of Fill Sites 2, 3, and 4 is approx. 2 million cubic metres over a combined area
of 13.1 ha.

The applicant has provided a geotechnical report ‘Gleeson Quarries Ltd, Huntly Quarry Disposal Sites,
Huntly Quarry Disposal Sites — Geotechnical Assessment’, prepared by GAIA Engineers, dated
September 2019 (WRC doc # 15124545).

The WRC engaged Mr Cameron Lines of Baseline Geotechnical to undertake a technical review the
geotechnical aspects of this proposal. The peer review documents are listed as follows;

e ‘Preliminary Geotechnical Peer Review — Huntly Quarry Pre-Application Review’, prepared by
Baseline Geotechnical, dated 9 October 2019. WRC doc # 15246185.

e ‘Huntly Quarry Fill Disposal Sites, Summary Register of Geotechnical Comments from Peer
Reviewer’, Prepared by Baseline Geotechnical, dated 3 November 2019. WRC doc # 15363822
and 3 January 2020 version WRC doc # 16072980.

e ‘s92 Geotechncial Requests, Huntly Quarry Fill Sites 2, 3 and 4’, prepared by Baseline
Geotechnical, dated 11 December 2019.

e Concluding comments, email from Baseline Geotechnical 4 February 2020. WRC doc #
16073189.

e Geotechnical Review - Huntly Quarry 2022 Managed Fill Application, prepared by Baseline
Geotechnical, dated 7 June 2022. WRC doc # 24089804.

Cameron Lines has reviewed the relevant documentation and his full review can be found in
Appendix 2. Following Mr Lines’ review which was undertaken for the previous application (February
2020), Mr Lines concluded;

| have been through and reviewed the additional information supplied by GAIA dated 15
January 2020 (Attachment A of the S92 response).

The items we requested further information on as set out in our letter dated 11 December
2019 in Section 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 have been adequately addressed in the additional information
supplied by GAIA.

The information provided to date along with the ongoing detailed design work to follow
consenting indicate that the proposed fill slopes can be constructed within normally accepted
risk tolerances for such landforms.

WRC again engaged Baseline Geotechnical, Mr Cameron Lines, to review the new application and to
check whether any changes or updates were required to the 2020 review. A technical review
summary was prepared, dated 7 June 2022, refer to Appendix 2 of this report. Mr Lines confirmed
that the surface topography of the three fill sites in the current April 2022 application is the same as
the last. Therefore the work undertaken to support the previous consent by Gaia & reviewed by
Baseline Geotechnical remains valid. There are no material differences from a geotechnical
perspective. The previous review queries have been addressed and are incorporated into the current
application.

On the basis of the outcomes of the technical review, | consider that the stability of the fill sites has
been adequately addressed and assessed by the applicant. To ensure the fill sites are designed and
managed in consistency with geotechnical best practice and the plans, | have recommended specific
conditions of consent as well as the requirement for ongoing periodic assessment of the sites by a
chartered professional engineer. Refer to the recommended conditions section titled ‘Fill Stability’,
Appendix 8.
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Tangata Whenua Values

Consultation has been undertaken with the Waahi Whaanui Trust (WWT) and a Cultural Impact
Assessment has been prepared, however the content of the CIA does not reflect the current WWT
views and has therefore not been considered in this assessment. The author of the CIA, Mr Norm Hill,
advised in his submission on the application dated 11 August 2022 “The Cultural Impact Assessment
written by me in March 2021 is dated and is not relevant to the current application.”

The Waahi Whaanui Trust Board (WWT) of Trustees represent six marae Kaitumutumu, Te Kauri, Te
Ohaaki. Matahuru, Taupiri and Waahi marae. The submission on the application dated 11 August
2022, author Norm Hill, advises that the marae leaders oppose the application.

Mr Hill’s letter of submission date 11 August 2022 gives the following information and reasons for the
opposition;

e Te Ture Whai Mana is consistent with the overarching purpose of the settlement between
Waikato-Tainui and the Crown to restore and protect the health and wellbeing of the
Waikato River.

e The health and wellbeing of mana whenua is directly linked to the health and wellbeing of
water quality. Water quality and protection of aquatic life in the stream is a requirement for
any tributary within the project area. The Waikato River are vitally important water sources
that service the cultural and environmental aspirations of mana whenua, including
recreational and food source. These wai ora — taonga need to be protected for legacy and
livelihood purposes.

e QOur ability to exercise Mana Whakahaere or conduct our tikanga and kawa is at threat.

e | consider that the proposal will have significant effects on ecological values.

O The aquatic life of the unnamed tributary of stream requires protecting and
conserving along with the relocation of any fish species.

0 Concerned at the localised depletion of ecological resources, fish and invertebrate
movements and the ability of the local ecosystem to manage habitats.

e | consider the proposal will have major adverse effects on landscape and cultural values with
nearby mana whenua beneficiaries.

e Adverse effects on health and nuisance effects.

e [Effects on health and wellbeing of mana whenua is linked to water quality and protecting
aquatic life / fish species within the local stream within gully 2 including the receiving water
bodies of Waikato River.

e Potential effects on geology and overburden disposal area.

e Potential levels of noise pollution

An outcome of the earlier consultation for the previous application for fill sites 2 — 4 was agreement
to prepare a Maataranga Maaori Environmental Monitoring Plan. The applicant provided a condition
of consent to reflect the agreed Maataranga Maaori monitoring approach. This draft condition has
been included in the recommended conditions of consent and provides ongoing opportunity for iwi
involvement.

| am of the opinion that there is a potential adverse effect to tangata whenua in terms of the matters
addressed in s6(e) and 7(a) RMA. Tangata whenua including Waikato Tainui are a major stakeholder
with regard to the Waikato River. Stormwater discharges from Fill Areas 3 and 4 are will drain into a
tributary of the Waikato River. Stormwater discharges from Fill Area 2 are in the Lake Puketirini
catchment which is part of the wider Waikato River catchment. As discussed in the AEE | am of the
view that the discharges from the site are contrary to the restoration and protection of the Waikato
River and waterways within the catchment.
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| consider that the disturbance of the historic coal tailings dump at Fill Area 3 and the discharge of
approximately 2,000,000m? of managed fill across fill Areas 2 — 4 within the Waikato River catchment,
has the potential to adversely impact the relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with
their ancestral lands, water, sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga. The managed fill activity would
change the physical landscape, and introduce a new contaminant load to the catchment which would
have ongoing discharges of stormwater and subsoil drainage water to the Waikato River. The WWT
expressed in their letter dated 31 August 2021 that “The emotional and environmental legacy issues
of historical waste/contaminants that remain stored in our whenua, alongside our awa tipuna
continues to hurt, and harm the hearts and minds of community and tribal peoples.”.

Furthermore, the proposal does not give sufficient regard to the exercise of guardianship by tangata
whenua of the area in accordance with tikanga Maori in relation to natural and physical resources;
and the ethic of stewardship.

| give weight to the opinions of tangata whenua in guiding the assessment of effects to tangata
whenua values and the implementation of kaitiakitanga (s7 RMA). To understand the proposal in light
of Maori concepts, mauri, and from a spiritual background the assessment to tangata whenua values
is most appropriate to be led by iwi. It would be problematic to assess these matters from a purely
scientific standpoint or via European concepts.

On the basis of the above, | consider the adverse effects to tangata whenua are likely to be more than
minor.

| acknowledge the time and resource tangata whenua have put into visiting the site and
understanding the series of applications lodged, withdrawn and altered over the past three or so
years. The proposal has been a moving target.

Discharges to Air

The managed fill operation has the potential to discharge contaminants to air. Including dust
discharges from vehicle movements, exposed areas and earthworks; combustion source emissions
from heavy machinery; and the discharge to air of contaminants within the managed fill including
airborne asbestos fibres.

Dr Jonathan Caldwell, Senior Scientist for WRC has undertaken a technical assessment of discharges
of contaminants to air, which includes response to relevant concerns raised by the submitters.
Submitters have raised concerns about the potential discharge of dust, asbestos fibres, erionite and
tremolite. The assessment is titled ‘Technical Assessment of Air Discharges, Gleeson’s Managed Fill’,
dated 9 August 2022, updated on 4 November 2022, Appendix 5 to this report.

For the purpose of this report | adopt Dr Caldwell’s Technical Assessment in its entirety. The Technical
Assessment concludes:

“PDP has identified and assessed both dust and combustion related discharges to air associated with
the managed fill activities, including vehicle movements, stripping of topsoil for establishing fill areas,
placement of fill including asbestos containing materials, rehabilitation of fill areas with topsoil and
fugitive emissions from exposed surfaces. | do not anticipate any risk of odour effects as long as there
is compliance with acceptance of the specified types of fill that can be received at the site.

In summary | agree with PDP’s conclusion that the discharges of dust from the activities associated
with the proposed operation is not expected to result in a significant dust nuisance or health effect
relative to applicable air quality guidelines and standards provided the proposed mitigation and
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monitoring methods are implemented to control dust to an acceptable level as well as adherence to
the proposed methods for managing and monitoring asbestos disposal. In my opinion, effects will be
no more than minor from discharges associated with these sources but this is subject to a proactive
adherence to the controls, monitoring and management procedures that have been proposed and the
additional recommendations that | have made.”

The recommended conditions of consent incorporate the recommendations made in Dr Caldwell’s
Technical Assessment. The Discharge to Air conditions include:

AUTH XX.03.01 - Asbestos monitoring and management, conditions 22 — 33.
Schedule One - dust management, conditions 39 — 50.

| am of the opinion that discharges to air from the managed fill operation can be managed to an
extent to ensure any adverse effects are no more than minor provided that Mr Caldwell’s
recommendations are adopted.

Groundwater Effects

Tim Baker, Principal Consultant — Water Resources for SLR undertook a technical review of
groundwater effects in relation to fill areas 2 — 4 for WRC. Refer to Appendix 6 of this report.

e Technical Review of Groundwater Effects, dated 10 June 2022, prepared by Tim Baker, SLR.
Mr Baker made the following conclusions, recommendations and information requests:

Conclusion / Recommendations | have the following questions/requests/queries, and
recommend that they be put to the Applicant to assist the review of groundwater related
effects:

Conceptualisation

e Please provide a validation of the hydraulic properties listed in Table 2 of Appendix 10.1
Waste Acceptance Criteria Report. These are referenced as being from an ‘unpublished PDP
report’ and have no supporting information (as fields sheets, monitoring locations etc). An
explanation of who collected the data, under what methodology, when and how they were
collected is required. As the only data of this type presented, they are critical to the
assessment.

e Please provide a conceptual cross section/s of the site that includes interpreted groundwater
levels relative to the quarry, the fill areas, and receptors such as streams/wetlands/river.

e Quarry dewatering — is this permanent and what is the radius of influence. If quarrying
stops, will groundwater levels increase and would this affect any of the Fill areas? A cross
section may be useful in assessing this risk.

e There is no mention of groundwater strike on BH301 and BH302. Is this because no
groundwater was encountered, or because it was not recorded?

Effects on shallow groundwater flow

e There is reference to the potential for springs and seeps at least two of the Fill Areas in the
GAIA geotechnical report. Has any further information on the presence of springs been
obtained?

e Will activities (such as underdrainage) at any of the Fill Areas result in the loss of stream
flow downstream from the Fill Areas? Noting the potential for drainage water from FA3 is to
be trucked offsite if quality is not suitable for discharge to the streams. If so, has this been
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quantified (such as via a simple water balance model)?
Modelling

e There is limited documentation on the conceptual setting (geology/hydrogeology)
assumptions adopted for the RBCA modelling. The model requires inputs such as groundwater
depth and hydraulic conductivity. Please provide further information on the assumptions
made to populate the model inputs.

e |s the RBCA assessment representative of the fate and transport of contaminants from all
three proposed Fill Areas?

e Does the RBCA model include the mine tailings contaminants present at FA3?

e |s the Waikato River is the most appropriate receptor given that the pathway to the river
would be via the regional groundwater system. The general conceptualisation and
geotechnical reporting indicates that the most likely pathway would be via shallow
groundwater seepage to localised wetlands/streams/springs, then the Waikato River.

Monitoring
e What monitoring of groundwater is proposed?

The applicant provided a response to Mr Baker’s information requests and queries and Mr Baker
advised by email on 26 August 2022 that:

I have now reviewed the s92 response letter and Appendix F. From a groundwater perspective
they have responded to all my questions.

The new information does help conceptualise the site in more detail and demonstrates a clear
differentiation between the deeper groundwater system and the shallower, perched units.
This is the basis for them not recommending any groundwater monitoring. 1’d like to consider
this some more, but conceptually I’'m probably ok with that, so long as there is a shallow
surface water monitoring programme in place, and perhaps a framework that would require
the consideration of installing deeper groundwater bores, if contamination of the shallow
perched groundwater/surface flow is observed. Happy to discuss this further.

| recommend that if consent is granted and as a minimum, a framework is in place that would require
a groundwater investigation, including the installation of monitoring bores if contamination of
surface flow is observed not attributable to overland runoff. | request that the groundwater experts
draft conditions to this effect and | have added a placeholder condition to the recommended
conditions, APP144475.03.01, condition 40.

Site Abandonment

If the site is not rehabilitated to an appropriate standard or in the event it is abandoned prior to the
site being fully rehabilitated, it has the potential to cause adverse effects on the environment
including contaminant discharge to water, incomplete mitigation of adverse ecological effects,
amenity values, loss of soil productivity and instability.

To ensure that in the event of non-performance with conditions or the inability of the applicant to
complete any rehabilitation works required, the Council may require a bond to ensure completion of
such works.

Section 108(1)(b) allows a consent authority to impose a condition of a consent which requires a
bond be given in respect of the performance of any one or more conditions of the consent.
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| have added the requirement for a bond to Schedule One of the Recommended Conditions
(Appendix 8). If the application is granted, the bond quantum will require WRC review and agreement
to ensure it is sufficient to cover the rehabilitation works which would be required in the event of the
company being unwilling or unable to rehabilitate the site.

It is my recommendation that a minimum bond quantum is assessed during the application process.
From past experience with different sites/consents it can be challenging and costly to reach
agreement on the bond quantum after decision on the application.

The applicant has offered a bond of up to the value of $250,000, refer to section 19.3 of the AEE. A
breakdown of site rehabilitation works and costings has not been provided. From my experience
reviewing bonds for other similar sites, a higher bond quantum would be required to cover
rehabilitation and ongoing monitoring costs in the event of site abandonment, | estimate somewhere
in the vicinity of $400,000 to 500,000 limited to the managed fill consents. A separate or additional
bond quantum will be required for the adjoining quarry during the quarry re-consenting process.
Bond costings would need to be at market rates and cover such activities as:

e Importation of clean material to cap and cover the active fill areas, contouring and
revegetation of sites.

e Maintenance of cleanwater diversion drains, stormwater controls and treatment devices.

e Completion of the ecological compensation, fencing, planting, ecological monitoring,
establishment of covenants and pest control for the durations set out in the Ecological
Management Plan.

e Ongoing environmental monitoring until consents are no longer required, site meets
permitted activity standards.

e Engagement of a project management to oversee the site rehabilitation and environmental
monitoring.

e Ancillary costs such as engagement of legal, accounting and engineer services as required.

The bond quantum should be regularly reviewed, about every 5 years, and adjusted for inflation.

Provided an adequate minimum bond quantum forms part of the application and the bond is
established prior to works commencing, compliance with the recommended bond conditions should
ensure that potential adverse effects on the environment in the event that the site is abandoned are
no more than minor.

Climate change effects

Section 7(i) of the RMA identifies the effects of climate change on the proposal as an “other matter”
to which particular regard must be had. | have considered the potential for climate change to affect
the proposal, it is possible that the site will experience more frequent or severe weather events
which could lead to land instability or increased stormwater discharges. | consider that severe
weather events do pose a risk to stormwater infrastructure, associated treatment and management
of discharges and site stability. The AEE for erosion and sediment control has considered the average
reoccurrence interval (ARI) between selected size flood events i.e. 50 year ARI. The erosion and
sediment control plan contains a number of measures to minimise environmental risk during flood
events including ensuring stormwater controls are sized appropriately for the catchment area. The
draft Erosion and Sediment Control Plans have been reviewed and found to be in general accordance
with the Waikato Regional Council Erosion and Sediment Control Guidelines for Soil Disturbing
Activities TR2009/02. The site will also be designed in accordance with geotechnical best practice to
ensure fill stability, refer to the geotechnical AEE and technical assessment.

Additionally, | have recommended shorter consent durations than the 35 years requested, the
recommendation being 10 — 15 years. The shorter durations will reduce risk of increased climate
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change effects which could occur over a greater time span (refer to section 7 of this report).

6.2 Policy Statements, Plans and Regulations

6.2.1 National environmental standards

There are currently seven National Environmental Standards in effect;
e National Environmental Standards for Air Quality
e National Environmental Standard for Sources of Human Drinking Water
e National Environmental Standards for Telecommunication Facilities
e National Environmental Standards for Electricity Transmission

e National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect
Human Health

e National Environmental Standards for Plantation Forestry
e National Environmental Standards for Freshwater

National Environmental Standard for Sources of Human Drinking Water (NES — Drinking Water)

The National Environmental Standard for Sources of Human Drinking Water commenced on 20 June
2008. This standard is a regulation enacted by an Order in Council, under s43 of the Resource
Management Act. The regulation requires that a regional council must not grant a water or discharge
permit for an activity that will occur upstream of a drinking water abstraction point if specific criteria at
the point of abstraction are exceeded. The matters to be considered as part of an assessment are
dependent on the permit being sought and the level of effects on any drinking water supplier located
downstream or down gradient of the activity.

Under this regulation a regional council may also impose a condition of consent on any resource consent
application requiring the consent holder to notify, as soon as reasonably practical, the registered
drinking-water supply operators and the regional council if the activity leads to an event that, or as a
consequence of an event, results in a significant adverse effect on the quality of the water at the
abstraction point.

There are municipal surface water takes downstream from the Waikato River downstream of the fill site
discharge points.

Provided the recommended conditions of the consent are complied with | am of the opinion that
discharges of treated water from the consented footprint will have less than minor effects on water
quality within the 2km drinking water supply buffer zones or at the take points. However, as a
precautionary measure in the event of consent non-compliance and poor quality water discharge from
the site, | consider it appropriate under Regulation 12 to impose conditions requiring the consent holder
to notify water suppliers of uncontrolled discharges etc that might affect water quality.

National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human
Health (NESCS)

The applicant has applied to the Waikato District Council for resource consent for a controlled activity
under Regulation 9 of the NESCS. Proposed Fill Area 3 is located on top of a historic coal mine tailings
dump and the preparation of fill area 3 will disturb the old coal tailings triggering the requirement for
resource consent under the NESCS.
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The NESCS is administered by the territorial authority, and the above mentioned application has been
lodged with the Waikato District Council. For these reasons, no further evaluation is necessary pursuant
to the NESCS.

Dr Caldwell for the WRC has peer reviewed the applicant’s AEE for the potential discharge of
contaminants from the disturbance of the historic coal tailings dump. The review is included within the
AEE of this report. Additionally recommended conditions of consent require a Contaminated Site
Management Plan (AUTH144475.01.01).

National Environmental Standards for Air Quality

The resource consent does not authorise the acceptance of putrescible materials. The fill sites will
contain inert material that will not biodegrade and release gases. Application has not been made for the
discharges of dust from the fill sites and earthworks, it is considered that discharges to air will be
managed under the suite of consents sought.

The applicant has provided an Asbestos Management Plan and a Dust Management Plan. Dr Jonathan
Caldwell has peer reviewed the applicant’s air discharge AEE and respective management plans. Refer to
the AEE of this report and Dr Caldwell’s peer review WRC doc # 24498211.

To provide an increased confidence in the quality of discharges to air from the site,
APP144475.03.01 and Schedule One contain a suite of recommended air discharge condition limits and
monitoring conditions. Provided the recommended conditions of consent are adhered to, | am of the
opinion that the application is not contrary to the NES-Air.

National Environmental Standards for Freshwater

The National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020 (NPSFM 2020) and the Resource
Management (National Environmental Standards for Freshwater) 2020 (NESF 2020) took effect on 3
September 2020.

The proposed activities trigger the following Standards under the NESFW.

NESF Regulation Activity Activity Status

Regulation 57 Reclamation of the bed of any | Discretionary
river is a discretionary activity.

Regulation 54(c) The taking, use, damming, | Non-Complying
diversion, or discharge of water
within, or within a 100 m setback
from, a natural wetland.

On 13 July 2022 the applicant applied for an additional consent under Regulation 54 NESF. The applicant
advised that additional ecological investigation determined that the proposed discharge of stormwater
from sediment retention ponds within Fill Areas 3 and 4 are within 100m from two small natural inland
wetlands. Any damming (holding water in the sediment ponds) or diversion of water within the 100m
setback would also trigger Regulation 54.

The AEE and ecological reports assess that the proposal would result in the loss of ephemeral and
intermittent water courses. Consent is sought under Regulation 57 NESF.



Should consent be granted | have drafted recommended conditions of consent to reflect the NES
Regulation 55 - General conditions on natural wetland activities - to manage the effects of stormwater
discharges within 100m of a natural wetland.

AUTHXX.07.01 Condition 2 addresses potential changes to bed profile and hydrological regime of any
natural wetland within 100m of site discharges.

AUTHXX.04.01 suite of water quality testing and monitoring conditions.

With regard to the stream reclamation activity, the applicant has provided an Environmental
Management Plan which has been added to the recommended conditions of consent. As has a Fish
Management Plan, including translocation methodology.

6.2.2 National policy statements (including NZ Coastal Policy Statement)

There are currently six National Policy Statements which Regional Policy Statements must give effect to:

e New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010, and Sections 7 and 8 of the Hauraki Gulf Marine
Park Act 2000 are deemed to be a New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement

e Electricity Transmission

e Freshwater Management

e Renewable Electricity Generation
e Urban Development Capacity

e Highly Productive Land

The National Policy Statement on Freshwater Management (NPS-FM) is applicable to the proposal. The
NPSFM came into force on 3 September. It supersedes earlier versions of the NPSFM.

The NPSFM includes Te Mana o te Wai — a concept that “refers to the fundamental importance of water
and recognises that protecting the health of freshwater protects the health and well-being of the wider
environment. It protects the mauri of the wai. Te Mana o te Wai is about restoring and preserving the
balance between the water, the wider environment, and the community.”. It encompasses six principles
as below:

e Mana whakahaere: the power, authority, and obligations of tangata whenua to make decisions
that maintain, protect, and sustain the health and well-being of, and their relationship with,
freshwater

e Kaitiakitanga: the obligation of tangata whenua to preserve, restore, enhance, and sustainably
use freshwater for the benefit of present and future generations

e Manaakitanga: the process by which tangata whenua show respect, generosity, and care for
freshwater and for others

e Governance: the responsibility of those with authority for making decisions about freshwater to
do so in a way that prioritises the health and well-being of freshwater now and into the future

e Stewardship: the obligation of all New Zealanders to manage freshwater in a way that ensures it
sustains present and future generations

e (Care and respect: the responsibility of all New Zealanders to care for freshwater in providing for
the health of the nation.

Further, there is a hierarchy of obligations in Te Mana o te Wai that informs the objective of the NPSFM
—To ensure that natural and physical resources are managed in a way that prioritises:

(a) first, the health and well-being of water bodies and freshwater ecosystems

(b) second, the health needs of people (such as drinking water)



(c) third, the ability of people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural

well-being, now and in the future.

The following table comments on the proposed activities in relation to relevant policies of the NPSFW

Policy 1: Freshwater is managed in a way that
gives effect to Te Mana o te Wai.

Policy not met

The obligation hierarchy of Te Mana o te Wai
prioritises the health and wellbeing of
waterbodies and freshwater ecosystems first,
and within the Waikato River catchment
weaves in the Vision and Strategy for the
Waikato River. | have assessed in the AEE that
the managed fill proposal does not provide for
the restoration of receiving waters.

Policy 2: Tangata whenua are actively involved
in freshwater management (including decision
making processes), and Maori freshwater
values are identified and provided for.

Tangata Whenua are most appropriate to
advise whether this policy has been met.
Based on a letter from the WWT dated August
2021, | suggest that this policy has not been
met.

Policy 3: Freshwater is managed in an
integrated way that considers the effects of the
use and development of land on a whole-of-
catchment basis, including the effects on
receiving environments.

Policy not met

| consider that the discharges of sediment and
contaminants within the managed fill to water
will have cumulative effects over the proposed
35 year consent term, and the contaminant
concentration  limits have not been
demonstrated to provide for the restoration of
water quality within the catchment.

Policy 6: There is no further loss of extent of
natural inland wetlands, their values are
protected, and their restoration is promoted.

Policy not met
The proposal would result in the net loss of
inland wetlands.

Policy 7: The loss of river extent and values is
avoided to the extent practicable.

The proposal includes the loss of ephemeral
and intermittent water courses.

Policy 9: The habitats of indigenous freshwater
species are protected.

The ecological compensation area provides for
enhancement and protection of a riparian area.

The discharges from the site would not
promote the restoration of water quality within
the catchment, no improvement to degraded
waterways.

The discharges from the site are not expected
to result in any measurable increase in
contaminants within the Waikato River of Lake
Puketirini.

Policy 15: Communities are enabled to provide
for their social, economic, and cultural
wellbeing in a way that is consistent with this
National Policy Statement.

Policy Not met.

A number of submitters have raised concerns
around the health and wellbeing of the Lake
Puketirini and Waikato River catchments,
restoration of degraded waterways,
recreational use of lakes and rivers, mauri of
water.




| consider that the proposal is contrary to several policies in the NPSFW as identified in the Table above.
It is my view that the ecological compensation offered is not ‘like for like’ it will not result in the creation
of new stream habitat or the creation of new wetlands. | consider that the proposal would result in a net
loss of wetlands and waterways, associated net loss of habitat and indigenous biodiversity; and an
increase in cumulative contaminant discharges and effects to water quality over the proposed 35 year
consent duration.

There are no other National Policy Statements applicable to the proposed activities described in the
resource consent application.

6.2.3 Regional Policy Statement

The Waikato Regional Policy Statement (RPS) is operative. The relevant parts of the RPS as it relates to
this proposal are as follows:

Objectives
e 3.9 Relationship of tangata whenua with the environment

e 3.11 Air Quality

e 3.14 Mauri and values of fresh water bodies

e 3.15 Allocation and use of fresh water

e 3.16 Riparian areas and wetlands

e 3.18 Historic and cultural heritage

e 3.19 Ecological integrity and indigenous biodiversity

e 3.25 Values of soil

These are each discussed below.

Objective 3.9 Relationship of tangata whenua with the environment
The relationship of tangata whenua with the environment is recognised and provided for, including:
a. the use and enjoyment of natural and physical resources in accordance with tikanga Mdori,
including matauranga Maori; and

b. the role of tangata whenua as kaitiaki.

| assess the proposal as inconsistent with Objective 3.9. The proposal has been assessed as having minor
or more than minor adverse effects to Tangata Whenua Values (refer to the AEE of this report) and
inconsistent with the Waikato Tainui Environmental Plan (section 6.3 of this report). | am of the opinion
that the proposal does not provide for the role of tangata whenua as kaitiaki.

Objective 3.11 Air Quality

Air quality is managed in a way that:

a. ensures that where air quality is better than national environmental standards and guidelines for
ambient air, any degradation is as low as reasonably achievable;

b. avoids unacceptable risks to human health and ecosystems, with high priority placed on
achieving compliance with national environmental standards and guidelines for ambient air; and
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C. avoids, where practicable, adverse effects on local amenity values and people’s wellbeing
including from discharges of particulate matter, smoke, odour, dust and agrichemicals, recognising
that it is appropriate that some areas will have a different amenity level to others.

The recommended conditions of consent include measures to minimise and monitor the discharges of
particulate matter from managed fill placement activities prior to rehabilitation. Provided the
recommended conditions of consent are adhered to | consider the proposal consistent with Objective
3.11.

Objective 3.14 Mauri and values of fresh water bodies

Maintain or enhance the mauri and identified values of fresh water bodies including by:

a) maintaining or enhancing the overall quality of freshwater within the region;

b) safeguarding ecosystem processes and indigenous species habitats;

c¢) safeguarding the outstanding values of identified outstanding freshwater bodies and the significant
values of wetlands;

d) safeguarding and improving the life supporting capacity of freshwater bodies where they have been
degraded as a result of human activities, with demonstrable progress made by 2030;

e) establishing objectives, limits and targets, for freshwater bodies that will determine how they will be
managed;

f) enabling people to provide for their social, economic and cultural wellbeing and for their health and
safety;

g) recognising that there will be variable management responses required for different catchments of the
region;

h) recognising the interrelationship between land use, water quality and water quantity.

| assess the proposal as inconsistent with Obj 3.14. The proposal would result in a net loss of wetland,
net loss of ephemeral and intermittent watercourses and the importation of managed fill and ongoing
stormwater discharges would increase the contaminant load within the Waikato River catchment.

Objective 3.15 Allocation and use of fresh water
The allocation and use of fresh water is managed to achieve freshwater objectives (derived from
identified values) by:

a. avoiding any new over-allocation of ground and surface waters;

b. seeking to phase out any existing over-allocation of ground and surface water bodies by 31
December 2030;

c. increasing efficiency in the allocation and use of water; and

d. recognising the social, economic and cultural benefits of water takes and uses.

It is unclear what volume of water take would be required for any activities on site such as truck wash,
dust suppression storage of subsoil drainage water storage in a tank at Fill Area 3. It is unclear what
consents would authorise these activities.

The proposal includes pumping subsoil drainage water into a tank prior to releasing the water back into
the catchment following testing and treatment. With regard to this activity, a recommended condition
of consent is that the water take will be a net zero take. Provided the water take is a net zero take |
consider that the proposal will not be contrary to objective 3.15.

Objective 3.16 Riparian areas and wetlands
Riparian areas (including coastal dunes) and wetlands are managed to:
a. maintain and enhance:

i. public access; and
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ii. amenity values.
b. maintain or enhance:
i. water quality;
ii. indigenous biodiversity;
iii. natural hazard risk reduction;
iv. cultural values;
v. riparian habitat quality and extent; and
vi. wetland quality and extent.

| assess the proposal as inconsistent with Obj 3.16 (b). The proposal would result in a net loss of wetland
areas, ephemeral, intermittent watercourses and the indigenous biodiversity within these habitats (obj
3.16 ii, v & vi). The ecological compensation is not like for like it does not include the creation of new
wetland or watercourses.

Objective 3.19 Ecological integrity and indigenous biodiversity
The full range of ecosystem types, their extent and the indigenous biodiversity that those ecosystems can
support exist in a healthy and functional state.

Full range of ecosystem types — the nine broad ecosystem types that occur in the Waikato region:
1. a) native forest and scrub;

2. b) swamps and bogs;

3. ¢) streams, rivers and lakes;

4. d) beaches and dunes;

5. e) marine and estuarine ecosystems;

6. f) coastal islands;

7. g) geothermal ecosystems;

8. h) karst ecosystems; and

9. i) high mountain lands.

| assess the proposal as inconsistent with Obj 3.19. The proposal would result in a net loss of wetland
habitat, ephemeral and intermittent watercourses and indigenous biodiversity. There remains
uncertainty about the extent of wetland which would be impacted by the proposal.

Objective 3.18 Historic and cultural heritage

Sites, structures, landscapes, areas or places of historic and cultural heritage are protected, maintained
or enhanced in order to retain the identity and integrity of the Waikato region’s and New Zealand'’s
history and culture.

There are no recorded archaeological sites within the subject site. The recommended conditions of
consent will ensure that appropriate protocols are followed in the event of accidental archaeological
discovery to ensure the preservation of historic and cultural heritage.

The placement of approximately 2,000,000 million cubic metres of fill within the three gullies would
change the physical characteristic of the landscape. The site is within the Waikato River catchment
which is of significance to iwi. There have been no written approvals given by tangata whenua and | am
not aware of any communications that indicate support for the proposal. Taking all of the above into
consideration, | consider that overall the proposal is inconsistent with obj 3.18.

| note that the assessment of cultural heritage and landscapes would be best led by tangata whenua. On
this basis, my opinion might change should tangata whenua provide advice or comments.

Objective 3.25 Values of soil
The soil resource is managed to safeguard its life supporting capacity, for the existing and foreseeable
range of uses.
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The topsoil from stripping will be stockpiled for use during the rehabilitation stage. Completed managed
fill areas would be progressively rehabilitated consistent with current land use. | consider the proposal is
consistent with obj 3.25 Values of Soils.

6.2.4 Regional Plan

The Waikato Regional Plan (WRP) is operative. The purpose of regional plans is to help the Council carry
out its functions under s30 of the RMA. Section 2 of this report sets out the plan rules and activity status
for the activities applied for.

The key WRP provisions are as follows:
e Section 3 - Water Module; Chapter 3.2 — Management of Water Resources

e Section 5 - Land and Soil Module; Chapter 5.1 — Accelerated Erosion
e Section 6 — Air Module; Chapter 6.1 - Regional and Local Air Management

In assessing this application | have given regard to the objectives and policies of the relevant sections of
the WRP.

As discussed in the AEE, additional consents might be required for the water take — pumping water into
a tank at Fill Area 3. As well as for the discharge of treated runoff from the acid sulphate soil pad to the
quarry pit pond and for irrigation of Fill 3 subsoil drainage water to land (if the applicant choose this
disposal method).

Bundled Activity Status

The managed fill proposal requires consent for numerous activities which are all required and integral
for the operation/overall managed fill activity. The activities overlap to an extent that the activities and
the effects of the activities cannot be practically separated. Bundled activities are assessed as a whole
and the most stringent activity status applied.

In this case the application has been bundled to non-complying activity status s104D RMA.

$104D Gateway Test
The application triggers non-complying activity rule NESF Regulation 54(c) The taking, use, damming,
diversion, or discharge of water within, or within a 100 m setback from, a natural wetland.

The proposal might trigger WRP rule 3.5.4.6 — Non-Complying Activity Rule — Discharges into other
Water Bodies, dependent on site preparation methodology. This rule would be applicable should the
applicant discharge contaminants such as managed fill into wetlands. The applicant argues that the
wetlands within the fill sites would be destroyed prior to the discharge of fill and therefore consider the
rule is not applicable.

The RMA specifies particular restrictions for non-complying activities. Should the application be granted,
the decision maker must be satisfied that either the adverse effects of the activity on the environment
will be minor (s104D(1)(a)), or the proposed activity will not be contrary to the objectives and policies of
a proposed plan and/or plan (s104D(1)(b)).

It has been established in this report that the proposal is contrary to the policy, plan and regulation
assessments and that the adverse effects of the proposal are likely to be more than minor to tangata
whenua values and ecological values. | consider that neither pathway of s104D has been met.
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The proposed Waikato Regional Plan Change 1 (PWRP — Change 1) is applicable to the Waikato and
Waipa River catchments and gives effect to the National Policy Statement on Freshwater Management
(NPS-FM) and the Vision and Strategy. The PWRP — Change 1 was notified on the 22 October 2016. The
purpose of the proposed plan change is to reduce point source and non-point sources of contaminants —
nitrogen, phosphorus, sediment and bacteria - entering waterbodies (including groundwater) within the
Waikato and Waipa River catchments.

Of the four contaminants listed — nitrogen, phosphorus, sediment and bacteria — | consider that only
sediment discharges are likely to be inconsistent with the objectives of Plan Change 1.

The proposal is within the Waikato River Catchment. The proposal is not anticipated to have any
measurable effect on water quality within the Waikato River and Lake Puketirini.

| have recommended suite of conditions to monitor sediment discharges, sediment retention pond
efficiency and to quantify annual sediment yield.

There remains uncertainty within the application as to how the applicant will quantify sediment yield
and whether there is a trigger level for undertaking additional compensation should sediment yield
exceed XX volume per annum. Without this information | consider that it is likely the fill sites will
discharge a higher level of sediment than background levels and will be inconsistent with the plan to
reduce sediment discharges within the Waikato River catchment.

6.3 Waikato-Tainui Environmental Plan (WTEP)

The Waikato-Tainui Environmental Plan provides a background to, and identifies key, resource based
issues for Waikato-Tainui. The plan sets out Waikato-Tainui vision statement for environmental and
heritage issues and key strategic objectives such as tribal identity and integrity, including “to grow our
tribal estate and manage our natural resources.” The plan is designed to enhance Waikato-Tainui
participation in resource and environmental management.

| consider that the proposed wetland loss is inconsistent with the WTEP. Section 20 of the WTEP details
the importance of wetlands, their water attenuation and ecological functions and services, and
importance to iwi. Objective 20.3.1 states ‘existing wetlands are protected and enhanced’. The proposal
will result in a net loss of wetland areas which | assess to be inconsistent with section 20 of the WTEP.

The Vision and Strategy for the Waikato River and it’s purpose “restore and protect the health and
wellbeing of the Waikato River for future generations” forms a key part of the WTEP. | have assessed the
application as inconsistent with the Vision and Strategy, refer to section 6.4 of this report. Accordingly, |
consider the proposal inconsistent with the WTEP.

There is potential for the importation of 2,000,000m* of managed fill and the associated discharges of
contaminants within the Waikato River catchment to adversely effect the following customary activities:

e WTEP section 14.1.7: “Waioranga — the use of water bodies (fresh and marine water) for
customary practices relating to the physical health and wellbeing of persons including bathing
and cleansing. This also includes other rivers and places where similar activities are undertaken.”

e WTEP section 14.1.8: “Wairua — the use of water bodies (fresh and marine water) customary
practices relating to the spiritual and cultural health and wellbeing of people and the tribe.”

| consider the 35 year consent term sought is contrary to Section 8.4.1 of the WTEP. Section 8.4.1
encourages a precautionary approach to consent terms where the activity may adversely effect the
social, economic, cultural, spiritual or environmental wellbeing of Waikato-Tainui.
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As discussed in the AEE the managed fill activity would change the physical landscape, and introduce a
new contaminant load to the catchment which would have ongoing discharges of stormwater and
subsoil drainage water to the Waikato River.

Waikato Tainui have not given any written approvals for the application and have not lodged any
submission to the WRC on the application.

| have assessed the application as contrary to the objectives and outcomes within the WTEP. My opinion
might change if tangata whenua were to provide comment or assessment in support of the proposal.

6.4 Waikato-Tainui Raupatu (Waikato River) Settlement Claims Act 2010

6.4.1 Vision and strategy

As of 24 September 2010 Waikato Regional Council, in addition to any requirement specified in the
RMA, must have particular regard to the vision and strategy (Schedule 2 of the Settlement Claims Act).
These Acts apply to applications relating to the Waikato River; or activities in the catchment that affect
the Waikato River.

The Waikato-Tainui Raupatu Claims (Waikato River) Settlement Act 2010 was enacted in May 2010 with
the purpose of implementing co-management of the Waikato River. The overarching purpose of the Act
is to restore and protect the health and wellbeing of the Waikato River for future generations. Through
this piece of legislation it is intended to implement the “Vision and Strategy” for the River and
consequently aims to meet the objectives of Waikato Tainui for the Waikato River through:

a) the restoration and protection of the health and wellbeing of the Waikato River;

b) the restoration and protection of the relationship of Waikato — Tainui with the Waikato River,
including their economic, social, cultural and spiritual relationships;

c) the restoration and protection of the relationships of Waikato Iwi according to their tikanga and
kawa with the Waikato River, including their economic, social, cultural and spiritual
relationships;

d) the restoration and protection of the Waikato Region’s communities, with the Waikato River,
including their economic, social, cultural and spiritual relationships;

e) the integrated, holistic and coordinated approach to management of the natural, physical,
cultural and historic resources of the Waikato River;

f) the adoption of a precautionary approach towards decision that may result in significant
adverse effects on the Waikato River, and in particular those effects that threaten serious or
irreversible damage to the River;

g) The recognition and avoidance of adverse cumulative effects, of activities undertaken both
within the Waikato River and within its catchments on the health and wellbeing of the Waikato
River;

h) The recognition that the Waikato River is degraded and should not be required to absorb further
degradation as a result of human activities;

i) The protection and enhancement of significant sites, fisheries, flora and fauna;

j)  The recognition that the strategic importance of the Waikato River to New Zealand’s social,
cultural, environmental and economic wellbeing, requires the restoration and protection of the
health and wellbeing of the Waikato River;



k) The restoration of water quality within the Waikato River so that it is safe for people to swim in
and take food from over its entire length;

I) The promotion of improved access to the Waikato River to better enable sporting, recreational,
and cultural opportunities;

m) The application of the above of both matauranga Maori and the latest available scientific
methods.

The vision and strategy forms part of the Proposed Waikato Regional Policy Statement and is given
effect through the plans administered by Regional and territorial authorities along the river. The
settlement also provides for joint management agreements between Waikato-Tainui and the local
authorities; participation in river-related resource consent decision-making; recognition of a Waikato-
Tainui environmental plan; provision for regulations relating to fisheries and other matters managed
under conservation legislation and an integrated river management plan.

The proposed fill sites are within the Waikato River catchment. Treated stormwater and subsoil
drainage water from Fill Areas 3 and 4 will drain into a tributary of the Waikato River. Stormwater and
subsoil drainage water from Fill Area 2 will drain into a tributary of Lake Puketirini.

It has been assessed in the AEE for the discharges of contaminants to land and water that the managed
fill operation would not be expected to result in a measurable change in water quality within Lake
Puketerini or the Waikato river. This assessment takes into account background levels of contaminant
concentrations within the receiving waterways and the dilution of the managed fill discharges.

As discussed in the s107 RMA assessment, section 6.6 below, the receiving waterways are degraded and
baseline water quality data provided by EHS at sampling site DS2 which is in the unnamed tributary of
the Waikato River below Fill Area 3 and 4 indicates elevated concentrations of dissolved zinc, aluminium
and chromium. Discharges from the managed fill operation would add additional contaminants to the
receiving waterways, including the same contaminants identified as already being elevated and
additional contaminants listed in the Fill Management Plan fill acceptance criteria, and sediment. The
proposal does not provide for restoration of water quality within the Waikato River catchment and
would authorise the continued degradation of the waterways equivalent to current baseline water
quality levels for the duration of the consents. The applicant seeks 35 year consent terms, discharges
over this period would have a cumulative effect from the ongoing discharge of contaminants to
wetlands and waterways below the fill sites.

The applicant’s AEE and proposed discharge criteria does not recognise that the Waikato River is
degraded and should not be required to absorb further degradation as a result of human activities
(objective h, above).

The proposal would result in a net loss of wetland at FA2 of 570m?, FA4 484m?, possible remnant
wetland loss at FA3 additional to the previous unauthorised loss of at least FA3 815m?. The wetland
water attenuation and treatment functions have not been compensated for and the proposal does not
offer the creation of any new wetland. The compensation is not like for like. Due to a net loss of wetland
areas, the proposal would result in a permanent and ongoing net loss of water attenuation and
treatment capacity within the catchment.

| have had particular regard for the Vision and Strategy for the Waikato River. | am of the opinion the
proposal is contrary to the matters listed a — m above, particularly:

h) The recognition that the Waikato River is degraded and should not be required to absorb further
degradation as a result of human activities;



j) The recognition that the strategic importance of the Waikato River to New Zealand’s social, cultural,
environmental and economic wellbeing, requires the restoration and protection of the health and
wellbeing of the Waikato River;

k) The restoration of water quality within the Waikato River so that it is safe for people to swim in and
take food from over its entire length;

The proposal does not recognise that the Waikato River is degraded and should not be required to
absorb further degradation as a result of human activities; and, the proposal does not support the
restoration and protection of the health and wellbeing of the Waikato River.

The Environment Court Decision Puke Coal Ltd. V Waikato Regional Council is relevant to resource
consent applications within the Waikato River Catchment subject to the Vision and Strategy, including
this application. My understanding of the Environment Court Decision is that for the resource consent
application to meet the Vision and Strategy, the application must demonstrate that the activities will
result in a net benefit to the Waikato River catchment, proportionate to the effects of the proposal.

For the reasons set out above | consider that the proposal would result in a net loss to water quality
values within the Waikato River catchment and is inconsistent with the Vision and Strategy.

No written approvals have been given by any iwi group.
6.4.2 Customary activities

S58(3) of the Waikato-Tainui Act 2010 requires the consent authority to ensure that the granting of
consent does not cause the prevention of, or significant adverse effect on, a notified customary activity.

| have reviewed the Customary Activities Section of the Waikato Tainui Environmental Plan. Of the
activities listed | consider that the introduction of 2,000,000m3 of managed fill and the associated
stormwater discharges within the Waikato River catchment could potentially impact the following two
customary activities:

WTEP section 14.1.7: “Waioranga — the use of water bodies (fresh and marine water) for customary
practices relating to the physical health and wellbeing of persons including bathing and cleansing. This
also includes other rivers and places where similar activities are undertaken.”

WTEP section 14.1.8: “Wairua — the use of water bodies (fresh and marine water) customary practices
relating to the spiritual and cultural health and wellbeing of people and the tribe.”

6.5 Section 105 and 107 Matters

Section 105(1) of the RMA outlines additional matters that must be taken into regard for a discharge to
water or land which contravenes section 15 of the RMA.

105Matters relevant to certain applications

(1) If an application is for a discharge permit or coastal permit to do something that would contravene
section 15 or section 15B, the consent authority must, in addition to the matters in section 104(1), have
regard to—

(a) the nature of the discharge and the sensitivity of the receiving environment to adverse effects; and
(b) the applicant’s reasons for the proposed choice; and

(c) any possible alternative methods of discharge, including discharge into any other receiving
environment.

(2) If an application is for a resource consent for a reclamation, the consent authority must, in addition to
the matters in section 104(1), consider whether an esplanade reserve or esplanade strip is appropriate
and, if so, impose a condition under section 108(2)(g) on the resource consent.
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Fill Areas 3 and 4 will discharge overland via an ephemeral watercourse that discharges into an
unnamed stream prior to flowing into Waikato River. Fill Area 2 will discharge into unnamed tributary
within the Lake Puketirini catchment.

There remains some uncertainty around the extent of wetland habitat below the fill sites which will
receive runoff from the manage fill areas. From my experience walking over the sites, there are patches
of wetland directly below all three fill areas. On 13 July 2022 the applicant applied for an additional
activity of stormwater discharges to a natural wetland under Regulation 54 NESF for a non-complying
activity. The application assesses that ‘The discharge points from the sediment retention ponds that will
service FA3 and FA4 are at the nearest point 35m (approximately) from identified natural inland
(induced) wetlands.’

The RPS recognises that the Waikato River water quality is degraded and aims to restore and protect
waterways within the Waikato River catchment (Vision and Strategy). The maximum consent durations
are sought for all whole suite of consents, 35 years. | consider that there would be cumulative effects of
sediment and managed fill contaminant discharges over this consent term. The nature of the discharge
and specific contaminants is discussed in Dr Caldwell’s Technical Assessment of contaminant discharges
to land and water, Appendix 3 to this report. Baseline water quality data provided by EHS at sampling
site DS2 which is in the unnamed tributary of the Waikato River below Fill Area 3 and 4 indicates
elevated concentrations of dissolved zinc, aluminium and chromium. In my opinion the elevated
concentrations of the contaminants increases the sensitivity of the receiving environment for any
additional discharge of the respective contaminant from the fill operation.

Section 105 requires that the consent authority must have regard to any possible alternative methods
for discharge, including discharge into any other receiving environments. The proposal will add
contaminants to the tributaries within the Waikato River catchment. There is no functional need for the
fill activity to occur in this particular environment, there are likely more suitably environments such as
sites which discharge to land and are located a greater distance from wetlands and water bodies, or end
of life quarry pits.

Based on the above reasons | assess the proposal is inconsistent with s105(a) due to the sensitivity of
the receiving environment (degraded waterways and natural wetlands) and the nature of the discharge
(the fill is anticipated to discharge the same contaminants to waterways which already have elevated
concentrations of those contaminants) and inconsistent with s105(c) due to there being no functional
need for the activity to be at this location with the respective sensitivity of receiving environments.

Section 107 of the RMA outlines restrictions on the granting of discharges to water or land if it is likely to
give rise to all or any of the following effects in the receiving waters;

c. the production of any conspicuous oil or grease films, scums or foams, or floatable or suspended
materials:

d. any conspicuous change in the colour or visual clarity:

e. any emission of objectionable odour:

f. the rendering of fresh water unsuitable for consumption by farm animals:

g. any significant adverse effects on aquatic life

On the basis of the assessment of effects and recommended conditions, it is not considered that the
proposed treated stormwater discharge and the discharge of managed fill and cleanfill to land will result
in the above effects after reasonable mixing with receiving waters; and the discharges from the site are
not expected to result in a measurable change in water quality within Lake Puketerini or the Waikato
river.
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6.6 Relevant Part 2 Considerations

Section 104 of the RMA is subject to Part 2 of the Act:

e Section 5 of the RMA outlines the Act’s purpose, the basic principle of which is sustainable
management.

e Section 6 of the RMA outlines matters of national importance.
e Section 7 outlines the other matters for consideration.
e Section 8 concerns the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi.

| have established in the AEE of this report that there is a potential adverse effect to tangata whenua in
terms of the matters addressed in s6(e) and 7(a) RMA. Furthermore, the proposal does not adequately
compensate for wetland loss, quantify sediment discharges and does not provide for the restoration of
the Waikato River catchment.

Overall, the application is considered to have inconsistencies with relevant provisions of Part 2 of the
RMA and the proposal is not likely to achieve the purpose (section 5) of the RMA, being the sustainable
management of natural and physical resources.

7 Discussion and Recommendations

The application has been assessed as a non-complying activity under the NES Freshwater and is
therefore determined in accordance with section 104 and 104D of the RMA. In considering the subject
resource consent application the main potential environmental effects associated with the proposed
works have been identified as follows;

e Land Stability Effects

e Discharges to Air

e Discharge of contaminants to land and water
e Erosion and Sediment Discharges

e Stormwater Effects

e Ecological Effects

e Effects to Tangata Whenua Values

e Effects in the event of Site Abandonment

Section 6.1 of this report assesses the actual and potential environmental effects of the proposal. For
the reasons outlined in section 6.1, | consider that the proposal would likely result in more than minor
adverse effects to the environment. Of particular concern is the potential adverse effects to ecological
values, discharges of contaminants to surface water, and the potential adverse effects to tangata
whenua values.

Should consent be granted, the report assessments arrive at several recommendations and provide a set
of recommended conditions (Appendix 8). The recommendations include:

e Increased frequency and duration of surface water quality monitoring.

e Imposing water quality criteria and managed fill acceptance criteria that will ensure any
discharges are not contrary to the objective of restoring water quality within the Waikato River
catchment.

e A groundwater monitoring framework is developed and added to the condition schedule.

e Regular independent SQEP monitoring of the managed fill sites and end of life verification
sampling of each fill site prior to capping.



e Marine sediments are not accepted at the fill sites and only lime stabilised Acid Sulphate Soil is
accepted following expert review/certification.

e Increased ecological compensation that is additional to any other ecological enhancement work
requirements.

e Ecological compensation that is like for like, including the creation of new wetland at no less

than a 1:1 ratio.

Establishment of a Community Liaison Group (CLG)

Provision of environmental monitoring outcomes and data to the CLG

An updated rehabilitation bond quantum assessment

Consent durations of no more than 10-15 years

e The applicant to clarify the source and volume of water available for activities on site e.g. truck
wheel wash and dust suppression and what resource consent (if required) would authorise the
activity.

The overall proposal has been assessed in respect to their consistency with the objectives and policies of
the Regional Council’s policies and plans, and the statutory provisions of the RMA. | have assessed in this
report that the proposal is inconsistent with the RPS, NPSFM, Part 2 RMA and s105 RMA.

The submissions on the application raised concerns about amenity values and community wellbeing. |
note that a number of such issues have not been addressed to my satisfaction. | would encourage the
applicant to address these concerns through the district land use consent and the Huntly Community
Board.

7.1 Recommended Decision

The application has been bundled and assessed as a non-complying activity and is therefore determined
in accordance with section 104 and 104D of the RMA.

The proposal has been considered in terms of the environmental effects, the Waikato Regional Council’s
policies and plan’s, the provisions of the Resource Management Act 1991 and relevant regulations.

For the reasons set out in this report, | recommend that in accordance with s104D, the resource consent
application be declined in full for the following reasons:

e The activities will have more than minor actual or potential adverse effects on the environment

e The activities are contrary to the objectives, policies and regulations identified in section 6.2 of
this report

e The activities are inconsistent with the purpose and principles of the Resource Management Act
1991

My opinion might change following consideration of any new information presented by the applicant or
the technical experts, and in the event that additional ecological compensation is offered and a clear net
benefit to the Waikato River catchment is demonstrated.

7.2 Consent Duration
The applicant has requested 35 year consent durations for the full suite of consents sought. Objective
1.2.4 — Policy 6 of the Plan specifically provides for the applicants requested duration unless an

assessment determines otherwise.

Should consent be granted | recommend consent durations of between 10 and 15 years for all of the
consents sought other than the stream reclamation consent which | recommend an unlimited consent



duration is applied in accordance with s123 RMA. The reasons for the recommended durations are as
follows.

Consent durations are considered case by case and discharges to the environment usually receive the
shortest durations. The level of certainty around the effects or sustainability of the activity are key
factors in determining consent durations.

| also recognise that understanding of environmental effects, best practice management and monitoring
changes over time. Environmental assessments, contaminant guidelines and conditions are continually
being revised and improved for landfill discharge activities. The way we have assessed the activity today
will be different to how the activity would be assessed in 10 plus years time.

| have discussed in the AEE that there is uncertainty with different aspects of the proposal. Including
unconfirmed contaminant trigger limits; with quantifying sediment yield/discharges; disposal methods
for fill 3 subsoil drainage water; disposal methods for acid sulphate soil (ASS) leachate if ASS is received
that has not been lime stabilised; quantifying and compensating ecological effects; the effects of climate
change/severe weather events impacts on stormwater infrastructure, site stability, discharge treatment;
and, uncertainty with a large amount of detail being contained in several draft management plans which
have questionable enforceability and are subject to ongoing changes/approvals.

There remains uncertainty with the extent of wetland which would be impacted and lost. The ecological
compensation offered would likely result in a net loss to biological diversity and habitats. The
cumulative effects of discharges and annual sediment yields remain uncertain and not compensated for.

The proposal indicates that up to 300,000m3 of fill would be imported each year. | consider that 10 — 15
year consent durations gives appropriate regard to the infrastructure capital expenditure and is an
adequate time to complete the 2,000,000m3 capacity operation and rehabilitate the site. As well as
provide for any ups and downs in markets and corresponding fill importation rates.

The proposal has been assessed as inconsistent with the RPS, NPSFM, Part 2 RMA and s105 RMA.

| consider that tangata whenua will likely be adversely affected to a minor or more than minor level. |
have had regard to section 8.4 Precautionary Approach — Consent Terms of the Waikato Tainui
Environmental Plan (WTEP). | have assessed the application as inconsistent with the WTEP.

As noted in the discussion above, | recommend that the application is declined in full. However, should
consent be granted | recommend that the consent durations do not exceed 15 years for all of the
activities sought, other than the stream reclamation activity which | recommend an unlimited consent
duration due to the permanent nature of the activity.

8 Conditions

Should consent be granted | have drafted a suite of recommended consent conditions, refer to Appendix
8.

| note that there are gaps in the recommended conditions which require technical assessment for:
e  Water quality and fill acceptance trigger limits to ensure any discharges will contribute to the
restoration of the Waikato River catchment.
e Details of a groundwater monitoring framework as recommended in Mr Tim Baker’s
groundwater technical assessment.
e An updated ecological compensation table.

Condition Review s128 RMA



| have included a review condition in the event that it is determined through monitoring that more than
minor effects are generated, or to review the effectively or adequacy of consent conditions. | have
recommended a review frequency of once every two years for the consents, if required.

9 Appendices

1.
2.

Summary of Submissions

Geotechnical Peer Review - Huntly Quarry 2022 Managed Fill Application, prepared by Baseline
Geotechnical, dated 7 June 2022.

Managed Fill Discharges Peer Review - Technical Assessment of contaminant discharges to land
and water — Gleeson’s Managed Fill, updated 14 November 2022, prepared by Dr Jonathan
Caldwell, Senior Scientist for the WRC.

Ecology Peer Review - Letter titled ‘Re: Gleeson and Cox Fill Consent Application: Wetland
Ecological Effects’, prepared by Karen Denyer, Principal Ecologist, Papawera Geological
Consulting, dated 31 October 2022.

Air Discharge Peer Review - Technical Assessment of Air Discharges, Gleeson’s Managed Fill’,
dated 9 August 2022, prepared by Dr Jonathan Caldwell, Senior Scientist for the WRC.
Groundwater Peer Review - Technical Review of Groundwater Effects, dated 10 June 2022,
prepared by Tim Baker, SLR.

Erosion and Sediment Control AEE Review, dated 30 June 2022, prepared by Joshua Evans,
Resource Officer for the WRC.

Recommended Conditions of Consent
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Summary of Submissions for APP144475, Gleeson Managed Fill

Table 1: Summary of Submissions
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Concerns/Comments Regional Concerns Addressed? Submission
Submission No. Oppose, | Regional Effects Underlined Made to
/Name of Support WRC?
Submitter / WRC or
doc no. for Neutral Wish to be
submission heard?
Discharge of contaminants to land, water air Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
1. Maree Odour below.
Frances Potential adverse effects Lake Puketirini Yes, wish
Rutherford Potential adverse effects to property values in the vicinity to be heard
(24492374) | Oppose Visual effects
2. Wayne Potential adverse effects Lake Puketirini and its Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
Robert recreational values below.
Rutherford Runnoff from the fill site Yes, wish
(24492374) | Oppose Risks of unknown future effects to be heard
Potential adverse effects to Lake Puketirini, water quality, Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
recreational values, wildlife. below.
Potential for fill to contain contaminants in non- Yes, wish
compliance with the regulations. to be heard
Discharge of contaminants to water.
Dust
Odour
Mud dragged on to the road from trucks
Water use for washing the road pooling near the river
3. Denise Lack of consultation
Phyllis Track record of not abiding by rules
Lamb Traffic safety concerns for pedestrians and cyclists, need
(24500249) | Oppose footpaths and wider roads
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Materials fall off trucks
Damage to roads

Possible leaching of contaminants into Lake Puketirini, Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
4. Dorothy possible loss of recreational values of the lake. below.
CLAIRE No, does
Molloy not wish to
(24500929) | Oppose be heard
Adverse effects to health and wellbeing, physically and Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2. Submission
mentally by letter
Dust Agree that aspects of the ecological
Odour compensation package could overlap Yes, wish
Noise with stock exclusion regulations and to be heard
Changes to the landscape may not be considered ‘additional’
Leaching of contaminants into waterways compensation.
Adverse effects to aguatic ecology and observed giant
kokopu in receiving waterway.
Adverse effects to terrestrial ecology, loss of roost trees,
and habitat for bats, herons.
The compensation may not be additional to other
regulations that require farms to fence waterways and
Kate wetlands.
Thomas Risks associated with possible poor operation of fill sites
(24509990) | Oppose and lack of monitoring
Major adverse effects on landscape and cultural values Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 Submission
Adverse effects to aquatic life below. by Letter
Potential effects on geology
Norman Potential adverse effects to water quality which is linked to | Agree that the potential effects to Yes, wish
Hill & Hill Health and wellbeing of mana whenua cultural values have not been to be heard
Whaanau Noise adequately addressed in the application
(24515256) | Oppose Health and nuisance effects and that there is risk of adverse effects.
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Discharge effects to receiving waterways, Waikato River Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
and Lake Puketirini below.
Proximity of site to Huntly residential area, Lake Puketirini, Yes, wish
Waikato River to be heard
Adverse effects to Lake Puketirini recreational values
Support the WWT letter dated 31 August 2021 which sets
out reasons for opposing previous Fill 3 application.
Specific objection to Fill 2 because discharges from the fill
7. Alan & site are above and within the Lake Puketirini catchment.
Bronwyn Risk of major adverse event which could cause discharges
Kosoof of contaminants into Lake Puketirini
(24521902) | Oppose Lack of financial liability if a major adverse event occurs
Adverse effects to quality of life and wellbeing Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
Discharge of contaminants to air, including potential for below.
particulate matter to contaminate drinking water from No, does
roof collection. not wish to
Trucks dragging mud on to the road be heard
8. Appollonia Health risks associated with possible asbestos exposure
Johnston Risk of extreme weather event and fill site failure
(24522091) | Oppose Noise and vibration of trucks
Discharge of contaminants to water and to Lake Puketirini, | Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
in particular discharges from acid sulphate soils below.
Adverse effects to flora and fauna No, does
Proximity to residential subdivision development which is not wish to
9. lJennifer underway be heard
Lee Molloy Damage to roads from trucks
(24523268) | Oppose Debris and filth on roads from trucks
Instability of fil sites Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
10. Cyril & Sediment discharges to waterways below.
Marion Risks of a landfills located above Lake Puketirini and the No, does
Shanley Waikato River not wish to
(24523955) | Oppose Company history of not complying with the RMA be heard
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Speed of trucks, dust, vibrations, noise Largely district issues to be addressed WRC Form
11. Kevin Cartage of contaminants through residential area through land use consent.
Wickens Damage to road Yes, wish
(24524854) | Oppose Long term health disruptions to be heard
Adverse effects to aguatic and terrestrial fauna, including | consider that the applicant’s AEE Submission
threatened species. ecology is outdated (does not reflect by letter
Loss of habitat changes at FA3) and that there are gaps
Loss of gully systems, wetlands and ephemeral and in the applicant’s conditions for Yes, wish
intermittent streams ecological effects mgmt., ecological to be heard
Incomplete Ecological Impact Assessment compensation, and that the ecological
Sedimentation of waterways compensation offered is inadequate.
The 35 year consent duration sought is unreasonable, does
not account for cumulative effects or future changes to I have recommended shorter consent
planning legislation durations 10 — 15 years.
Uncertainty of proposal, significant reliance on
12. Director- unconfirmed conditions and management plans Conditions of consent have been
General of Need for consistency with Wildlife Act 1953 recommended to increase and add
Conservati certainty to ecological compensation
on and protection of native fish, bats and
(24526113) | Oppose lizards (Schedule 1, Condition 20 - 27).
Discharges of contaminants to the Waikato River and to Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
Lake Puketirini below.
Dust Discharges No, does
Risk of non-compliances not wish to
Bond be heard
Adverse effects to property values
Trucks, traffic safety concerns
Liability of company if rules breached?
13. Garry & Dust from trucks
Audrey Cox Trucks cause vibrations that shake houses
(24529733) | Oppose Damage to roads
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Concerned re proximity of fill sites to Waikato River and Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
Lake Puketirini below.

14. Clive & Discharge of contaminants No, does
Pauline Track record of company issues of non-compliances and not wish to
Kosoof unlawful wetland drainage be heard
(24530819) | Oppose Distrust in company

Potential adverse effects to neighbours, wildlife, water, air, | Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
environment. below.

15. Daisy Kate Concerns re morals of company Yes, wish
Thomas Oppose Residential amenity values to be heard

Dust Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
Odour below.

16. Emily Joy Adverse impacts to water, air, Lake Puketirini, residents Yes, wish
Thomas Noise to be heard
(24531333) | Oppose Disrespectful attitude of company

Pollution from landfill and arsenic leaching to soil and Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
water. below.

Risks of asbestos No, does
Potential adverse effects to recreational values of Lake not wish to
Puketirini be heard

17. Colleen Public availability of air and water monitoring records

Earby Trucks — noise, road repairs, rubbish blown off trucks,

(24531874) | Oppose increase in number of truck movements
Close proximity of fill sites to lake and waterways Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
Displacement of fauna and flora below.

18. Nola Daw Road use, truck traffic, noise No, does
Morland Not of benefit to the community not wish to
(24531878) | Oppose be heard

19. Haylene Hours of operation Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
Aroha Truck movements below.

Himona Damage to roads and Tainui Bridge Yes, wish
(24532074) | Neutral to be heard
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Recreational values of Lake Puketirini WRC Form
Past issues of non-compliance associated with the
site/applicant Yes, wish
20. Jessica Rix Dust to be heard
(24532184) | Oppose Increase of trucks, noise and vibrations
Adverse effects to fauna and flora Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
Loss of wetlands below.
Potential impacts to lake, surrounds and enjoyment of Yes, wish
21. Nicola area to be heard
Vitasovich Changes to the landscape
(24532718) | Oppose Social and cultural wellbeing
Changes to natural water flows from earthworks Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
Adverse effects to the environment from importing fill below.
Dust A bat management plan has been Yes, wish
Risks to bats included within the recommended to be heard
Hours of operation conditions of consent.
Little or no benefit to local community, detrimental effects
Increased trucks on road, contributing to damaged
condition of roads
Vegetation removal
22. Kathie Applicant’s track record of consent non-compliance and
Shepard potential for continued non-compliances in the future
(24532770) | Oppose
23. Bryce & Past non-compliances at the site Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
Carla Adverse effects to land, air and water below.
Mounsey Truck movements will impact wellbeing of residents, and Yes, wish
(24532879) | Oppose associated noise and dust. to be heard
24. Andrew Risk to recreational values of Lake Puketirini Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
Parkin & Needs of the community in the long term need to take below.
Leanne precedence over short term goals of the applicant. Yes, wish
Ralph Track record of the applicant and issues of non-compliance to be heard
(24532882) | Oppose Protection of water quality
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25. Hine Lack of engagement with mana whenua on current Agreed, aspects of the proposal WRC Form
Lavirnia & proposal assessed as inconsistent with the WTEP
Donal Inconsistent with Waikato Tainui Environmental Plan as discussed in the WRC Hearing Report. | Yes, wish
Carmichael Increased traffic the proposal would create to be heard
(24534110) | Oppose
Concerns about instability of FA3 site of past mine tailing Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
dump below.
Proposal is inconsistent with the Vision and Strategy for | rely on the geotechnical assessment Yes, wish
the Waikato River and impacts the health and wellbeing of | and peer review regarding the stability to be heard
the river. of FA3. Specific conditions have been
Degrading water and aquatic life, impacting the Waikato recommended to reflect the technical
River, Lake Puketirini and Lake Waahi assessment recommendations and
Risks to the recreational values of Lake Puketirini reduce risk of fill site failure.
More frequent extreme weather events due to climate The hearing report assessments also
change conclude that the proposal is
Risks of sediment retention ponds failing inconsistent with the V&S.
The shorter consent duration
recommended takes into consideration
risks of climate change over a longer
time span.
The Erosion and Sediment Controls
26. Paul sized to manage flood events in
Vitasovich accordance with WRC Erosion and
(24534405) | Oppose Sediment Control Guidelines.
Some community members do not have internet access Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
and could be illiterate, hurdles to recording and reporting below.
matters of concern. An Asbestos Monitoring and Yes, wish
Track record of GC, there have been confirmed RMA non- Management Plan forms part of the to be heard
compliances. application, refer to peer review
27. Huntly Disregard for basic traffic management recommendations which have been
Community Truck use of road and verge, runoff of silt into the Waikato | incorporated into the recommended
Board River next to the road. condition schedule.
(24535160) | Oppose Stormwater from the quarry runoff into the Waikato River
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Council inspections are not frequent enough

Unclear how or who public can report issues to
Monitoring information and outcomes be provided to the
HCB

Contaminants within the fill discharges to water, ground
and air, including asbestos

Ecology

Odour from marine sediments and acid sulphate soils
Visual impacts on landscape

Truck movements and vibrations

Dust from the site and from truck movements on road

Fill 2 runoff into the Lake Puketirini catchment

Potential longterm impacts 50+ years post closure
Proposed levels of contaminants within managed fill, some
analytes high in comparison to other fill sites

No economic benefit to Huntly, some economic cost to
ratepayers for upkeep of infrastructure

Noise

Incomplete geotechnical assessment (at Fill area 3?)

Damage to roads and infrastructure from trucks WRC Form

28. Tiffany Cartage spillage
Whyte Yes, wish
(24538867) | Oppose to be heard

Trucks and associated damage to road and disturbance of | Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WDC Form
residential areas. Early morning truck movements 5am. below.

29. Robert Discharge of treated water to streams and within the Lake Yes, wish
Hunt Puketirini Catchment. to be heard
(24539073) | Oppose

30. Waikato Risks to receiving environment Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 and | WRC Form
District discharges to a number of waterways that feed both the the comments below.

Council Waikato River and Lake Puketirini Yes, wish
(24539087) | Oppose to be heard
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changes to the gullies and loss of wetland and other
habitat

Concern about fill materials that may contain Kauri
Dieback Disease

Lack of information to assess effects on waterways,
existing native biodiversity and Lake Puketirini.

Risk of water quality degradation, inconsistency with with
the Puketirini Management Plan or the objectives in the
Vision and Strategy for the Waikato River.

Leachate from acid sulphate soils risk to receiving
environment

Infrastructure designed to cope with a 50 year ARI rainfall
event. Seeing more frequent and intense rainfall events
with climate change.

If consent is granted recommend CLG, more frequent
water testing, not accept acid sulphate soils, rehabilitation

bond, ongoing testing for 5 years after site closures.
Consent duration is too long, reasons given and suggested
duration of 14-15 vyears.

Agree that the proposal is inconsistent
with the V&S.

Agree that receiving un-stabilised acid
sulphate soils would pose a risk to the
environment under the current
proposal. Unless the applicant provides
a more robust AEE and changes to the
management methods or only receives
prior lime stabilised ASS.

The WRC recommended conditions
include more frequent water testing
than proposed in the application refer
to AUTH XX.04.01 including
recommended conditions 3 and 5.
Refer also to condition 25 AUTH
XX04.01 of the stormwater consent
which requires ongoing testing after
capping of the completed fill sites.

Recommended Condition 21 AUTH
XX.03.01 of the managed fill consent
requires ‘end of life’ sampling of each
fill site to increase confidence that the
quality of fill meets the consented
requirements.

Prohibiting the acceptance of acid
sulphate soils (as the proposal currently
stands).

A reduced consent duration 10 — 15
years if consent is granted.

The establishment of a Community
Liaison Group.
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Proximity of landfills to Waikato River and Lake Puketirini Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
31. Warren Huntly shouldn’t be a dumping ground for Auckland’s below.
Gavin waste Agree, that sites with less sensitive Yes, wish
Dickinson receiving environments should be to be heard
(24548485) | Oppose considered first.
The 2019 proposal approved by Transpower is inconsistent | Condition recommended, refer to Submission
with the new 2022 proposal. Main inconsistency is to do condition 63 Schedule One, to address by letter
with internal access road for Fill Area 5 (FA5) for which issues raised relevant to WRC
description has been included within the current application. Not stated
application for FA 2 — 4. if wish to
be heard
‘Transpower is therefore unable to confirm with certainty
whether the National Grid assets will be potentially
impacted by the proximity of the proposed internal access
road to FA5 and the proximity of the tip head to the
32. Transpowe transmission line.’
r New
Zealand Recommended conditions provided in appendix B the
Limited submission.
(24549044) | Neutral
No need for the dump in Huntly, should not be responsible | Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
33. Andrea for a different regions trade waste. below.
Jean Risk of pollution of waterways Yes, wish
Dickinson Fill sites are too close to natural resources to be heard
(24549367) | Oppose Risk to communities health
Trucks and associated traffic concerns, vibrations District matters to be addressed WRC Form
Hours of operation through land use application.
34. Melissa No, does
McDonald not wish to
(24550142) | Oppose be heard
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Trucks and associated mud on road, dust, traffic safety District matters to be addressed WRC Form
35. Shirley concerns through land use application.
McDonald Noise and request for reduced hours of operation Yes, wish
(24550143) | Oppose to be heard
Requested extension to submission period to provide time | Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WRC Form
to read through documentation below.
Risk to water resources Yes, wish
The proposal includes too many unknowns to be heard
Truck operations incompatible with residential
developments
Gleeson companies have not shown that they can be
trusted, past issues of non-compliance
Increased truck movements
Runoff from quarry and site entrance streaming across
road and into Waikato River
36. Nicola Disturbing contaminated ground at Fill site 3
Anne Ecological and aesthetic values of the Waikato River
Maplesden Recreational values of Lake Puketirini
(24550250) | Oppose
37. Anthony Traffic and hours truck movements Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WDC Form
Ernest Toxic nature of fill below.
Perkins Past applicant history of non-compliance Yes, wish
(24563056) | Oppose to be heard
38. Seli Vibrations from trucks Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WDC Form
Salararaba Close proximity of fill sites to Waikato River below.
Scutts Yes, wish
(24562961) | Oppose to be heard
Landfill too close to a large residential area, river, lake and | The hearing report assessments WDC Form
39. Te Kauri puna (springs?) conclude that the proposal is
Marae Need to protect Waikato awa and Raahui Pookeka (Huntly | inconsistent with the Vision and Not stated
Trust township?) from adverse effects of the landfills Strategy for the Waikato River and with | if wish to
(24562964) | Oppose be heard
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There are drinking water takes within the landfill
catchment

Past and current use of waterways by whanau: Fish for
tuna, mullet, and to swim and paddle waka.

Dust

Noise

Traffic

Leachate pollution

Adverse effects from the above to fauna, flora, the river
and people

Need to restore and protect the rivers and lakes

The mana and mauri o te wai, the whenua, fauna and flora,

and the people will not be enhanced.

the Waikato Tainui Environmental
Management Plan.

Truck movements Addressed in part. Refer to Table 2 WDC Form
40. Lorrel Roads - potholes and mud/debris/filth/dust from the below.
Cherie trucks Yes, wish
Mowles & Lack of local benefit, staff/drivers Auckland based to be heard
Alex John Track record of Gleeson’s operation of the quarry does not
Mowles give trust that managed fill sites would be operated
(24561772) | Oppose responsibly.
41. Arthur & Toxic materials in urban areas WDC Form
Esmae Pollution of waterways
Baylis Yes, wish
(24562651) | Oppose to be heard




Table 2: Summary of Regional Concerns and Method of Address

Regional Concern Raised

Addressed/Not Addressed

e Discharge of contaminants to Lake
Puketirini

e Discharge of contaminants to the
Waikato River and other surface
water

e Need to restore water quality
within the Waikato River
catchment

e Discharges from acid sulphate soil
(ASS) leachate

| consider the concerns raised about discharges of contaminants to water not fully addressed, refer to the
AEE of the WRC Hearing report and the comments under the following subheadings.

Technical Assessment

Discharges of contaminants to land, water and Lake Puketirini assessed in the WRC peer review titled
‘Technical Assessment of contaminant discharges to land and water — Gleeson’s Managed Fill’, dated 22
August 2022, prepared by Dr Jonathan Caldwell, Senior Scientist for the WRC. Copy appended to the WRC
Hearing report, Appendix 3.

Restoration of Water Quality within the Waikato River catchment

The proposal has been assessed in the WRC Hearing report as inconsistent with the Vision and Strategy for
the Waikato River. | consider that discharges of contaminants from the managed fill site and wetland loss
do not provide for betterment or restoration of the catchment, and the level of ecological compensation is
not sufficient to achieve restoration of the catchment proportionate to the level of effect of the proposal.

Protection of Lake Puketirini

Fill Area 2 drains into the Lake Puketirini catchment. The potential effects of discharges from FA 2 to lake
Puketirini are assessed by Dr Caldwell, refer to pages 6-7 of the technical assessment. An excerpt states:
“EHS concludes that based on the results of the RBCA modelling and baseline water quality testing, it is
highly unlikely that the discharge from Fill Area 2 will adversely impact the recreational water quality in
Lake Puketirini. | agree with this conclusion and add that subject to good management and operation of the
proposed sediment retention pond at the base of Fill Area 2, it is unlikely that there would be any
measurable increase in contaminant concentrations within the lake associated with the managed fill
operation.”

As a precautionary measure a specific condition has been recommended, AUTHXX.03.01, Condition 41:
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‘Additional to condition 40 above, should a perched shallow water table be identified during construction of
Fill Area 2 which is likely to impact on contaminant transport from that area in a westerly direction, then fate
and transport modelling shall be undertaken to determine the appropriateness of the proposed waste
acceptance criteria for that fill area for ensuring sufficient protection for the Lake Puketirini catchment.’

Acid Sulphate Soils (ASS) and Marine Sediments

| agree with submitters that the applicant’s proposal to accept un-stabilised ASS for onsite treatment and
disposal presents environmental risk.

There is uncertainty as to the management of runoff from the proposed acid sulphate soil storage and
treatment area.

Dr Caldwell’s technical assessment recommends “that acid sulphate soils (including peat soils) should only
be received at the site subject to provision of adequate evidence prepared by a SQEP that the soils have
already been limed and stablised offsite. pHox testing of representative samples of soils from each delivered
load prior to acceptance should also be required as an additional level of confirmation of adequate
treatment. This would thereby remove the need to have an onsite treatment pad and associated discharge
to the quarry pit.”

With regard to submissions about marine sediments, Dr Caldwell’s technical assessment page 13
summarises “I have also considered the concerns and comments raised by submitters, specifically regarding
marine sediments and odour. It is correct that marine sediments can produce odour from hydrogen
sulphide. This risk is usually greatest during the initial disturbance of those sediments from their source but
there could be some residual odour risk at the disposal end. However, while | consider that the odour risk
could be properly managed, especially if there is a requirement for the sediments to be stablised with lime,
there is also the inherent risk of both metal and organic contaminants as marine sediments, especially from
estuaries, are often sinks for land-based contaminant runoff. There has been no proposal on how that risk
would be managed. | am therefore recommending that marine sediments, even if treated, should not be
received at this site.”

Water Quality Protection and Monitoring
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Dr Caldwell’s technical assessment concludes “In conclusion, while | am in general agreement with EHS that
the discharges associated with the proposed managed fill operation will not result in a more than minor
level of effects within the receiving surface waters and would not be expected to result in a measurable
change in water quality within Lake Puketerini or the Waikato river, this agreement is subject to the
following amendments and qualifications:
e that the organic contaminant WAC are aligned with the recently released WasteMINZ Class 3
managed fill criteria;
e qacid sulphate soils and peat soils shall only be received at the site for disposal subject to adequate
evidence that they have been lime stabilised;
e marine sediments are not accepted at the site;
e The proposed management plans and monitoring programmes (subject to my recommended
amendments) are adhered to; and
e Recommended amendments to consent conditions as detailed further below are adopted.”

The WRC recommended conditions include more frequent water testing than proposed in the application
refer to AUTH XX.04.01 including recommended conditions 3 and 5.

Refer also to condition 25 AUTH XX04.01 of the stormwater consent which requires ongoing water quality
monitoring after capping of the completed fill sites.

Discharge of contaminants to groundwater

Tim Baker, Principal Consultant — Water Resources for SLR undertook a technical review of groundwater
effects in relation to fill areas 2 — 4 for WRC.

Technical Review of Groundwater Effects, dated 10 June 2022, prepared by Tim Baker, SLR. WRC doc #
24123816.

It is recommended that a framework be in place that would require groundwater investigation, including
the installation of monitoring bores if contamination of surface flow is observed not attributable to
overland runoff.

| consider the concerns raised around groundwater are not fully addressed and there remains uncertainty as
to the groundwater investigation and monitoring programme.
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Discharge of contaminants to Air

A technical assessment has been undertaken of air discharges for the WRC:

Air discharge effects addressed in WRC peer review Assessment titled ‘Technical Assessment of Air
Discharges, Gleeson’s Managed Fill’, dated 9 August 2022. Refer to the WRC Hearing report, Appendix 5.
The assessment concludes:

“PDP has identified and assessed both dust and combustion related discharges to air associated with the
managed fill activities, including vehicle movements, stripping of topsoil for establishing fill areas,
placement of fill including asbestos containing materials, rehabilitation of fill areas with topsoil and fugitive
emissions from exposed surfaces. | do not anticipate any risk of odour effects as long as there is compliance
with acceptance of the specified types of fill that can be received at the site.

In summary | agree with PDP’s conclusion that the discharges of dust from the activities associated with the
proposed operation is not expected to result in a significant dust nuisance or health effect relative to
applicable air quality guidelines and standards provided the proposed mitigation and monitoring methods
are implemented to control dust to an acceptable level as well as adherence to the proposed methods for
managing and monitoring asbestos disposal. In my opinion, effects will be no more than minor from
discharges associated with these sources but this is subject to a proactive adherence to the controls,
monitoring and management procedures that have been proposed and the additional recommendations
that | have made.”

The recommended conditions of consent incorporate the recommendations made in Dr Caldwell’s
Technical Assessment. The Discharge to Air conditions include:

AUTH XX.03.01 - Asbestos monitoring and management, conditions 22 —33.
Schedule One - dust management, conditions 39 — 50.

| consider that the air discharge effects have been adequately addressed by the applicant provided the
recommended conditions are adhered to.

Discharges of Contaminants to Air —
specifically erionite and tremolite

Dr Caldwell has addressed submitter concerns about the erionite and tremolite in the Discharges to Air
Technical Assessment, pages 5 - 7, Appendix 5 to the WRC Hearing Report. Excerpt copied below:
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“Subsequent to my initial preparation of this Technical Assessment, | have now become aware of concerns
raised through submissions on the application, specifically with regards to erionite and tremolite which | will
address separately as follows.

Erionite fibres are naturally occurring minerals with similar chemical composition to asbestos but have been
known overseas (particularly Turkey) to pose a more significant risk to human health from breathing
airborne fibres.

Concern about erionite was raised previously in 2020 regarding a managed fill’s acceptance of soil from
Watercare’s Central Interceptor pipe work that crossed a large part of Auckland where the presence of
erionite may occur in association with zeolite minerals in bedrock, and the concern raised about potential
contamination with erionite fibres during excavation and disposal. At the time | had a meeting with a
landfill specialist and a geologist from Auckland Council who had both been involved with the Central
Interceptor project. The geologist, Ross Roberts, knows the geology and doesn’t consider it likely that soils
would be contaminated with erionite. He says it is very speculative and the only way of analysing samples is
to have them cryogenically prepared and sent to the US for Transmission Electron Microscopy. He has also
been involved with some conversations had with Worksafe over this concern. An employee of Worksafe also
considered it very speculative and agreed that there didn’t need to be any additional controls in place for
protecting workers who are excavating the soils. | also discussed it at the time with Dave Dangerfield and
Simon Hunt from EHS, who are experts in risk management of asbestos, and their view was that it is all very
speculative that the soil from the interceptor project would be contaminated with erionite fibres and that
nobody seems to have provided any evidence of it.

In addition to this, | would also note that there is currently no health risk guideline that has been developed
for airborne erionite fibres. So even if it was feasible to require air monitoring of erionite at the Gleeson
Managed Fill site, the results of that monitoring would be difficult to interpret with regards to the risk it
posed. There are also currently no standardised methods for erionite analysis. Samples would have to be
potentially sent to the USA for Transmission Electron Microscopy, a very expensive and research-based
analysis method. The turn-around time for getting results back from this analysis would likely be in the
order of months so any monitoring would be extremely retrospective.
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It is also important to point out that a significant volume of fill likely to be coming to the Gleeson site for
disposal will be from surface soils from residential developments or shallow soil excavations associated with
commercial developments which are very unlikely to be within the mineralised areas in deep bedrock that
may potentially contain erionite where zeolite mineralisation occurs. Large infrastructure projects that are
more likely to cut through those mineralised areas are more likely to be part of large-scale tunnelling
projects. Tunnelling Boring Machine (TBM) spoil is more likely to be of concern in my view due to the
presence of organic contaminants associated with drilling additives.

In my opinion, there is insufficient evidence that erionite is likely to be an air borne contaminant of concern
and it is not feasible to require the applicant to monitor for it. Disposal of erionite in a managed fill once
covered over would not pose any more risk to the environment compared to asbestos contaminated soils
but there is, however, uncertainty around the risk to onsite workers during the disposal. However, | am
recommending that Tunnelling Boring Machine spoil should not be accepted for disposal at this managed
fill site (refer to my Technical Assessment for discharges to land and water WRC Doc# 24065024) on the
basis of risk from tunnelling drilling additives that typically can have high eco-toxicity. On the basis that
TBM spoil is excluded, | also do not anticipate any concern over erionite contamination of soils that are
disposed of at the site.

With regards to one submitter’s concern about tremolite, there is always the possibility of naturally
occurring forms of asbestos such as tremolite being present in soils from the Auckland region. Despite this,
there is a much greater possibility of asbestos being present in soils arising from asbestos containing
building materials that have been either buried, damaged or have disintegrated over the years and shed
fibres in to surrounding soils. Residential properties are likely to be the most significant source of this
asbestos contamination. | therefore consider the potential risk from naturally occurring asbestos in soils to
be inconsequential compared to residential and commercial sources. | would also note that any cleanfill
operation is just as likely to receive soils potentially containing natural sources of asbestos and yet they
would have less specific controls or management procedures in place to deal with that risk compared with a
managed fill.
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I also do not consider it necessary for separate monitoring of airborne tremolite as opposed to airborne
asbestos fibre monitoring. Worksafe’s requirements around monitoring of airborne asbestos fibres does not
require individual identification of each of the different species of asbestos fibre. | am also not aware of a
specific health risk limit for tremolite that could be used as a trigger limit compared to asbestos fibres in
general.

With regards to concerns raised by many submitters regarding dust in general, | note that many of these
concerns relate to dust generated from truck movements along Riverview Road and from some of the truck
laybys near to and adjacent to the site entrance. It is evident that the source of this dust is from the trucks
and their movements and does indicate that the truck loads are not necessarily being properly covered and
or trucks are not using the onsite truck wash and are tracking soil offsite.

In addition to this, some of the submitters have provided photos of fugitive dust clouds over the quarry area
and while the photos do not necessarily indicate that the dust is travelling beyond the site boundary, it is
indicative of poor onsite dust control for the current quarry operation. In addition to this some submitters
have indicated concerns about dust deposition on the windows of their houses and vehicles parked facing
the quarry direction. This does indicate to me that at times fugitive dust is discharging beyond the site
although it is unclear whether this is dust generated from the quarry itself or resuspended dust from
Riverview Road as trucks are driving to and from the quarry, or a combination of the two sources.

While there doesn’t appear to be many recorded complaints around dust that have been received by WRC
over the last few years, the information provided by the submitters does indicate that a higher level of dust
control is required. | am aware that the site are currently upgrading the site entrance and truck wash and
will be undertaking a comprehensive clean-up and upgrade of the road which should help reduce impacts
on neighbours.

As discussed earlier in my assessment, the proposed mitigation and monitoring methods for dust control for
the managed fill operation are in my opinion consistent with best practice. | agree with PDP that the
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contribution of dust from the proposed managed fill activities is likely to be low compared to the existing
quarry activities. However, it will be necessary that a proactive rather than a reactive approach is taken to
dust control and that these controls and procedures are adhered to and complied with as well as dust
controls and procedures relating to the existing quarry operation to ensure a no more than minor level of
effect beyond the boundary.

In summary | agree with PDP’s conclusion that the discharges of dust from the activities associated with the
proposed site is not expected to result in a significant dust nuisance or health effect relative to applicable air
quality guidelines and standards provided the proposed mitigation and monitoring methods are
implemented to control dust to an acceptable level as well as adherence to the proposed methods for
managing and monitoring asbestos disposal. In my opinion, effects will be no more than minor from
discharges associated with these sources subject to adherence to the controls and monitoring discussed
below.”

Cultural Values & effects on landscapes

Not addressed. There is no relevant cultural impact assessment or assessment of the indigenous and
cultural ways of understanding the landscape and potential effects.

Potential adverse effects to water quality
which is linked to health and wellbeing of
mana whenua

The technical assessments for discharges assess the risk to water quality. There is not expected to be any
measurable change in water quality within the Waikato River or Lake Puketirini. However, | am of the
opinion that the proposal will not contribute to the restoration of degraded waterways within the Waikato
River catchment.

Furthermore, the technical assessments do not satisfy the need for a cultural values assessment of the
effects to water quality an associated effects to mana whenua.

Ecological compensation might not be
additional to waterway fencing regulations
on farms

This issue was discussed with the applicant in July 2021 with respect to the previous application for Fill Area
3 APP141283. At this time the applicant advised by email on 29/07/2021 (WRC doc 21383578):

In relation to the compensation area and farm requirements of the NES-FW | can add the following (I note |
only referred to PC1 in my comments within the conditions, not the NPS/NES requirements :

1. The Resource Management (Stock Exclusion) Regulations 2020 mandate that stock being beef
cattle, dairy cattle, dairy support cattle, deer or pigs must be excluded from lakes and rivers over 1
metre wide, with a 3 metre setback and provide conditions for stock crossing lakes and rivers. — The
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compensation area protects the margins of the stream (which in areas is less than 1m in width) for
a setback much wider than the required 3m and there are no stock crossings. However, for farms
that were operating before 3 September 2020, the regulations apply on 1 July 2023 or 1 July 2025,
depending on the stock type, and land type. So as the farm has been operating for years, these
regulations do not apply as yet.

2. Asper Subpart 1 of the NES, no stockholding areas are proposed, and

3. as per Subpart 2 — there is no agricultural intensification proposed, and there are no dairy related
activities occurring (or proposed) on site.

4. Inregard to Subpart 3 — as the farm is so large, there is no intensive winter grazing or other types of
intensification.

5. Subpart 4 Application of nitrogen is acknowledged, but not relevant to the compensation area.

My understanding of the regulations NESFW 2020, NPSFM2020, Stock Exclusion s360 RMA for beef farming
at the subject farmland incorporating the compensation gully is consistent with the applicant’s comments
above.

| consider that it is likely there will be a degree of double dipping. That the window of time between
decision on the application and the applicable waterway/wetland stock exclusion regulations coming into
effect reduces the additionality of the ecological benefits of the compensation offered.

Risks from extreme weather events

Partially addressed through technical peer reviews.
The applicant’s AEE includes erosion and sediment control plans sized to reduce risk of weather events.

Inconsistent with Waikato Tainui
Environmental Plan

| agree, the proposal is inconsistent with aspects of the WTEP. Refer to the WRC Hearing Report for further
discussion.

Adverse effects to aquatic and terrestrial
fauna, including threatened species.

Addressed in part. Refer to the ecology AEE of the s42 report and the referenced ecology peer reviews.
Conditions have been recommended to increase protection for native fish, lizards and bats refer to the
WRC recommended conditions of consent 20 — 27 Schedule One.

Loss of habitat, loss of gully systems, loss
of wetlands and ephemeral and
intermittent streams

Not addressed. The proposal would result in a net loss of significant wetland habitat, gully systems and
waterways. | consider the ecological compensation package would not fully compensate the losses.

Sedimentation of waterways

Not addressed. The proposal as it stands does not adequately quantify and compensate for sediment
discharges or cumulative sediment discharge effects.
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The 35 year consent duration sought is
unreasonable, does not account for
cumulative effects or future changes to
planning legislation

| agree. Refer to ‘Consent Duration’ section of s42 report. A shorter consent duration has been
recommended if consent is granted.

Uncertainty of proposal, significant
reliance on unconfirmed conditions and
management plans

Not addressed. There is a heavy reliance on unconfirmed management plans that lack enforceability and
ongoing haphazard changes/approvals.

The recommended conditions of consent attempt to confirm key trigger values and monitoring
requirements. There are outstanding gaps that require clarification before the recommended conditions
can be updated i.e groundwater monitoring framework, ecological compensation table, water quality
criteria Schedule 4.

Need for consistency with Wildlife Act
1953

The Wildlife Act is administered by DOC, and any breaches of this Act can be enforced independently of any
RMA resource consent. However, for practical reasons | encourage the applicant to ensure consistency with
the Wildlife Act.

Close proximity of fill sites to sensitive
environments — lakes, Waikato River,
wetlands, residents.

Not addressed. There is no functional need for the fill sites to be in this location which would result in the
loss of significant wetland habitat and discharge to sensitive receiving environments. It is recommended
that other locations with less sensitive receiving environments are investigated prior.

The mana and mauri o te wai, the whenua,
fauna and flora, and the people will not be
enhanced

Not addressed. The proposal has been assessed in the hearing report as inconsistent with the Vision and
Strategy for the Waikato River and inconsistent with the Waikato Tainui Environmental Management Plan,
the proposal has not been adequately demonstrated to result in restoration of the catchment.

Concerns about instability of FA3 site of
past mine tailing dump

Refer to the Geotechnical Peer Review, Appendix 2 of the WRC Hearing Report:
Geotechnical Review - Huntly Quarry 2022 Managed Fill Application, prepared by Baseline Geotechnical,
dated 7 June 2022.

Specific conditions have been recommended to manage discharges from the historic coal tailings dump at
Fill 3. Refer to condition 5 of AUTH 01.01.

Provided the recommended conditions of consent are imposed, | consider land stability effects have been
sufficiently addressed.

Concern about fill materials that may
contain Kauri Dieback Disease

Not addressed.
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Odour

| have added to Schedule 3 of the recommended conditions to prohibit a number of odour causing
materials being accepted at the fill site.

Dr Caldwell has addressed odour concerns raised in the submissions refer to page 7 of the Discharges to Air
Technical Assessment, Appendix 5 of the WRC Hearing Report. Excerpt copied below:

“Odour

Several submitters have raised concern regarding the potential for odour associated with the managed fill
operation. It appears some of this concern relates to potential odour arising from acceptance of marine
sediments. | have made separate comment on this issue under my Technical Assessment for discharges to
land and water (WRC Doc# 24065024). While | consider that the odour risk could be properly managed,
from this source, my recommendation is that this material should not be accepted at the site due to
uncertainties around contaminants that can typically accumulate in marine sediments.

With regards to concern for odour from other sources, it is important to note that this managed fill
operation will not be accepting putrescible materials such as food and animal waste or green waste that
can generate odorous gases on breakdown.

In summary, | do not consider odour as a discharge of concern based on the proposed activity. However, |
am aware that there have been situations at other sites where non-compliant fill has been received which
has resulted in odour issues. | would therefore recommend that a condition of consent is included that
provides specific restrictions around this as follow:

The discharge shall not result in odour that is objectionable to the extent that it causes an adverse effect at
or beyond the boundary of the subject property.”

| consider that the proposal can be satisfactorily managed to minimise the risk of odour.
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BASELINE
GEOTECHNICAL

Project Reference: BGLOOOOS2A v1.1

07 June 2022

Waikato Regional Council
Private Bag 3038,
Waikato Mail Centre,
Hamilton, 3240.

Attention: Joshua Evans

Geotechnical Review - Huntly Quarry 2022 Managed Fill Consent Application

1

Introduction

Waikato Regional Council are processing an application far resource consent from Gleeson Cox Limited (the

applicant], who are proposing a series of averburden disposal areas to support ongoing operations at their

Huntly Quarry.

Baseline Geotechnical Limited (BGL] have previously provided technical support at pre-application stage

for an earlier application. We understand that the application now incorporates those review comments as

well as site specific design reports for two of the fill sites,

WRC have requested a final review of all geotechnical matters relating to the consent application, prior to

completion of the planners S42A report and the hearing that is expected to follow. Our scope of works was

set aut in our offer of service dated 25 May 2022 and is summarized below.

2

1

3

Scope of work

Read and critically assess the information provided in the AEE, the geotechnical assessment report
and the two geotechnical design reports.

Prepare a shart summary repaort addressing whether the report is sufficient to address geotechnical
related effects on the environment in relation to a resource consent application.

Background

BGL has has been involved in geotechnical review of supparting documentation for WRC since late 20189,

when we provided pre-application review of geotechnical reparting prepared by Gaia Engineers (Gaia].

PO BOX 60 383, TITIRANGI 0642 PROJECT REFERENCE: BGLOOOOS2A V1.1
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Our initial review at that time provided a range of items that required additional detail or supporting
documentation®. An ongoing review process followed that is broadly summarized in Appendix 8.4.2
(Geotech Reviewer Table] of the current application document.

Some geotechnical review items remained outstanding at the time the ariginal consent applications were
lodged on 18 November 2019 [(APP1411283] and 28 November 2019 [LUC0233/20]. These items were
subsequently set out in our later S92 review document prepared for WRC?2, with those comments
incorporated into a formal S92 request prepared by WRC.

Gaia issued a response to those S92 requests in January 2020, which is incorporated as Appendix 8.4.3 of
the current application. We assessed that information and provided confirmation that it was satisfactory to
WRC by email on 4 February 2020 [Appendix A].

We understand that the original applications were withdrawn for reasons unrelated to geotechnical
risk/design.

q April 2022 application

We understand that the applicant has now submitted a revised bundled consent application and requested
public notification.

The AEE and application document incarpaorates much of the histarical geotechnical assessment by Gaia
and the previous review prepared by BGL. It also now incorporates detailed design reports for fill sites 2 and
3.

We have reviewed the histarical information prepared by Gaia and revisited our earlier review comments.
We have also overviewed the geotechnical design reports prepared by Gaia, which provide a higher level of
design information than would normally be expected at the consenting stage of a project like this.

Our review has confirmed the following:

° The surface topography of the three fill sites in this application is the same as presented in previous
applications. Therefore, the work undertaken to support the previous consent by Gaia & reviewed by
BGL remains valid. There are no material differences from a geotechnical perspective.

. Our previous review gueries have been addressed and are incarpaorated into the geatechnical
reports that accompany the current application.

. The two new geatechnical design reports are consistent with previous geotechnical assessments
but pravide more detailed, construction level information for Fill sites 2 and 3.
) Conclusion

We are satisfied that the geotechnical information provided is consistent with what could be expected of a
suitably experienced geotechnical professional.

1 Baseline Geotechnical Limited, 2019, Preliminary Geotechnical Review - Huntly Quarry Pre-Application Review. Prepared for
Waikato Regional Council, dated 09 October 2019.

® Baseline Geotechnical Limited, 2019A, S92 geotechnical requests - Huntly Quarry Fill Sites 2, 3, and 4. Prepared for Waikato
Regional Council, dated 11 December 20189.
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From a geotechnical perspective, there are no material differences between this application and the
previous application which was reviewed by BGL. Our review comments remain valid, and we are satisfied
that these have been incorporated into the design for this revised application.

Overall, we concur with Gaia’s view that acceptable levels of stability should be achievable for the proposed
fill sites based on the design and manitoring proposed.

6 Applicability
This report has been prepared far the exclusive use of our client Waikato Regional Council, with respect to

the particular brief given to us and it may not be relied upan in other contexts or for any other purpose, or
by any person other than our client, without our prior written agreement.

We have not independently verified the information contained in the Gaia report.

We trust that this letter report meets your present requirements. If you have any queries or wish to discuss
any aspect, please contact the undersigned.

For and on behalf of Baseline Geotechnical Limited

Cameron Lines

Director
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Cameron Lines

From: Cameron Lines

Sent: Tuesday, 4 February 2020 4:30 PM

To: ‘Kathryn Drew'

Subject: RE: Gleeson Managed Fill Ltd (APP1411283) - s92 Response Letter & Table
Attachments: WRC s92 Response Table Managed Fill - WRC Responses 4.2.2020.docx

Hi Kathryn,

| have been through and reviewed the additional information supplied by GAIA dated 15 January 2020 (Attachment
A of the S92 response).

The items we requested further information on as set out in our letter dated 11 December 2019 in Section 2.1, 2.2
and 2.3 have been adequately addressed in the additional information supplied by GAIA.

The information provided to date along with the ongoing detailed design work to follow consenting indicate that the
proposed fill slopes can be constructed within normally accepted risk tolerances for such landforms.

| attach your word document, with our comments included.

| trust this covers those geotechnical aspects of the consenting process. If you have any queries or wish to discuss
any aspect please feel free to contact me.

Kind regards
Cameron

Cameron Lines | Principal Engineering Geologist
BSc, MSc (hons), CMEngNZ (PEngGeol), MAusIMM
Baseline Geotechnical Ltd

+64 21 378 269
www.linkedin.com/in/cameronlines

PO BOX 60 383, Titirangi, Auckland 0642

From: Kathryn Drew <kdrew@bbo.co.nz>

Sent: Tuesday, 4 February 2020 2:53 PM

To: Cameron Lines <cameron@baselinegeotechnical.co.nz>

Subject: RE: Gleeson Managed Fill Ltd (APP1411283) - s92 Response Letter & Table

Hi Cameron

Please populate this document, being a consolidation of other people’s responses too.
Thanks

Kathryn Drew Senior Planner

BRP(Hons), MNZPI, MRMLA

Bloxam Burnett & Olliver Ltd

A Level 4, 18 London Street, PO Box 9041, Hamilton 3240
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Memo
File No: 220209
Date: 22 August 2022 (revised 14 November 2022)
To: Emma Cowan, Resource Officer, Resource Use Directorate
From: Jonathan Caldwell, Senior Scientist, Science, Policy & Information Directorate
Subject: Technical Assessment of contaminant discharges to land and water -

Gleeson’s Managed Fill

| have been asked to undertake a technical assessment of the discharge of contaminants into water or

into/onto land associated with the application document and supporting AEEs and appendices for
"APP144475 - RC Appln - Discharge Permit, Land Use & Water Activities - 300 Riverview Rd, Huntly”
for a proposed cleanfill and managed fill operation.

In preparing my assessment | have referred to the following information:

APP144475 - RC Appln - Discharge Permit, Land Use & Water Activities - 300 Riverview Rd,
Huntly https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/Overview/23785826

AEE summary for all activities, 4 May 2022 AEE Rev02
https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/23893165

Air Quality AEE Nov 2019 (https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24457831)
Managed Fill AEE and Waste Acceptance Criteria 13 July 2022 Rev6.docx
(https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24457239)

Surface Water Sampling & Analysis Plan July 2022 Rev7.docx
(https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24457574)

Site Fill Management Plan 13 July 2022 Rev8.docx
(https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24457573)

Fill 3 ESCP Rev E.pdf (https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24458245)
Fill 2 and 4 ESCP_Rev C (https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24457562)
Asbestos Fill Management Plan PDP Aug 2020.pdf
(https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24492966)

Draft Acid Sulphate Soils Management Plan June 2022
https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24094620

Draft Conditions as proffered with application.docx
(https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24458432)

Tim Baker’s review of groundwater effects
(https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24123244)

Updated RBCA modelling by EHS for justifying proposed WAC (11 November 2022)
(https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/25151866)

In addition to this | undertook a site visit on 5 December 2019.


https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/Overview/23785826
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https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24457831
https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24457239
https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24457574
https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24457573
https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24458245
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https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24492966
https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24094620
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https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/25151866

Background

Andrew Rumsby of EHS Support prepared an AEE that assesses the effects relating to contaminants
associated with Gleeson’s proposed cleanfill and managed fill operation at 300 Riverview Rd, Huntly,
namely the discharge of contaminants to land and or surface water and groundwater from the three
proposed fill areas referred to as Fill areas 2, 3 and 4.

It is proposed that the three fill areas will receive managed fill material, essentially waste soils
containing moderately elevated concentrations of metals, metalloids and organic compounds that will
be above natural and ambient background concentrations and could also in some cases exceed human
health and ecological protective thresholds for soils. The site is also proposing to accept Asbestos
Containing Material (ACM) building waste, and asbestos-in-soil including from “Class A” asbestos
removal activities as well as both treated and untreated acid sulphate soils. There is also a proposed
allowance for acceptance of inert construction and demolition (C&D) materials as defined and listed
as acceptable materials in Section 4.2 of Ministry for the Environment’s 2002 Cleanfill Guidelines but
with an allowance for up to 5% timber.

Effects on surface water via groundwater transport

Proposed waste acceptance criteria (WAC) have been proposed for each contaminant likely to be
present in the fill materials being received. These WAC, which are essentially maximum concentration
thresholds for contaminants are presented in Table 5 of EHS’s AEE and Table 6 of the draft Site Fill
Management Plan. In setting these WAC, EHS reviewed criteria set at other managed fill facilities
within the Waikato Region, the Technical Guidelines for Disposal to Land (WasteMINZ, 2018) and
relevant national and international human health guidelines commonly used in New Zealand.

Soil quality criteria with lower contaminant concentrations have also been developed for the capping
material for the managed fill which have been designed to allow for future rural residential or
agricultural land uses. For fill to be deposited within the top 2 metres of the fill site, the waste
acceptance criteria has been based on a mixture of the Technical Guidelines for Disposal to Land Class
4 and Class 5 (WasteMINZ, 2018) WAC and in some cases the Auckland Regional Council Background
(Technical Publication 153) concentrations. | am in agreement with this approach and consider the
proposed surface WAC, except for boron, to be also consistent with Waikato cleanfill criteria. For
boron, | recommend that the WAC in the top 2 metres be limited to 20 mg/kg which is just above the
Waikato 95" percentile background concentration of 15.5 mg/kg (Internal WRC document #
10581789).

| agree with EHS that the proposed managed fill WAC, destined for sub-2 metre disposal, are within
the typical range of criteria used at other managed fill sites within the Waikato region. At the time the
application was lodged, the WasteMINZ (2018) guidelines did not include WAC for Class 3 Managed
Fills. However, in October 2022, WAC for Class 3 Managed fill were released by WasteMINZ with
support from the Ministry for the Environment. | was a member of the reference group set up by
Ministry for the Environment to provide input into the development of these Class 3 WAC. These Class
3 WAC are default generically derived criteria but do not preclude the site-specific derivation of
criteria. In this particular case, some of EHS’s proposed criteria are higher and some of them are lower
than the generic Class 3 criteria.
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For some metals (boron, lead, nickel and zinc), two WAC are proposed with the higher WAC allowed
subject to the requirement that Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP) testing results are
within proposed leachability limits. | consider this to be an acceptable approach.

EHS has also assessed the potential effects of the metal and metalloid contaminants in leachate
generated by the deposited waste on surface water (Waikato River) using fate and transport modelling
(Groundwater Services Inc. Risk-Based Corrective Action (RBCA) software package) as well as
consideration of existing background contaminant concentrations in the Waikato River. Boron and
tributyl tin were excluded from this modelling as they cannot be modelled by RBCA.

This approach is in my opinion consistent with best practice for assessing environmental effects from
managed fill and takes into account the underlying soil types including organic carbon content and pH
and also the underlying geology of the fill areas and the groundwater flow direction which is assumed
to be in an easterly direction from the fill areas to the Waikato River.

| agree with EHS’s conclusions that contaminant concentrations will be very low by the time they reach
the Waikato River. Apart from arsenic (due to upstream geothermal inputs), the trace element
concentrations within the river are generally below the ANZG (2018) 95% ecosystem protection
guidelines. Contaminant contributions from the managed fill based on the fate and transport
modelling by EHS indicates that there will not be any measurable increase in contaminant
concentrations within the river downstream of the fill areas.

Since boron cannot be modelled by the RCBA model, the maximum Auckland background
concentration of 45 mg/kg (as outlined in TP153) has been used as the WAC. EHS has explained that
the Auckland background number has been used in preference to the Waikato background number
because some of the soil that will be deposited in the Huntly Manged Fill will come from Auckland
region and the Waikato Coal Measures around Huntly are naturally elevated in boron. This value is
typically used in Auckland Managed Fills, and surface water monitoring has not detected any changes
in boron concentrations in nearby streams.

Initially | agreed with this approach for boron. It is also noted that the WasteMINZ guidelines do not
include a WAC for boron and that boron concentrations in the Waikato river both upstream (Horotiu)
and downstream (Huntly-Tainui Bridge) of the site are within the ANZG (2018) 95% ecosystem
protection guideline despite the coal deposits and coal mining operations within the surrounding
catchment. However, boron is a very mobile metal in the environment and | have reconsidered my
initial position on this and would prefer that the WAC for boron should be set at 20 mg/kg which is just
above the Waikato 95 percentile background concentration of 15.5 mg/kg (Internal WRC document
#10581789). | agree with EHS though, that concentrations above the lower WAC limit, but not above
a higher WAC limit of 260 mg/kg should still be allowed but on the basis of SPLP analysis.

Tributyl tin, like boron, could not be modelled and is also not included in the WasteMINZ Class 3 WAC.
EHS has therefore proposed the adoption of the MfE (2004) Landfill Waste Acceptance Criteria for
Class B landfills. If tributyltin is below the screening level of 6 mg/kg, there is no need to test for TCLP
analysis. If the concentration of tributyltin exceeds this then it can only be accepted if the toxicity
characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) analysis does not exceed 0.3 mg/L. Which is in my view an
acceptable approach.
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For copper, while modelling of a WAC of 325 mg/kg indicated a non-measurable change in
concentration within the Waikato river, | am aware of some issues with compliance with copper limits
in discharge and surface water monitoring for some other managed fill sites in the Waikato region and
also that there is a current review of the ANZ guidelines for copper which may see the a downwards
shift in the default trigger values for surface water protection indicating a greater level of concern
about copper. | would therefore recommend that the copper WAC be reduced to align with the
WasteMINZ class 3 criteria of 280 mg/kg but with a secondary higher WAC of 325 mg/kg subject to
meeting an SPLP limit of 0.5 mg/L.

In the preparation of my initial technical assessment of EHS’s AEE, | had assumed that fate and
transport modelling had not been used to assess the effects of the proposed WAC for the organic
contaminants. Instead, the WAC had been mostly justified by aligning with the MfE Petroleum
Hydrocarbon soil guidelines & MfE Sheepdip soil guidelines as well as the Auckland Unitary Plan
acceptance criteria and existing WasteMINZ Technical Guidelines (2018) for disposal to land controlled
fill and cleanfill criteria for BTEX.

The proposed organic compound WAC values are all consistent with commonly used risk-based soil
guideline values used in NZ as well as WAC that have been used in other managed fills. However, in
my initial review | asked, via a section 92 request, for EHS to provide me with further justification of
the relevance of those risk-based soil guidelines and Auckland Unitary Plan acceptance criteria to
setting waste acceptance criteria for organic contaminants at the Gleeson’s site with regards to
protection of groundwater and surface water, particularly with regards to the PAHs and
organochlorine (DDT, aldrin and dieldrin) WAC.

EHS responded (28 June 2022): PAHs and organochlorine compounds have high log KoC and very low
water solubility (to the point of being insoluble in water for DDT and high molecular weight PAHs). Due
to these factors EHS Support believe that the waste acceptance criteria will be protective of
environmental health.

In the interim since EHS had provided this justification, the WasteMINZ Technical Guidelines for
disposal to land Class 3 WAC were released which raised the question of whether EHS’s proposed WAC
for organic compounds should be changed to the WasteMINZ Class 3 WAC.

On further discussion of this with EHS, | realised that some of the organic compounds had actually
been modelled (namely aldrin, dieldrin, DDT and naphthalene) but that the modelling predicted such
low concentrations in surface water that EHS could have proposed much higher WAC but instead
selected WAC based on the MfE Petroleum Hydrocarbon soil guidelines & MfE Sheepdip soil guidelines
which were much more conservative. The other organic compounds had not been modelled in EHS’s
initial assessment. EHS therefore agreed to modelling benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylenes
with BaP¢q represented by modelling the majority of individual PAHs that are typically used to
represent overall equivalent toxicity for BaP. The TPH fractions were not included in this re-modelling.

A memo was provided to me by EHS on 8 November 2022 which provides the results of the modelling
using RBCA of these additional organic compounds including the original ones that had been previously
modelled based on the proposed WAC. The output of the modelling is the likely change in
concentration in the Waikato River and comparison with drinking water guidelines and ecological
receptor guideline values. There is little or no baseline water quality data for many of these organic
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compounds in the Waikato River. However, the predicted change in concentration within the Waikato
River (under low flow conditions) based on the predicted effects of the WAC is within the order of 10°
1210 10 mg/L, which represents concentrations that would be undetectable using currently available
commercial analytical methods.

While the TPH fractions were not modelled, it is important to point out that the C;-Cs fraction WAC of
120 mg/kg proposed by EHS is less than the 200 mg/kg recommended in WasteMINZ for Class 3 WAC.
EHS’s proposed WAC of 300 mg/kg for C10-Ci4 is also lower than the 600 mg/kg Class 3 WAC. While EHS
also proposes a secondary higher WAC of 1400 mg/kg for this fraction, this is subject to evidence that
the disposed waste soils also meet the BTEX and BaP.q criteria which have been modelled and are also
significantly lower than the Class 3 criteria except for benzene which is only slightly higher at 0.2 mg/kg
compared to the Class 3 value of 0.11 mg/kg. For the Cy5-Cs¢ fraction, EHS proposes a WAC of 20,000
mg/kg. While this may sound a very high WAC, it is important to note that the TPH recommendations
for developing the WasteMINZ class 3 criteria by PDP specifically commented on reasons why they
wouldn’t even bother setting a WAC for this fraction. The reason give was that this fraction generally
represents heavy hydrocarbons in fuels that are not particularly toxic and have very low leachability
and that calculation of a WAC would result in a high value of tens of thousands of mg/kg. PDP said that
there is in effect no limit to the allowable concentration of heavy aliphatic hydrocarbons in waste soil.
In this particular case however, EHS has provided an upper WAC limit of 20,000 mg/kg which is based
on MfE’s Petroleum Hydrocarbon guidelines (Tier 1 soil acceptance criteria for protection of
groundwater quality but with the requirement that PAH criteria are also met).

In my opinion, this modelling as well as comparison against other relevant criteria provides a site-
specific justification for using the proposed WAC for both the metals & metalloids as well as the organic
compounds rather than using the generic WasteMINZ Class 3 WAC, noting that in some cases the
WasteMINZ criteria are actually higher for some contaminants and that EHS proposes an additional
level of protection for some contaminants where SPLP analysis would be required or the requirement
that other criteria are also met for TPH and BTEX and PAHs.

For managed fill containing other contaminants not listed in Table 5 of the AEE, EHS proposes that for:

e inorganic elements not listed in Table 5, contaminant concentrations shall not exceed the
concentrations within TP153 Background Concentrations of Inorganic Elements in Soils from
the Auckland Region for volcanic soils.

e organic compounds not listed in Table 5, then Canadian Council of Ministers of the
Environment (CCME, 2018) agricultural soils guidelines will be used as an initial screening
criterion. If no CCME agricultural soil guidelines exist or higher concentrations of contaminants
are proposed to be deposited within the managed fill, then site-specific criteria will need to be
developed and submitted to WRC for approval.

| agree with EHS that it is important to provide for the eventuality that from time-to-time contaminants
that are not listed in the Table 1 WAC will be identified in fill that is intended to be disposed of at the
site. Often it is very low concentrations of pesticides and other related organic compounds for which
it is not possible to provide an exhaustive list in a consent. Having an agreed on method for deciding
whether that material can be accepted at the site provides certainty for both the consent holder and
the consenting authority. Many managed fill and cleanfill operations for example do not have a
specified process or contingency for dealing with less commonly encountered contaminants.
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However, | recommend that rather than relying on the TP153 background concentrations for inorganic
elements in soils for the Auckland region or the Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment
(CCME, 2018) agricultural soils guidelines, a better approach would be to require Synthetic
Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP) testing with the requirement that the SPLP concentration
should not exceed 100 x the ANZ guideline for 95% protection. For pesticides for which there is no ANZ
guideline available, then the SPLP concentration should not exceed 20 x the Queensland Proposed
aquatic ecosystem protection guideline values for pesticides (Department of Environment and Science
—2018).

In addition to this, in addressing concerns raised by submitters around air discharges of the asbestos-
like mineral erionite that potentially occurs in zeolite mineralised areas of Auckland in deep bedrock
(refer my Technical Assessment of air discharges WRC Doc# 24495227) | have recommended that
tunnelling boring machine (TBM) spoil should not be accepted at the site. My reasoning for this is not
specifically for addressing concerns about erionite, but because of the associated eco-toxic tunnelling
drilling additives that are used in these large-scale tunnelling projects. | therefore recommend that
tunnelling boring machine (TBM) spoil is included in the prohibited list in Schedule 4.

With regards to existing baseline groundwater quality, EHS has not been able to source groundwater
quality data for the site as groundwater has not been intercepted by any existing monitoring wells at
the quarry. Additionally, the elevation of the gullies within the proposed fill areas is approximately 30
m above the base of the main quarry pit where groundwater seeps out. EHS has concluded that due
to this relative difference in height, groundwater at the site is unlikely to intercept the proposed fill
areas. No groundwater bores have been identified between the site and the Waikato River and
therefore EHS does not consider groundwater as a sensitive receptor.

| have also questioned via a section 92 request, EHS's assumption that all groundwater from Fill area
2 is flowing towards the Waikato River. Specifically, | asked for comment on how the results of fate
and transport modelling based on an easterly groundwater flow towards Waikato River might be
impacted if ponded water in Fill Area 2 is found to be recharged by an obscured spring as potentially
indicated by GAIA’s geotechnical engineering assessment (page 487 of application). In summary, is
there potential for a westerly transport closer to the surface in Fill Area 2 if a spring is found to be
recharging this area?

EHS responded (28 June 2022): The GAIA report was a preliminary overview report to lodge with the
RC. Since then, a Detailed Design report has been provided by Gaia for FA2 which again mentions the
risk if groundwater springs are encountered. The mitigation strategy proposed is to provide sufficient
contingency in the construction budget for additional sub-surface drainage to collect flows and
divert/discharge downstream of the fill site. Gaia have confirmed that the potential risk of
encountering groundwater springs is included in all reports of this nature, to cover any unforeseen
groundwater — it was not based on any investigation or observation to there being any actual springs
evident within the Fill Areas. In addition, The Ecological Impact Assessment report (Boffa Miskell, 2019)
indicated that FA2 is part of the Lake Waahi and Lake Puketirini catchment. Fill Areas 3 and 4 are part
of the Waikato River catchment. There are no permanent streams within the proposed fill areas. Only
ephemeral/intermittent streams are observed, indicating that the surface water bodies within the
proposed fill areas are not fed by groundwater but by surface water runoff.
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Based on EHS’s response and further discussion with Andrew Rumsby by phone, it is evident that he
does not think that there is potential for groundwater transport of contaminants in a westerly
direction. However, in making a final determination on this, | initially indicated that it would be
important to consider the final conclusions of hydrogeologist expert, Tim Baker from SLR Consulting
Ltd, who identified this potential in his initial review. | recommended that should a perched shallow
water table be identified during construction of Fill Area 2 which is likely to impact on contaminant
transport from that area in a westerly direction then this could be addressed through a consent
condition requirement to have fate and transport modelling undertaken to determine the
appropriateness of the proposed waste acceptance criteria for that fill area. An alternative approach
which has more recently been proposed by Tim Baker, is a requirement for groundwater monitoring
investigation and installation of bores in the situation where contamination of surface flow is observed
to be not attributable to overland runoff. | agree with this proposal.

In my opinion, the proposed WAC for metals and metalloids have been through a robust assessment
process and should not result in a more than minor level of effects on groundwater and surface water.
Applying the recently developed WasteMINZ Class 3 WAC for the organic compounds should also
provide confidence that there will be a no more than minor level of effect on groundwater and surface
water arising from discharges associated with those organic compounds. | also agree with EHS that
data collected for other managed fills indicate that the mean contaminant concentrations are likely to
be significantly less than the proposed waste acceptance criteria for the site therefore indicating that
predicted effects from the fate and transport modelling which were based on maximum WAC will have
a level of conservatism built in.

Effects on surface water via direct discharge from sediment retention ponds

Stormwater & groundwater discharges and existing water quality of receiving environment
Stormwater from the three managed fill areas will be collected into separate stormwater sediment
retention ponds (SRPs). Fill Areas 3 and 4 will discharge into an ephemeral system that discharges in
turn to an unnamed stream which flows into the Waikato River. Fill Area 2 will discharge into an
ephemeral system that discharges into an unnamed tributary that flows into Lake Puketirini. There are
no permanent streams within the proposed fill areas. Only ephemeral/intermittent streams, indicating
that the surface water bodies within the proposed fill areas are not fed by groundwater but by surface
water runoff.

Fill area 3 (FA3) is located on an historic fill disposal site associated with coal mine tailings and
overburden material that were previously deposited at the site. EHS Support undertook a site
investigation to characterise potential contaminants in the soils as a result of this historical deposition.
The investigation identified selected heavy metals (arsenic, boron, cadmium, cobalt, chromium,
copper, lead, mercury, nickel, thallium, and zinc) at levels above published background concentrations
but well below the applicable NES-CS Soil Contaminant Standards (SCSs) for commercial/industrial end
use. EHS Support has prepared a Contaminated Site Management Plan (pg 984 of application
document) which provides procedures to manage potential ground contamination effects on human
health and the environment during ground disturbance activities associated with development of FA3.
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Groundwater within the site drains via existing groundwater drainage contours to the north and east,
contributing to flows within the stream. Deep drainage will be installed to collect groundwater
contaminated with the historic coal mining contamination. A clay liner and drainage blanket will then
be installed with managed fill to be placed on top of this. Stormwater runoff from the fill site will be
treated via a sediment retention pond with a discharge sampling point referred to as DS1. A second
sampling point referred to as DS2 will be located in the unnamed stream on Gleeson’s site just prior to
it entering the culvert under Riverview Road and its ultimate discharge to the Waikato River.

Initially, a 75 m? tank will be located below the FA3 SRP discharge location (DS1) as a contingency to
ensure that contaminant concentrations are within the proposed trigger limits.

Drainage from the historical fill material that is underlying FA3 will be collected via a separate drainage
system and pumped to a 30 m3? holding tank. Testing of this drainage water will be undertaken to
determine whether it has to be removed offsite for disposal at an authorised facility or whether it is
acceptable to be discharged in to the FA3 sediment retention pond.

Stormwater from Fill Area 4 will be directed into a stormwater SRP with a discharge sampling point
referred to as DS3 and the same downstream sampling point DS2 as will be used for FA3.

Baseline water quality data has been collected by EHS from the unnamed stream at location DS2 which
has identified that elevated concentrations of dissolved zinc, aluminium and chromium with zinc
exceeding the ANZG (2018) 95% protection guideline and ranging up as high as the 80% protection
guideline. | agree with EHS’s conclusion that these elevated concentrations for aluminium, chromium
and zinc are not related to the applicant’s existing operation and is also outside the control of the
applicant. There is also no evidence that these existing contaminant concentrations within the
unnamed stream are resulting in any measurable elevations downstream within the Waikato river.

Stormwater from Fill Area 2 will also be directed into a stormwater sediment retention pond with
discharge sampling point DS4 and a downstream sampling point, DS5, 50 metres downstream prior to
the ephemeral watercourse entering the unnamed western watercourse that drains to Lake Puketirini.

Limited water quality data has been collected by EHS from samples taken from the unnamed tributary
downgradient of Fill Area 2 and Lake Puketirini and EHS notes that the water quality dataset is not
extensive and is unlikely to represent the seasonal variability of all water quality parameters. The
unnamed tributary appears to be sometimes elevated in aluminium, thallium and zinc relative to other
rural streams. All parameters measured in a sample from Lake Puketirini were significantly lower than
the ANZG (2018) guidelines for 95% ecosystem protection and ANZECC (2000) Recreational Water
guidelines. However, the concentration of boron is elevated. | agree with EHS’s conclusion that this
may be due to the impacts of historical coal mining at Weaver's pit, as coal within the Waikato is known
to contain high levels of boron.

EHS concludes that based on the results of the RBCA modelling and baseline water quality testing, it is
highly unlikely that the discharge from Fill Area 2 will adversely impact the recreational water quality
in Lake Puketirini. | agree with this conclusion and add that subject to good management and operation
of the proposed sediment retention pond at the base of Fill Area 2, it is unlikely that there would be
any measurable increase in contaminant concentrations within the lake associated with the managed
fill operation.
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Sediment retention control and treatment of contaminants

The proposed erosion and sediment controls for the site during initial excavation and development of
the fill areas will be undertaken in accordance with WRC’s Erosion and Sediment Control Guidelines
for Soil Disturbing Activities (Waikato Regional Council, 2009) and should be sufficient for avoiding
contaminant discharge to the environment. Stockpiling, soil disposal and dust controls, including
contingency measures in the event of observations of unexpected contamination, are also appropriate
in my opinion for ensuring a no more than minor level of effects on the environment during
excavations.

The proposed sediment retention pond (SRP) treatment system for FA3, FA4 & FAS is discussed in the
Erosion and Sediment Control Plans which have been developed by Southern Skies Environmental Ltd.
All three SRPs will be subject to chemical flocculation treatment to enhance settlement and sediment
retention and will be managed in accordance with a Chemical Treatment Management Plan (CTMP)
with cleaning out of sediment when no more than 20% of the pond’s capacity is reached. The removed
material will be disposed of back into the fill site. Clean water diversions will be used to divert
stormwater from adjacent clean/stabilised areas away from the SRPs.

The treatment systems will include:

e Arrainfall activated dosing system;

e Adose rate (based on bench testing trials) of 4 mg/L of aluminium per litre applied in the form
of polyaluminium chloride (PAC); and

e Ongoing monitoring of treated sediment retention devices will also be required, as outlined in
the CTMP with any deficiencies identified indicating the requirement for further bench testing.

In addition to weekly site walkovers and pre-, during and post-rain event inspections of erosion and
sediment control devices on site there will be the additional site monitoring and reporting undertaken
in response to the following rainfall trigger events:

e >15mm in one hour; or
e >25mm in 24 hours

Within 24hours of the occurrence of a rainfall trigger event, investigation, response and reporting shall
be undertaken against the following sediment retention pond performance triggers:

e pH (to demonstrate it does not fall outside the range of 5.5 to 9);

e Total suspended solids, to demonstrate it is not greater than 100 g/m? or the sediment
retention pond/s stormwater treatment is 90% treatment efficiency;

e Turbidity

The results of the investigations and sampling shall be reported to the Waikato Regional Council within
15 working days of the corresponding rainfall trigger event, including any contingency actions
undertaken in response to exceedance of a trigger value.

Appendix C of EHS’s Surface Water Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) provides a proposed methodology
for measuring sediment levels in the water discharged from the fill site after treatment is proposed.
Because most sediment is mobilised during storm events, the programme is proposed to be based on
rainfall. The trigger for sampling is proposed to be 20 mm of rain recorded over the previous 24 hours.
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It is proposed to assess sediment levels based on water clarity measurements (i.e. clarity reading of 6
cm equating to about 100 g/m? of suspended solids). Samples would be collected from the outlet to
the SRP and within the nearby watercourse downstream of the discharge point from the SRP with
monitoring undertaken for a 2-year period to assess the effectiveness of the system. Provided the
results show that no significant adverse sediment-related effect is occurring on the environment, then
it is proposed that the programme is discontinued.

| agree with the proposed SRP treatment systems and management procedures which are detailed and
robust and consistent with industry best practice. | also agree with EHS’s additional two year sediment
discharge and receiving environment monitoring recommendations which will provide additional
evidence of whether or not the SRPs are effectively controlling sediment discharge. However, | note
that EHS's proposed rainfall trigger for sampling of 20 mm over 24 hours is inconsistent with Southern
Skies’ proposed rainfall trigger of 25 mm over 24 hours for site monitoring and reporting of erosion
and sediment control devices. | would recommend having a similar rainfall trigger of 25 mm per 24
hours for EHS’s water clarity monitoring in the SRP discharges and downstream watercourses.

Proposed contaminant trigger limits for discharges and surface water

Proposed surface water discharge criteria have been recommended by EHS Support in Table 4-1 of the
Surface Water Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for the initial discharge points DS1 (from FA3 and FA4)
and DS4 (FA2) as follows:

e US EPA’s Criterion Maximum Concentration (CMC) water quality guidelines (US EPA, 2019)
have been used for aluminium and chromium (lll) which are acute exposure guidelines more
relevant to intermittent stormwater discharges into ephemeral surface waters.

e For the other contaminants, CMC values do not exist, so site-specific trigger values have been
derived on a case-by-case basis. In the case where background concentrations may be high in
the receiving environment (cadmium, copper, lead and nickel) ANZG (2018) 80% & 90%
ecosystem water quality guidelines have been used. This allows for dilution within the
receiving environment after reasonable mixing. In the case of boron and thallium ANZG (2018)
95% ecosystem protection values are proposed.

e Inthe case of arsenic, the NZ drinking water Maximum Acceptable value is proposed.

e Whole Effluent Toxicity Testing (WETT) of the stream water collected from DS2 has been
proposed as the method for determining the zinc discharge criteria for DS1 and DS4 with the
80% ANZ protection value proposed to be used if the NOEC value determined by the WETT
analysis is greater than this value.

In my opinion, these trigger limits are appropriate as there will be intermittent discharges into an
ephemeral watercourse where the discharge is only likely to be occurring for a short period of time
during and after a storm event and there will be more significant dilution further down the catchment
when it eventually enters a flowing stream. The approach for zinc is also appropriate due to the
elevated concentrations of zinc that have already been identified by EHS Support in the receiving
environment at DS2 by baseline monitoring. The WETT analysis was undertaken by NIWA on samples
collected by EHS Support and provides robust evidence in my opinion that setting the discharge limit
for zinc of 0.031 mg/L (equivalent to ANZ 80% protection value) for discharge into the catchments that
are fed by the three fill areas should provide protection equivalent to or greater than the generic
default ANZ 95% protection value.
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As the surface water eventually discharges into the Waikato River from FA3 and FA4 and into Lake
Puketirini from FA2, EHS has also proposed receiving environment trigger values for the downstream
sampling sites DS2 and DS5 (refer to Table 4-2 in EHS’s SAP). The trigger values are proposed to be set
at the ANZG (2018) water quality guidelines for 95% freshwater species protection but with the 90%
protection value proposed as an interim guideline value for aluminium and the default unknown
reliability guideline for Chromium (as Chromium IIl) until background monitoring consisting of at least
twenty monitoring events over a period of 6 months is completed to establish background
concentration levels. If background concentrations of aluminium and chromium are found to be less
than 80% of those respective guidelines, after hardness modification is applied, then they will be
adopted as the permanent trigger values.

| agree with this approach for setting trigger limits for the receiving monitoring locations DS2 and DS5
with the intent of achieving 95% protection which provides the default level of protection expected
for surface water. For aluminium and chromium, which have previously been identified as being
elevated from baseline monitoring of the stream at DS2 and potentially aluminium at DS5 (but only
based on limited sampling) | was initially in agreement with the proposed approach of collecting more
data over a 6-month period in order to establish whether the concentrations are within 80% of the
respective ANZ guidelines after hardness modification. However, subsequent to this, | now question
this approach. There has been no reference to application of modifying factors for chromium and
aluminium in the consent conditions or how it would actually be applied. While it is acceptable to
adjust the ANZ default guideline value for Chromium (ll1) of 0.0033 mg/L based on the hardness of the
water, | have not seen a specified methodology proposed for how this will be achieved and whether it
is actually necessary, especially for the Puketirini catchment. For Aluminium, the ANZ guidelines do
not specify aluminium as being able to be modified for hardness and while aluminium toxicity is
affected by pH, the ANZ guidelines already provides a protective value of 0.055 mg/L for receiving
waters that are pH >6.5. Also, we have probably had close to six months where this monitoring could
have been undertaken to provide evidence for such a modification to be applied prior to granting
consent. This approach in my opinion provides a level of complexity and uncertainty around what the
final trigger limits will be for chromium and aluminium and | haven’t seen sufficient evidence that it is
necessary.

| therefore recommend that the ANZ 95% value for Aluminium of 0.055 mg/L and the low reliability
default guideline value for Chromium (I11) of 0.0033 mg/L are adopted as the downstream trigger limits.

It is important to note that no downstream limit for zinc is proposed for DS2 and DS5. The reason
provided by EHS when questioned on this is that elevated zinc has already been identified from
baseline monitoring of the stream at DS2 which is not related to the applicant’s existing operation and
is also outside the control of the applicant. Zinc from the managed fill operation will instead be
appropriately controlled through the site-specific trigger limit that has been derived for use at DS1 and
DS3 (the discharge points for FA3 and FA4). | would however, recommend that zinc concentrations are
still monitored and reported on in order to identify any changes in state and trend at DS2.

| agree that on this basis, as long as zinc concentrations are being appropriately monitored and
controlled upstream at DS1 then this should be sufficient. However, it is still unclear to me why a zinc
trigger limit can’t be applied at DS5 in the downstream receiving environment for FA2 in the Lake
Puketirini catchment. As recommended above for DS2, zinc should still be monitored and reported on
at DS5 even if a trigger limit is not set. | also recommend that a condition of consent requires firstly
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that prior to the commencement of any stormwater discharge to the receiving environment from Fill
Area 2 (DS4), the discharge criteria for zinc at sampling location DS4 shall be determined using WETT
analysis of a sample of stream water taken from receiving environment sampling location DS5 with the
trigger limit being set at 0.031 mg/L if the no observable effects concentration (NOEC) value from the
WETT analysis results is equal to or greater than 0.031 mg/L. Secondly | agree with the applicant’s
proposal forfurther confirmation of the WETT derived value for zinc after FA2, FA3 and FA4 has been
in operation for some time where it would be intended that samples are taken from these three
discharge locations for purposes of that WETT analysis. | note that in the proffered consent conditions,
this has been proposed as a condition (condition 3) of the stormwater discharge consent but after five
years of operation. | would recommend a shorter period of time, possibly after three years of operation
to allow for an earlier confirmation of the original WETT analysis in case there needs to be some
significant alteration of the trigger limit to ensure adequate control of effects.

EHS has proposed that receiving environment sampling (DS2 and DS5) is undertaken four times per
year and that surface water discharge monitoring (DS1) is undertaken five times per year (including
two times that coincides with the receiving environment sampling programme). | would recommend
that the frequency of sampling from the receiving environment locations DS2 and DS5 is increased to
six times per year to provide greater certainty that the existing baseline is not trending upwards.

EHS also proposes a statistical methodology for analysis of the water quality results in order to
determine if there is any obvious increasing trend which if identified would trigger the need for review
of various factors that may need to be addressed. | agree with this proposed approach which provides
an early warning to the consent holder before exceedances occur which reduces the potential for non-
compliance and an increase in effects on the environment beyond that authorised.

In summary, the proposed water quality trigger values and monitoring and analysis procedures are
sufficiently protective in my opinion, subject to the recommendations | have made above regarding
additional frequency of receiving environment monitoring, additional WETT analysis of a sample of
stream water from the Puketirini catchment prior to discharge from Fill Area 2 and the setting of
chromium and aluminium receiving environment trigger limits for DS2 and DS5 at the default ANZ
protective values without application of modification factors unless more certainty around the
methodology can be provided.

Proposed contaminant trigger limits for contaminated groundwater

EHS has also proposed water quality trigger values to determine whether the groundwater (potentially
contaminated from historic coal waste fill) that is collected from FA3’s under drainage system into a
storage tank can be discharged into the SRP or whether it would require additional treatment or off-
site disposal. EHS proposes sampling from the storage tank on a weekly basis (or immediately before
discharge if the tank is over 80% full). On-site analysis of total boron, copper, lead and zinc using a
HACH D 3900 spectrophotometer will be used to confirm if the concentrations meet either Level 1 or
Level 2 criteria and that pH is between 6 to 9 pH units (refer Table 4-3 of EHS’s SAP).

e Level 1 criteria are based upon the DS1 and DS4 discharge criteria but with adjustments made
for a conservatively assumed 50% removal of copper, lead and zinc due to alum dosing and
10-fold dilution factor for all four elements within the sediment retention pond (based upon a
dead storage volume of the SRP of 470 m® and a total storage tank volume of 30 m3).
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e Level 2 criteria are also based upon the DS1 and DS4 discharge criteria, with adjustments made
for a conservatively assumed 50% removal of copper, lead and zinc due to alum dosing and a
25-fold dilution factor within the sediment retention pond (assuming 750 m? of water within
the SRP). An additional safety factor is used for boron by assuming only a 5 times dilution
within the SRP.

EHS’s SAP (Appendix A, Figure A-2) provides a decision tree (also included in the Site Fill Management
Plan) that outlines the process for determining if Level 1 or Level 2 criteria should be used. Level 1
criteria can be used under standard operating conditions of the pond. Level 2 criteria would require
that the discharge structure be raised to ensure that the pond would have 750 m3 of water within the
pond and additional sampling would be required to ensure that the water quality did meet the
stormwater discharge criteria for sampling site DS1 before the water was able to be discharged.

These proposed trigger limits and procedures for managing the disposal of the potentially
contaminated groundwater collected from under FA3 is appropriately protective in my opinion.

Management of acid sulphate soils and marine sediments

Acid sulphate soils (ASS) occur naturally and when disturbed and exposed to air can become oxidised
which can result in generation of acidic leachate which can mobilise inorganic elements such as iron,
arsenic, copper and zinc which can result in surface and groundwater contamination. ASS can be
stabilised by treatment with lime which prevents acidic leachate generation. ASS have been identified
recently in several locations within the Waikato region as well as the Auckland and Northland regions
with a project to map the likely presence of ASS in the Waikato region currently in progress.

The Fill Site Management Plan and EHS Support’s AEE and draft Acid Sulphate Soil Management Plan
provide specific controls and procedures around managing the effects of ASS as well as marine
sediments if they are disposed of at the site as follows:

e Limed and stabilised ASS can be accepted in the managed fill without any further treatment
provided adequate documentation is provided as evidence of the ASS properties and
treatment and on-site soil treatment validation testing provides confirmation that the soils
have been sufficiently treated.

e Untreated ASS can also be accepted but will be required to be treated on site on a purpose-
built treatment pad where runoff will be piped to a holding pond sized for up to the 50 year
storm event. The pond will be dewatered by pumping to the quarry pit when its pH is between
6 and 9. The pH will be monitored and buffered with caustic soda if required to ensure the pH
range is achieved.

e Marine sediments must have a solids content of at least 20% and liberate no free liquids when
transported; meet the waste acceptance criteria outline in Table 5 of the AEE; and have
undergone ASS testing and be limed neutralised.

My initial assessment of this proposal and response was that there is going to be an increased
requirement for disposing of ASS at an appropriate disposal facility in the Waikato region due to the
increased awareness and investigations undertaken. Many disposal facilities do not have any specific
contingencies or controls for dealing with ASSs and therefore EHS’s proposed approach to managing
treated and untreated ASS and marine sediments provides a transparent mechanism for ensuring that
these soils are appropriately dealt with. My opinion was that subject to installation of the proposed
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treatment pad system and adherence to the proposed procedures and controls specified in the ASS
management plan, that the risks could be adequately mitigated. This was also subject to my additional
recommendation that there should be frequent testing of metals and pH from the treatment pad pond
runoff prior to discharge to the quarry pit.

However, | have since become aware that the treatment pad discharges via the quarry pit would not
be authorised by the current suite of consent applications or that such a discharge would require
authorisation via a separate consent application or variation to the existing quarry pit discharge
consent. Whatever the required consenting mechanism, | do have some changes to my original
recommendations around controlling and monitoring these discharges which if implemented and
complied with, should result in a no more than minor level of effect on offsite surface water.

| agree with EHS’s proposal that pond water containing run off from the treatment pad will need to be
monitored for pH to ensure that it is between 6-9 pH units before it can be discharged to the quarry
pit. However, | would recommend that the pH will need to be checked on a daily basis as well as before
any discharge to the quarry pit. In addition to this, any discharge to the quarry pit should also be subject
to boron, copper, lead and zinc analysis using the onsite HACH D 3900 spectrophotometer as per the
methodology proposed for allowing release of the contaminated groundwater from under Fill area 3
to the Fill area 3 sediment retention pond. This would require development of appropriate criteria
based on the sizing of the treatment pad pond volume and the volume of the quarry pit. If it doesn’t
meet this criteria then contingencies for treatment such as pH neutralisation or flocculation or trucking
away for authorised offsite disposal will need to be undertaken.

In addition to this, | would also recommend that discharges from the quarry pit are subject to routine
monitoring and analysis for the full suite of contaminants as per discharges from the managed Fill Area
sediment retention ponds (i.e. Al, As, B, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni, Tl, Zn and TPH) with trigger limits based on
ANZ guidelines for freshwater 95% protection and a TPH trigger of 5 mg/L (33% of the MfE 1998
Petroleum Guidelines). | would recommend that this monitoring occur atleast six times per year (i.e. 2
monthly).

| would also recommend that acid sulphate soils (including peat soils) that have been limed and
stablised offsite prior to delivery (subject to provision of adequate evidence prepared by a SQEP) that
pHox testing of representative samples of soils from each delivered load prior to acceptance should
also be required as an additional level of confirmation of adequate treatment.

| have also considered the concerns and comments raised by submitters, specifically regarding marine
sediments and odour. It is correct that marine sediments can produce odour from hydrogen sulphide.
This risk is usually greatest during the initial disturbance of those sediments from their source but there
could be some residual odour risk at the disposal end. However, while | consider that the odour risk
could be properly managed, especially if there is a requirement for the sediments to be stablised with
lime, no such assessment of this risk has been provided and there is also the inherent risk of high
concentrations of metal and organic contaminants within the marine sediments, especially from
estuaries, which are often sinks for land-based contaminant runoff. There has been no proposal on
how that risk would be managed which would require a quite specific and representative investigation
design, including contaminant suite identification for analysis. | am therefore recommending that
marine sediments, even if treated, should not be received at this site.
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Management of asbestos containing materials and soils

The disposal of asbestos containing materials and soils only poses a risk to the environment when
asbestos fibres become airborne in situations where it is poorly managed. | have provided a technical
assessment of discharges to air associated with the proposed managed fill operation, including
disposal of asbestos in a separate report (refer to Technical assessment of air discharges - Gleeson's
managed fill (https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24495227)). As long as the procedures

and controls discussed under that report are adhered to then asbestos disposal should not pose a risk
to the wider environment.

Testing and acceptance procedures for fill material

Section 12.3 of the Consent application document (page 46) refers to Pre-Testing and Pre-Approval of
Fill Material and refers to secondary testing of loads upon arrival to site (every 500m?, plus random
testing and an annual audit — by samples and by X-ray). Details of this pre-approval process are
explained in section 7 of the Site Fill Management Plan (SFMP) with additional specification of the
procedures for random analysis of loads using hand-held XRF which | consider to be appropriate as
well as conditions relating to this in the proffered consent conditions. However, it will be important
that detailed procedures and methodology regarding secondary testing of loads, random testing and
annual audits by laboratory analysis are also documented in the final approved Site Fill Management
Plan prior to managed fill being accepted for disposal at the site.

Finally, the SFMP and EHS Support’s AEE provides a list of items that will be prohibited from the
managed fill. This list is in my view very comprehensive and provides certainty around not accepting
waste material that can pose a significant risk to the environment.

Conclusion

In conclusion, while | am in general agreement with EHS that the discharges associated with the
proposed managed fill operation will not result in a more than minor level of effects within the
receiving surface waters and would not be expected to result in a measurable change in water quality
within Lake Puketerini or the Waikato river, this agreement is subject to the following amendments
and qualifications:

e that the WAC for copper and boron are lowered as per my recommendations;

e acid sulphate soils and peat soils shall only be received at the site for disposal subject to the
controls and monitoring regime similar to that proposed for dealing with the Fill Area 3
groundwater;

e marine sediments are not accepted at the site;

e The proposed management plans and monitoring programmes (subject to my recommended
amendments) are adhered to; and

e Recommended amendments to consent conditions as detailed further below are adopted.
Noting that apart from my recommendations above under the acid sulphate soil section of my
assessment, | have not put forward any specific wording at this stage around acid sulphate
soils but can do subject to whether the associated discharges are able to be accommodated
under this consent application or not.
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Recommended amendments to consent conditions

| am in general agreement with the proffered consent conditions which should provide an acceptable
level of control on effects in addition to the detailed draft management plans that have also been
provided. However, there are some additional amendments and recommendations as follows.

Schedule Four:
There are some inconsistencies in the proposed trigger values for discharge sampling under Schedule
Four as follows:

Regarding the first table under Schedule 4 — | would recommend that the caption is amended as
following and a footnote be added to the Zinc trigger value to note that this trigger value will be subject
to the results of additional WETT analysis testing to be undertaken as required under conditions 2 and
3 of the stormwater consent. If WETT analysis testing provides evidence that a lower trigger limit
should be applied, then the lower trigger limit supersedes this one. Also, the pH trigger value should
really be a range which should be 5.5 to 9.0 pH units and 6.0 to 9.0 for the under-drain storage tank
discharge to the pond.

Water quality parameters and proposed trigger values for stormwater discharge at Sampling
location DS1, DS3 and DS4 and-Fill-Area-2-and-Fill-Area4.
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With regards to the second table under Schedule 4 — | would recommend that the caption is amended
as following and also the reference to chromium VI and the 0.006 trigger needs to be replaced with
EHS’s recommendation of chromium Il and 0.0033 as per the cut and paste below this from EHS’s SAP
document. | also recommend that the ANZ 95% value for aluminium of 0.055 mg/L is applied instead
of the 90% protection value.

Water quality parameters and proposed trigger values for downstream receiving water quality at
DS2 and DS5

Dissolved Chromium (as

. 0.0033 ANZG (2018) Default Guideline Value
Chromium 1)

For the third table under Schedule 4 — the copper, lead and zinc criteria for level 2 are incorrect and
inconsistent with what was proposed in EHS’s SAP document. The criteria should be 1.25 for copper,
0.25 for lead and 1.55 for zinc.

In addition to this the table also needs to refer to the acceptable pH range which should be 6.0 t0 9.0
pH units under both Level 1 and Level 2 criteria.

Proposed trigger values for discharging Underdrain Storage Tank



Condition 12 of the Land-Solid Waste consent

With regards to removal of the rolling mean from the Fill acceptance criteria table 1, | am fine with
this. | am not overly convinced with the ability for operators to demonstrate compliance with
calculating the rolling mean and in any case, its purpose is more as a management tool to assist them
with understanding how concentrations are tracking. The maximum waste acceptance criteria should
stay as it is because these are the numbers that were modelled and used to demonstrate the level of
effects. Thisis also why I am in favour of retaining the WAC that were modelled and derived specifically
for this site as they represent a site specific derivation rather than applying the generic Class 3 criteria
that were developed under the WasteMinz guidelines (except for copper). | would also note that many
of EHS's proposed criteria are quite a bit lower (e.g. arsenic, cadmium, mercury, BaP.q and BTEX except
for Benzene which is slightly higher) as well as others that will provide extra protection/certainty
compared to the Wasteminz ones at higher concentrations due to a requirement for SPLP analysis (e.g.
copper, nickel, lead and zinc). | recommend the following changes to boron and copper as discussed in
the body of my report as well as some minor amendments to the footnotes to this table.

Proposed Waste Maximum Truckload Fill
; . Proposed SPLP .
Contaminant a Acceptance Criteria e Mo Concentrations Shallow
Parameter Leachability Limits .
Type (>2m) (mg/L)® (<2 m) Clean Fill
(mg/kg) (mg/keg)
Elements Arsenic 1002 - 123
Boron 20453917 (260)7 2 20457
Cadmium 7.549 - 0.65°
Chromium 400%° - 553
Copper 280% (325)* 0.5 453
Mercury 1.5 - 0.453
Nickel 65 (320)’ 1 353
Lead 250%° (1,000)’ 1 653
Thallium 2312 - 1
Zinc 400%°(2,000)” 1 1803
BTEX Benzene 0.2%° - 0.0054°
Compounds Toluene 1.0° - 1.0°
Ethylbenzene 1.1° - 1.1°
Total xylenes 0.61° - 0.61°
Polycyclic Benzo-a- 20* - 2°
Aromatic pyrene (eq)
Hydrocarbons s 1
(PAH) Naphthalene 7.2 - 0.013
Total Petroleum | C7-Co 120° - 120°
Hydrocarbons 13 5
(TPH) Ci0-Caa 300 (1,400) - 58
C15-Cs6 20,000 - -
Others DDT and 8.4%5 - 0.7°
isomers
Aldrin 0.7 - -
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Proposed Waste Maximum Truckload Fill
. . Proposed SPLP .
Contaminant q Acceptance Criteria e et Concentrations Shallow
Parameter Leachability Limits .
Type (>2m) (mg/L)® (<2 m) Clean Fill
(mg/kg) (mg/kg)
Dieldrin 0.748 - -
Tributyltin 6% 0.3%°
Asbestos Refer to Table 2 of the Huntly Quarry — Asbestos Fill Management Plan (PDP, 2019).

Notes:

1. Allvalues in mg/kg unless otherwise stated.

2. Ministry for the Environment (MfE) ‘National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants
in Soil to Protect Human Health’ (MfE, 2012) for a commercial/industrial outdoor worker.

3. Auckland Regional Council (ARC) ‘Technical Publication 153 (TP153) — Background Concentrations of Inorganic
Elements in Soils from the Auckland Region’ (ARC, 2001).

4.  Auckland Council (AC) ‘Auckland Unitary Plan: Operative Version’ (AC, 2018), Table E30.6.1.4.1.

5. MIfE’ Guidelines for Assessing and Managing Petroleum Hydrocarbon Contaminated Sites in New Zealand’ (MfE,
2011). Table 4.15 Tier 1 soil acceptance criteria.

6. MIfE’ Identifying, Investigation and Managing Risks Associated with Former Sheep-dip Sites: A guide for local
authorities’” (MfE, 2006).

7. Concentrations of boron above 45 mg/kg, lead above 250 mg/kg, nickel concentrations above 65 mg/kg and zinc
above 400 mg/kg in infill materials will require Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP) testing to be
carried out on the fill materials before acceptance, to demonstrate that elevated concentrations of these
elements will not mobilise under conditions likely to be present in the fill area. The in-brackets value is the
maximum concentration that can be accepted if SPLP results are satisfactory.

8. Leachability limits from the MfE’ Guidelines for the management of hazardous waste — Module 2: Landfill Waste
Acceptance Criteria and Landfill Classification’ (MfE, 2004) and WasteMINZ (2018) Technical Guidelines for
Disposal to Land — Type 2 landfill.

9. Total concentrations from WasteMINZ (2018) for cleanfill (Class 5 landfill Waste Acceptance Criteria).

10. Ridge Road, Quarry Managed Fill Acceptance criteria (2018).

11. Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment (CCME, 2018) Recommended Criteria for the Protection of
Freshwater Life.

12. Thallium guideline value based upon US EPA Regional Screening Levels for thallium sulphate for industrial sites
(see https://www.epa.gov/risk/regional-screening-levels-rsls-generic-tables)

13. Initial screening criteria based on Ridge Road. Value in bracket is the upper limit of TPH based upon criteria if soils
meet BTEX and PAH criteria listed above. The higher value is based upon MfE’ Guidelines for Assessing and
Managing Petroleum Hydrocarbon Contaminated Sites in New Zealand’ (MfE, 2011). Table 4.20 Tier 1 soil
acceptance criteria for Protection of Groundwater quality.

14. TPH Cy5-Csgvalue is based upon MfE’ Guidelines for Assessing and Managing Petroleum Hydrocarbon
Contaminated Sites in New Zealand’ (MfE, 2011). Table 4.20 Tier 1 soil acceptance criteria for Protection of
Groundwater quality. The criteria for BaPe, and naphthalene must also be met. ard-assumeseoilalse-meets PAH

15. MfE’ Guidelines for the management of hazardous waste — Module 2: Landfill Waste Acceptance Criteria and
Landfill Classification’ (MfE, 2004) — Class B landfills. Leachability limits are determined by the TCLP test. Waste
containing TBT higher than 6 mg/kg can be accepted as long as it meets SPLP criteria of 0.3 mg/L.

16. Thallium waste acceptance criteria for shallow (less than 2 M) is based on Maximum thallium concentration in
farmed soils within the Waikato (rounded down from 1.4 to 1 mg/kg) based upon data presented in Taylor, M.,
Kim, N., (2009) De-aluminium as a mechanism for increased acid recoverable aluminium on Waikato Soils.
Australian Journal of Soil Research, 47, pp 828-838.

17. 95t percentile background soils data for the Waikato region. WRC internal document #10581789.

18. WasteMINZ Technical Guidelines for Disposal to Land, Class 3 WAC.

Advice Note: For concentrations of boron above 20 45 mg/kg, copper above 280 mg/kg, lead above
250 mg/kg, nickel above 65 mg/kg and zinc above 400 mg/kg in fill materials will require Synthetic
Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP) testing to be carried out on the fill materials prior to
acceptance into the landfill, to demonstrate that elevated concentrations of these elements will not
mobilise under conditions likely to be present in the fill area. The in-brackets value is the maximum
concentration that can be accepted if SPLP results are satisfactory.


https://www.epa.gov/risk/regional-screening-levels-rsls-generic-tables
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Advice Note: Any changes to the fill acceptance criteria will require an application pursuant to s127
RMA.

As previously discussed in my Technical Assessment above, | agree with EHS’s proposal to also include
specified procedures for deriving WAC for metal and organic contaminants that are not included in
Table 1 of Condition 12. However, | would recommend that EHS’s recommendations around this need
to be more fully detailed with provision of a flowchart that could be included in Schedule 4 for example,
that sets out a clear and transparent process for setting acceptable criteria for contaminants not
included in the WAC Table.

Condition 14(iv) of the Land-Solid Waste consent
Both your version of conditions and condition 14(d) of the applicant’s conditions refers to No
prohibited material outlined within the Site and Fill Management Plan shall be accepted into the
managed fill. You then also set out items for exclusion in a separate condition 15. However, | would
recommend that the fuller list of prohibited items as identified in Schedule 3 is referred to rather than
the fill management plan. This would also remove the need to have condition 15 but noting that some
of those items listed under condition 15 could be added to the Prohibited Wastes Table under Schedule
3 such as:

e Radioactive substances

e Bulk liguids and liquid waste [noting that bulk liquids is already in that table but extending it

to including liquid waste]

| would also recommend adding in the following items to this prohibited list in response to some of
the concerns raised by submitters around potential wastes that might end up in the fill site:

e No animal carcasses or animal waste

e No motor vehicle bodies, engines or parts

e Tunnelling boring machine (TBM) spoil

Condition 32 and 33 of the applicants Land-Solid Waste consent conditions
These conditions still refer to the artificial wetland which is no longer part of the proposal so should
be removed.

Condition 36 of the applicants Land-Solid Waste consent conditions
Refers to the Wasteminz guidelines August 2018 but this could be updated now to the October 2022
version.

Condition 2 & 3 of the applicant’s version of the Stormwater consent

Condition 2, | recommend the following amendments:
Prior to the commencement of any stormwater discharge to the receiving environment from Fill Area

2 (DS4), the discharge criteria for dissolved zinc at sampling location BS% DS4 shall be determined using
Whole Effluent Toxicity Testing (WETT) and by using the methodology provided in Appendix E to the
Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) version received 27 October 2021, WRC doc # 22010801. WETT
analysis shall involve collection of stream water from BS2 DS5 by an independent and suitably qualified
water quality expert with WETT analysis to be undertaken by NIWA. The no observable effects
concentration (NOEC) value from the WETT analysis results will be used to determine confirm that the
zinc discharge criteria of 0.031 mg/L for sampling location BSZ DS4 is sufficiently protective. If the
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NOEC value is greater than or equal to 0.031 mg/L the-80%-freshwaterecosystemprotection-outlined
I-ANZG-{2048)} then no change to the zinc discharge criteria is required. If the NOEC value is less than

0.031 mg/L then the discharge criteria for that discharge location will need to be revised to this new
lower NOEC value through a certified revision of the Sampling and Analy5|s Plan. the—éeﬁauk—ga@ehne

Condition 3, | recommend the following amendments:
The WETT analysis shall be undertaken on a date being five three years post commencement of

discharges from the SRPs via-the-wetland using the methodology provided in Appendix E to the SAP.
WETT analysis shall involve collection of discharge water from DS1, DS3 and DS4 by an independent
and suitably qualified water quality expert with WETT analysis to be undertaken by NIWA. The no
observable effects concentration (NOEC) value from the WETT analysis results will be used to
determine confirm that the zinc discharge criteria of 0.031 mg/L for sampling location DS1, DS3 and
DS4 is sufficiently protective. If the NOEC value for each discharge location is greater than or equal to
0.031 mg/L thezine-discharge-criteria-currentlysetout-inthecertified-SAR, then no change to the zinc
discharge criteria is required. If the NOEC value is less than 0.031 mg/L then the discharge criteria for
that discharge location will need to be revised to this new lower NOEC value through a certified
revision of the Sampling and Analysis Plan.

Condition 8 of the applicant’s stormwater conditions

Some amendments are needed for this consent condition. The 6 monthly monitoring frequency is quite
different from the frequency that Andrew has been recommending which was four times per year from
the receiving environment locations and five times per year from the SRP discharge locations.
However, | would recommend that the frequency for the receiving environment locations is increased
even more than quarterly and should be every two months i.e. six times per year. This will provide
additional assurance to the submitters around monitoring, especially with regards to the upper
catchment that feeds into Lake Puketirini.

So amendments to Condition 8 as follows:

In addition to the sampling required in condition 7, surface water samples shall be collected from the
discharge points at the end of the treatment systems DS1, DS3 and DS5 five times per year menthiy
basis,and-at-the-outlet of theartificial-wetland and from the downstream sampling points DS2 and
DS5 as identified in the Sampling and Analysis Plan on a guarterly two monthly basis, excepting times
when there are no discharges, until such time as the fill activities on site have ceased and the site has
been rehabilitated.

Surface water samples shall be submitted to an accredited laboratory for analysis of the following
contaminants;

(a) Dissolved Aluminium (0.22 um filter); (b) Dissolved Arsenic; (c) Dissolved Boron; (d) Dissolved
Cadmium; (e) Dissolved Chromium; (f) Dissolved Copper; (g) Dissolved Lead; (h) Dissolved Nickel;
Dissolved Thallium; ard (i) Dissolved Zinc; and (j) Total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH).

Fotalpetroleum-hydrocarbons Flowrates will also be measured and recorded at the time that samples

are collected.



Additional recommendations for conditions:

| also recommend that a condition of consent is included for Fill Area 2. Specifically, should a
perched shallow water table be identified during construction of Fill Area 2 which is likely to
impact on contaminant transport from that area in a westerly direction then fate and transport
modelling should be undertaken to determine the appropriateness of the proposed waste
acceptance criteria for that fill area for ensuring sufficient protection for the Lake Puketirini
catchment. Alternatively, | also agree with the recommendation to require groundwater
monitoring investigations.
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27 Grey St
Cambridge 3434
0210312716

31 October 2022

Emma Cowan
Resource Officer Land Development
Waikato Regional Council

Re: Gleeson and Cox Fill Consent Application: Wetland
Ecological Effects: Update to memo 22 July 2022

1 Background

Gleeson Quarries Huntly Limited is seeking resource consent to create an overburden
placement site and operate a managed / clean fill site at the Huntly Quarry. It is anticipated
that the same fill areas will be used for both overburden and managed fill. The proposed fill
sites are located on farmland around the north and western sides of Huntly Quarry on
Riverview Road, Huntly.

You have asked me to review the ecological impact and compensation reports prepared for
the proposal, and to outline any further requests for information | think necessary;
specifically you asked eight questions, short responses are presented below, with fuller
detail in the body of the memo.

This memo updates the 22 July 2022 memo | sent to you, taking into account newly supplied
information submitted in response to further information requests.

1. Do I agree with the applicant’s assessment of effects, and are there any gaps in the
assessment i.e. terrestrial, aquatic, lake, water attenuation, other.

The EIA (Boffa Miskell 2019) methodology is relatively comprehensive and sound,
barring its acknowledged lack of fauna surveys for bats?, birds, and lizards, but lacks
guantification of terrestrial vegetation loss and under-estimates the extent of wetland
area loss?. A subsequent report quantified the terrestrial vegetation loss.

The applicant does not fully assess, or include in the wetland quantum, two small areas
of wetland vegetation immediately downstream of the Fill Area (FA)2 and FA4. Based on
the maps in the EIA, these appear likely to be within the footprint of proposed sediment
retention ponds, but based on version E of the Erosion and Sediment Control plans lie
outside but within 100 m of the proposed sediment ponds. These wetlands may be

1 A bat survey and bat management plan were later completed for the applicant.
2 Reply to s92 request from Kate Madsen, Paua Planning, 20 June 2022,



affected by the sediment pond construction and operation, and have not been included
in the assessment of effects.

The pre-drainage of part of an induced wetland in Fill Area 3 was also likely under-
estimated. The EIA estimates that FA3 comprised 700 m?2, however that is only 1.6% of
42,000 m?, which does not match the EIA pg 11 description of this being an area
dominated by an indigenous wetland species (Juncus edgariae) and “a large part of
which appears to be relatively regularly inundated”. In FA3 the pond alone comprised
approximately 700 m? indicating that the native wetland rushland was not included in
the quantum of wetland affected, or fully mitigated.

2. Whether the ecological mitigation/compensation offered is like for like and/or
appropriate.

The compensation package proposed in the EMP comprises fencing, pest and weed
control, and planting of a nearby gully. Separate compensation is proposed to offset loss
of long-tailed bat habitat.

It is difficult to assess the adequacy of compensation for the loss of wetland habitat
because of the complex nature of the assessment baseline.

a. The EIA and EMP were well over 2 years old when the application was
lodged, and by June 2022 some features were not as described in those
documents, e.g. Fill Area 3 was partially drained and Planting Area 9/
Management Unit 6/ Vegetation Zone 10 was indigenous swamp millet - not
exotic Mercer grass as described in the EMP and therefore should not have
been sprayed and replanted.

b. The area of wetland lost is likely larger than that reported in the EIA as
noted in #1.

c. Three of the proposed EMP mitigation activities (fencing, some planting and
animal pest control) had already been offered as mitigation for unconsented
drainage of FA3.

d. These and additional activities proposed in the EMP were completed prior to
the lodgement of the consent application.

If | fully set the baseline as the date of application, and therefore exclude the full area of
FA3 lost prior to lodgement and also fully discount EMP activities offered as mitigation
for that loss, then residual activities of terrestrial planting, animal pest control and
ongoing weed control are adequate offsets for loss of terrestrial habitat, but are not like
for like compensation for the loss of the proposed future loss of at least 1869 m? of
significant wetland habitat. Therefore, the proposed future loss of wetland has not been
adequately compensated.

Designing the proposed sediment retention ponds to incorporate similar pond and
margin vegetation could provide a suitable onsite mitigation option for the loss of
wetlands. These could be designed to allow for regular pond maintenance required to
maintain their sediment retention function without affecting planted compensation
vegetation.
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Whether the ecological monitoring is appropriate. Any additional recommendations for
monitoring i.e. MCl in watercourses?

Ecological monitoring is proposed for bait take/trap catch in the compensation area and
weed control, along with bat monitoring. Additional monitoring should be undertaken to
document compensation planting and the outcome of pest monitoring (e.g. chew card
/tracking card monitoring for residual pests).

4. Does the proposal offer a net benefit to the Waikato River catchment (Vision and
Strategy)?

Water quality benefits to the Waikato River catchment are likely minimal as the
compensation area flows to a supertrophic lake (Waabhi), however this is more appropriately
assessed by your sediment and aquatic ecosystem experts.

5. Is the proposal consistent with regulations i.e. RPS, NPS, WRP.

The ponds and associated margins in Fill Areas 2 and 4 are constructed wetlands and don’t
meet the NPS-FM definition of natural wetland. However, these wetlands are acknowledged
in the EIA as meeting at least two of the Waikato RPS criteria for significant areas, and
therefore trigger the wetland drainage rule: 3.7.4.7 Discretionary Activity Rule — Drainage of
Wetlands.

The wetland in Fill Area 3 is induced and therefore subject to the NES rules. Most of it was
destroyed prior to the enactment of the NPS and NES for Freshwater Management, however
small, degraded remnants remain.

Two small areas of Carex sedges in ephemeral watercourses below the constructed ponds
may meet the definition of natural wetland under the NPSFM, however it is unclear whether
they will be impacted by the proposed activity. They are noted on the Erosion & Sediment
Control Plans (version E) but not ecologically described in any of the literature | have been
presented with3. The ESCP (Rev E) shows them located within 100 m of the proposed
sediment ponds. That may trigger NES rule 54 ¢ “the taking, use, damming, diversion, or
discharge of water within, or within a 100 m setback from, a natural wetland.” for damming
and discharge activities.

Some activities conducted in the compensation area as mitigation for the loss of FA 3
wetlands contravene the non-complying NES rule 54 for vegetation clearance within a
natural wetland - i.e. drilling and poisoning in excess of 500 m? of grey willow and spraying
approximately 2000 m? of native swamp millet with herbicide. The NES vegetation clearance
definition includes “(a) means the disturbance, damage, destruction, or removal of
vegetation by any means (for example, by cutting, crushing, application of chemicals, or
burning); and..”

3 Envoco prepared a report describing wetlands north of Fill Area 3 (July 2022) on the property of Mike
O’Riley, however those are not the wetlands | am here referring to, which are on the G&C property,
immediately downstream of the fill areas and shown as ‘secondary wetland’ or ‘induced wetland’ on
the ESCP documents Rev E 18.09.22 (Erosion & Sediment Control Plan Fill 2 — First Stages of Filling and
Erosion & Sediment Control Plan Fill 4).
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6. Anything else | think relevant

Regarding other matters of relevance. | agree that the ponded areas above the bunds in Fill
Areas 2 and 4 and their associated margins are constructed wetlands. Nevertheless, they are
significant under the Waikato RPS as stated in the EIA. | consider the FA3 wetland to be an
induced not constructed wetland, and any remnants may therefore be subject to the NES
provisions. Areas of natural wetland have been confirmed (but not described or quantified)
downstream of the fill areas®. My understanding is that the sediment retention ponds have
been repositioned to avoid their direct loss, although being located within 100 m of the
damming and discharge of water from the sediment ponds may trigger non-complying
status under NES-FM s54c for discharge and damming within 100 m of a natural wetland.

7. Any recommendations | may have.

| recommend that a compensation package be developed to directly address the loss of
wetland as a result of the proposed activity, along with additional minor recommendations.

8. Any further information requirements.

A number of further information requirements were requested in my memo to you dated 18
July 2022, largely these have been settled with subsequent documentation. There remains a
lack of full assessment of effects of wetlands below the proposed sediment ponds.

2 Scope and Methods

My area of expertise lies within wetland ecosystems and terrestrial and wetland ecology.
Therefore, | have not assessed flowing aquatic or lentic (lake ecosystems) in the context of
this application.

My understanding is:

e Gleeson Group are seeking resource consent from Waikato Regional Council and
Waikato District Council to fill four sites with overburden and managed fill on their
land at Huntly.

e Three fill sites include wetlands, all of which are deemed in the EIA® to meet the
Waikato Regional Policy Statement definition of significant area of indigenous
vegetation or habitat for indigenous fauna, requiring a discretionary consent for
their drainage/ in-filling and mitigation for their loss.

e One of these areas (Fill Area 3) was subject to drainage prior to resource consent
being issued and a mitigation package was offered to offset its loss.

e Asingle compensation site has been proposed, to offset loss of terrestrial and
wetland habitat®, comprising a nearby gully with remnant indigenous forest and
wetland. The compensation package comprises planting, weed control, pest control
and fencing from stock. Parts of the compensation package were offered in August
2020 to mitigate the unconsented loss of Fill Area 3 prior to the application being
lodged’.

4 pPer version E of the ESCP’s, 18 Sept 2022.

5 Boffa Miskell Ltd 2019

5 Note an additional compensation plan and site is offered for long-tailed bats.
7 Letter from Paua Planning to Emma Cowan, 18 August 2020
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e Application for consent was lodged with WRC on 14 April 2022.
e The application will be publicly notified.

| have reviewed (among other material provided by Paua Planning via a shared online drive)
the following documents and base my comments on these documents, aerial/satellite
images, and a site visit on 7 June 2022.

1. Aletter from Dr Jamie MacKay, Senior Ecologist, Wildland Consultants, to Biance
Schoeman, Paua Planning Ltd, 12 November 2019 titled GLEESON QUARRY HUNTLY
OFFSET LOCATION ASSESSMENT.

2. Gleeson Quarries Huntly Limited - District and Regional Resource consents for new
fill sites within quarry landholdings: Ecological Impact Assessment. Boffa Miskell Ltd
14 November 2019.

3. An ecological mitigation/compensation plan prepared by Wildland Consultants, May
2020: Contract Report No. 5208f: ECOLOGICAL MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE
PROPOSED COMPENSATION SITE AT GLEESON QUARRY, HUNTLY.

4. An email from Kate Madsen, Director & Principal Planner, Paua Planning Ltd, to
Emma Cowan (Waikato Regional Council), 18 August 2020. “PROPOSED MITIGATION
FOR DRAINAGE OF WETLAND POND IN ‘FILL AREA 3’ ON GLEESON LANDHOLDINGS,
HUNTLY”.

5. Letter from Stantec to Gleeson Group, 24 December 2021, titled Huntly Managed
Fill: Wetland Peer Review.

6. Reply to s92 request for further information from Kate Madsen, Paua Planning Ltd,
20 June 2022.

7. Wildlands 2020. Bat Management Plan for Gleeson Quarry, Huntly. Contract Report
No. 5208e

8. Envoco Pest Management Plan, May 2021.

9. Envoco. Ecological Mitigation Monitoring Report Gleeson Huntly Quarry Gleeson &
Cox Ltd May 2022

10. Paua Planning. 12 July 2022. Assessment of Effects Proposed Overburden &
Managed Fill Activity Riverview Road Huntly.

11. Envoco, Quantification of indigenous terrestrial vegetation in Fill Areas 2 and 4.
September 2022.

12. Ecological Assessment of wetlands north of Fill Area 3 at Gleeson Huntly Quarry,
Envoco, July 20228

My assessments also refers, to and takes into account advice from you via email (dates listed
where relevant).

On 7 June 2022, | conducted a half-day orientation site visit with Josh Joshua Evans
Resource Officer, Land Development, Waikato Regional Council. We were driven to a ridge
above Fill sites 2, 3, and 4, and guided to Compensation Area 4 by Shawn McLean, Gleeson
Group. Shawn did not accompany us on foot.

8 Note that this report describes wetlands in addition to the wetlands | saw immediately downstream
of the existing constructed wetlands in FA 2 and FA 4 and mapped on Erosion & Sediment Control Plan
SRP 2 Establishment and Erosion & Sediment Control Plan Fill 4. One of those wetlands is within 25 m
of the sediment ponds in EESCP. | have not seen either of those two wetlands described in any reports.
I am not concerned about the wetlands described in the Envoco report 2022



We walked Fill Site 2 and looked at the stream gully below it, we traversed Fill Site 3, and
looked at Fill Site 4 and the stream gully below it. We then drove to and walked the length of
the wetland in Compensation Area 4.

3 Fill Area 3 and compensation works as at 7 June 2022

You advised me via email 14/06/2022 that:
The Fill 3 compensation specific to the loss of the wetland at this site is separate to
this application process because GC are not applying for retrospective consent for the
Fill 3 wetland loss, the compensation was offered through the separate compliance
pathway.
It would only be the current ecological values of Fill 3 which need compensation —
such as the stretch of ephemeral stream below the fill site (the wetland had been
destroyed prior to application lodgement).

Fill Area 3 is described in the EIA (based on field survey 25 to 29 June 2019) as comprising
“4.2 ha within a grazed paddock, a large part of which appears to be relatively reqularly
inundated.” The EIA also states that much of it was dominated by native Edgar’s rush (Juncus
edgarii), interspersed with patches of rank grass. Edgar’s rush is a species found in wetlands
more often than not (wetland status = Facultative Wetland®). A regularly inundated area
dominated by a native wetland plant is highly likely to have met the RMA definition of
wetland and the WRP significant wetland criterion. This suggests the area of wetland in Fill
Area 3 was larger than the 700 m? reported in the EIA (700 m?is only 1.6 % of 42,000 m? and
is the size of the pre-drainage pond alone).

An aerial photograph taken in 1941 (Retrolens® Image 77537 295/20) shows this area was
originally a gully, with a small remnant forest patch and downstream wetland. It has since
been filled and contoured. My understanding is that Fill Area 3 was filled with mining tailings
which have impeded drainage and induced formation of a wetland, i.e. regularly inundated
and dominated by a native facultative wetland plant (Juncus edgarii) per the EIA. It was not
deliberately constructed to function as a wetland and was not, at the time of survey for the
EIA, dominated by exotic pasture species. A farm pond was constructed within Fill Area 3
(likely between 1991 and 1995, based on Retrolens images SN9124 and SN9401). While the
pond was no doubt constructed, the rest of the wetland area would be considered induced
(inadvertently created through the placement of fill).

Based on the EIA description and its history as an induced wetland, much of Fill Area 3 as
described in 2019 is likely to have met the Natural Wetland definition in the National Policy
Statement for Freshwater Management (NPSFM). However, the site was drained in June
2020, prior to the release of the NPSFM in September of that year. Presumably then, only
the Waikato Regional Plan (and Waikato District Plan) rules apply in respect to the areas lost
in June 2020. Being dominated by native wetland rush it met the WRPS definition of
significant wetland, and therefore required a discretionary consent for drainage under the
WRP.

Mitigation activities to offset the damage to the site were proposed (Paua Planning letter to
Emma Cowan, 18 August 2020). They comprised:

9 https://www.envirolink.govt.nz/assets/2122-HBRC259-New-Zealand-Wetland-Plant-List-2021.pdf
10 https://retrolens.co.nz/
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1. Fencing around entire compensation area: see Figure 1 in Wildlands Report
‘Ecological Management Plan for the proposed Compensation Site at Gleeson
Quarry, Huntly’ dated May 2020.

2. Complete initial pest plant control in Management Units 2a, 3d and 6: see Figure 2 in
Wildlands Report ‘Ecological Management Plan for the proposed Compensation Site
at Gleeson Quarry, Huntly’ dated May 2020.

3. Planting of Areas 9 and 10 as illustrated on Figure 4 in Wildlands Report ‘Ecological
Management Plan for the proposed Compensation Site at Gleeson Quarry, Huntly’
dated May 2020.

You advised me via email 13/06/2022 that with regards the mitigation package offered via
the letter from Paua Planning 18 August 2020 that:
“The site was issued with a formal warning on the understanding that they would
undertake the ecological enhancement works offered.”

During our site visit on 7 June 2022 a team of Envoco staff (who introduced themselves to
us) were planting the gully of Compensation Area 4. We saw:
1. Arecently installed fence encircling the gully (some areas of exposed soil on the
fence benches were not yet grassed).
Defoliated grey willow trees in MUs 2a and 2b*! of the Wildlands EMP.
No pest plants in MU 3d.
Desiccated native swamp millet in MU 6.
Carex sedges and other native species had been planted in the wetland (under dead
grey willow in Planting Area 10 and among desiccated native swamp millet in
Planting Area 9).
Several predator traps had been installed.
7. Planting on side slopes and additional plants stacked presumably for subsequent
planting.

ik wnN
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The first five of these activities match the mitigation package offered for the unconsented
drainage works in Fill Area 32, As such, those five activities are not compensation for future
adverse ecological effects in Fill Areas 2 and 4, for any remaining areas of wetland within Fill
Area 3 as of June 2022 and for two small wetland areas downstream of the proposed
sediment retention ponds.

During my 7 June 2022 visit to Compensation Area 4, two areas of grey willow trees were
defoliated (totalling a little over 1230 m?), and Planting Area 9/ MU 6 was composed almost
entirely of native swamp millet that was yellow-brown but flowering to enable easy
identification (see Figure 1). Figure 20 in the Envoco 2022 Ecological Mitigation Monitoring
Report shows that Area 9 was green in March of 2022. Area 9 was mapped as Mercer grass,
and blanket spraying was advised, in the 2019 EMP (s7.2.7 and s9.3).

Envoco staff informed us that the willow had been controlled in the spring of 2021 (Ohara
McLennan pers. comm. 7 June 2022). Their 2022 report states they sprayed what they
described as an area of exotic Mercer grass with a spray gun using 100 g/litre haloxyfop-P
present as haloxyfop-P-methyl (no date provided but the area was green in March 2022 and
brown by June 2022, see Figure 2). That area is the desiccated native swamp millet that |
saw on 7 June 2022. ltis not feasible for that area to have been green exotic Mercer grass in

11 Note this is mapped as MU 2 on page 16 of the EMP, | am treating that as MU 2b.

12| etter from Kate Madsen, Paua Planning to Emma Cowan, Waikato Regional Council, 18 August
2020



113

March 2022, later sprayed with a grass-specific herbicide that remains active in the soil with
a 12-week withholding period, and then self-established as a native grass species, grown to
over 50 cm height, flowered, and then browned off by 7 June 2022.

Therefore, | believe the grass that was sprayed between March 2022 and 7 June 2022 (based
on Figure 20 of the Envoco report) was not exotic Mercer grass, but was instead native
swamp millet. This was later confirmed by Envoco®3.

The area of grey willow sprayed was at least 1230 m? (per the EMP) and the area of swamp
millet was 2,000 m? (per the EMP, but described in that report as exotic Mercer grass in
2019). Since September 2020, resource consent has been required to spray in excess of 500
m? of vegetation of any type in a natural wetland under the NES Freshwater Management. |
do not support the interpretation by Paua Planning (Appendix 12.10) that spraying willow
with chemical but leaving it standing to decay within a wetland falls outside the NES
definition of vegetation clearance. As acknowledged by Paua Planning in Appendix 12.10,
the NES definition of vegetation clearance includes destruction of vegetation via application
of chemical and does not require that the vegetation be physically removed to be
considered ‘clearance’. “vegetation clearance—(a) means the disturbance, damage,
destruction, or removal of vegetation by any means (for example, by cutting, crushing,
application of chemicals, or burning); and(b) includes activities that result in the
disturbance, damage, destruction, or removal of vegetation ..;” Bold my emphasis.

The spraying of native swamp millet would likely also have required a resource consent from
Waikato District Council for clearance of indigenous vegetation outside of a SNA, unless the
council had certified it as not significant prior to spraying.

If the activities offered and conducted by the applicant to mitigate the loss of unconsented
wetland drainage in Fill Area 3 are discounted, the following activities remain on the table to
compensate all proposed adverse ecological effects other than bats (covered by a separate
management plan):

1. Weed control other than MUs 2a, 3d and 6.

2. Pest animal control.

3. Riparian/terrestrial planting (i.e., other than areas 9 and 10).

4. Ongoing weed and pest control

With regards to wetlands, the residual offsets include a small patch of grey willow in MU 2 (<
200 m?, my estimation), and a small area of wetland edge planting in PAs 7&8 (215 Carex
virgata plants, amounting to approximately 100 m? of wetland species planting).

Some of the above activities had already occurred during my June 2022 site visit to assess
the application, and a decision will need to be made regarding whether these can be
considered as advance compensation.

4  Assessment of Effects

The EIA prepared by Boffa Miskell 14 November 2019 states that.

13 Response to WDC Memo Re: Gleeson and Cox Fill Consent Application: Wetland Ecological Effects.
Karen Denyer, July 2022. Response prepared by Ohara MclLennan (Ecologist, Envoco Ltd) for Kate
Madsen, Paua Planning Ltd. “Although swamp millet was removed,..”
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Within the footprint of the proposed new land-use, areas of gorse-dominated or
native broadleaved early successional scrub, exotic forest/treeland, wetland
vegetation and pasture grassland were identified.

The proposed new fill areas provide a range of different habitats that may be utilised
by a variety of native fauna species. This includes but is not limited to; herpetofauna
species such as copper skink; Threatened or At Risk bird species utilising wetland or
ungrazed grassland habitat features on the Site; the Threatened — Nationally Critical
long-tailed bat likely utilising vegetation on the Site for commuting, foraging and/or
roosting; and shortfin eels that have been observed in the three identified wetland
areas.

The proposed change in land-use will result in the staged removal of:
e Large areas of gorse-dominated early successional scrub;
e Large areas of pasture grassland;
» A notable proportion of native broad-leaved early successional scrub
including the occasional large native tree;
e Two small areas of exotic forest/treeland;
¢ 1,530 m? wetland habitat present on site;
* 525 m ephemeral waterway; and
¢ 90 m intermittent waterway.
The habitat loss outlined above will result in the loss of associated habitat for
herpetofauna, bird, bat and freshwater fauna habitat.

The EIA concludes (s 5.4) that “Native and exotic forest stands and wetland features within
the site have been assessed as of high or very high potential value for herpetofauna,
avifauna and bats under EIANZ guidelines (2018), and meet significance criteria outlined in
the Waikato Operative District Plan significance criteria.” They EIA also recommend fauna
surveys be conducted to “provide a more accurate assessment of the vegetation habitat value
and significance.”

With the exception of lack of bat and lizard fauna surveys (due to the seasonal constraints of
the Boffa Miskell field assessments as expressed in the EIA), and quantification of the areas
of terrestrial vegetation that will be cleared, the EIA methodology is sound and reasonably
comprehensive.

In general, | agree with the broad scale and list of impacts described in the EIA, but consider
the extent of wetland area in FA3 at the time of the EIA report to be significantly under-
reported, and two additional areas of wetlands below FA 2 and 4 not assessed. These and
areas of terrestrial habitat loss should have been included in Table 15: Summary of potential
effects on vegetation, to fairly assess the compensation offered.

4.1 Terrestrial vegetation

The EIA describes, but does not map or quantify, areas of terrestrial vegetation that will be
impacted by the proposed activities. Envoco later conducted this work to a competent
standard and quantified the loss of indigenous terrestrial vegetation as 3327 m2. Most of the
affected vegetation is dominated by exotic species, although some may have indigenous
understory, and Envoco notes the presence of native broadleaved early successional scrub,
and nine scattered mature canopy trees (likely remnant trees around which indigenous
scrub has regenerated). These occur within the footprints of Fill Areas 2 and 4. Clearance of
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these sites will likely require a restricted discretionary consent from the Waikato District
Plan (Proposed District Plan rule ECO-R16) and may require a discretionary consent from
WDP Operative Plan (25.43A.2). | consider the proposed terrestrial and riparian planting in
Compensation Area 4 is an adequate offset for the loss of terrestrial vegetation.

4.2 Herpetofauna

Copper skink (Oligosoma aeneum) were considered by Boffa Miskell to be likely present in
areas of Secondary Podocarp-broadleaf forest, although that habitat is not anticipated to be
affected by this application, as the EIA notes in footnote 1 “The proposal initially included an
additional potential fill site, referred to as Site 1, which has now been omitted from the
proposal.” When the EIA was prepared this species was classified as Not Threatened. The
threat status was revised in 2021 to At Risk-Declining'®. No lizard surveys were conducted
for the EIA due to seasonal constraints. Given the increased threat status of this species, and
requirements under the Wildlife Act 1953, pre-activity search and salvage is recommended,
and may be legally required. Capture and relocation has been used in other developments in
New Zealand, however there needs to be a suitable location to relocate the individuals to.

It is recommended that a lizard salvage and mitigation plan be developed and implemented
as a condition of consent. This should include post-translocation monitoring and proposed
predator control. The applicant proposes to prepare a Lizard Management Plan for Fill Area
4, but not FA 2 or 3 (Paua Planning 12 July 2022). During my site visit | saw a live lizard
among the grass just above the channel below FA 2. | was not able to confirm species
because close examination is required to distinguish lizard species and | do not hold a permit
to capture or handle live lizards. However, | had a clear enough sighting to determine that it
was a lizard, and this does indicate the presence of at least one lizard in the FA 2 catchment.

The EIA states that: Other habitats of lesser value also have potential to support significant
indigenous fauna populations. These assessments are precautionary and based on habitat
availability without the benefit of survey data. We recommend fauna surveys to provide a
more accurate assessment of the vegetation habitat value and significance.

Boffa Miskell (2019) also state, and Paua Planning (July 2022) re-states that “non-threatened
ground dwelling lizards may however be present at Fill Areas 2 and 4.”, however, the EIA is
now three years old and the ‘non-threatened ground dwelling lizards’ referred to on pg 37 of
the AEE, i.e. copper skinks, are now classified as ‘At Risk-Declining’ in the national threat
classification system.

4.3 Native bats

The EIA recommended a bat survey be undertaken. A bat survey was conducted by Wildland
Consultants Ltd in 2019 and confirmed the presence of Nationally Critical long-tailed bats
(Chalinolobus tuberculatus) in Fill Area 4, and potentially present in other potentially
affected areas.

A bat management plan was prepared by Wildland Consultants in February 2020. The BMP is
detailed and sound, my only comments are relatively minor:

14 Rod Hitchmough, Ben Barr, Carey Knox, Marieke Lettink, Joanne M. Monks, Geoff B. Patterson,
James T. Reardon, Dylan van Winkel, Jeremy Rolfe and Pascale Michel. 2021. Conservation status of
New Zealand reptiles, 2021. NEW ZEALAND THREAT CLASSIFICATION SERIES 35. Published by
Department of Conservation Te Papa Atawhai, Wellington.
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a) it should specifically state in s5.4 that acoustic monitoring will take place in the
appropriate season (1 October-30 April, inclusive).

b) It should include in annual monitoring (s6.3), checks on, and if necessary
adjustments to, the tree bands above and below the artificial roosts to account for
tree girth growth and maintain predator exclusion.

c) It should specify the mechanism that will be pursued to protect, in perpetuity, a bat
reserve utilising exotic pines.

Best practice guidelines for artificial bat roosts have been developed for New Zealand and
could be referred to as a condition of consent?®.

Activities in Compensation Area 4 are not needed to mitigate adverse effects on native bats
if this BMP is approved and if it, and the above points, are incorporated into conditions of
consent.

4.4  Avifauna

The EIA noted use of the site by common bird species, and that matches my casual
observations during the site visit. Some habitat will be lost, but if clearance activities are
conducted outside of breeding season, it is unlikely that any indigenous birds will be fatally
affected and offsite planting of habitat to compensate for their habitat loss will result in no
more than minor effects.

The wetlands affected by the proposal are very small and exposed to predators, and
therefore unlikely to be successful breeding sites for wetland avifauna. However, as with
terrestrial vegetation clearance, wetland drainage and vegetation clearance activities should
ideally occur outside of the breeding season, as recommended by the EIA.

Two native bird species classified as “At Risk” were also reported in the EIA. A New Zealand
pipit was seen in the retired pasture at Fill Area 3 while a pied shag was observed flying
overhead near Fill Area 2. These transient, mobile species are unlikely to be directly
impacted by the proposal, however as NZ pipit nest in long grass, they will be potentially at
risk of fill operations on an ongoing basis during their nesting seasons. It would be
impractical to annually control all activities during their breeding season to avoid the very
low potential that a nest or nesting bird may be at risk.

4.5 Wetlands

The EIA assesses the affected wetland condition as low, but does not provide a correct
condition assessment'®. However, in the context of the Waikato RPS polices, wetland
condition is irrelevant if the wetland supports a community of indigenous species. The EIA
states that the wetlands in the fill areas meet the WRPS criteria for significant wetland (e.g.,
see pg 39). They support indigenous plants, native short-fin eels and indigenous
macroinvertebrates, e.g. Chironomus zealandicus, an endemic species.

15 New Zealand Bat Recovery Group Advice Note — The Use of Artificial Bat Roosts. 18 October 2021
16 Dominance of native vegetation appears to be based on the areas surrounding not within the
wetland, for example Fill Area 3 the wetland vegetation condition is described as “Canopy species
replaced by harvested pine”.



The quantum of wetland loss reported in Boffa Miskell'” in the footprint of Fill Areas 2, 3,
and 4 (1530 m?) is less than that later mapped by Wildland Consultants (1869 m?)'® and |
consider that both significantly underestimate the total area of wetland involved when the
full loss from FA3 is taken into account.

EIA Boffa Wildland My assessment
Miskell 2019 Consultants
(reported in
Stantec 2021)

Fill Area2 | 450 m? 570 m? Accept area similar to WC, but also small
area of wetland downstream, as shown on
the ESC Plan VE.

Fill Area 3 | 700 m? 815 m? Boffa M and WC only included the area of
pond, not the area dominated by native
wetland rush prior to drainage. Boffa
Miskell report that a large part of 4.2 ha
was regularly inundated and dominated by
native wetland rush. Prior to drainage area
was likely closer to 10,000 m? based on my
observations via G Earth time series.

Fill Area4 | 380 m? 484 m? Accept area similar to WC, but also small
area of wetland downstream, as shown on
the ESC Plan VE.

Total 1530 m? 1869 m? Possibly in excess of 11,000 m?
including the full area of wetland in FA
3 prior to drainage.

In response to a s92 further information request, Kate Madsen (Paua Planning) clarified that
the applicant accepts the wetland extend figure provided by Wildland Consultants and
reported in the Stantec report, i.e. the higher figure of 1869 m?of wetland affected.

Prior to unconsented drainage the area of wetland in FA3 would likely have been much
greater than the 700 m? reported by Boffa Miskell, because they state that a large part of
the 4.2 ha (42,000 m?) area was relatively regularly inundated and dominated by the native
wetland rush Juncus edgarii. The pond alone was clearly approximately 700 m? based on
multiple time series images from Google Earth prior to drainage (see Figure 4). Areas of
brown vegetation in multiple GE images indicate the area likely covered in the native
rushland described by Boffa. Conservatively | estimate it to be approximately 10,000 m? (one
quarter of the area described by Boffa). In some images it looks much larger. It appears that
the inundated paddock dominated by native wetland rush was not included in the quantum
of wetland in FA3 prior to drainage.

The EIA, Stantec report and a letter to Josh Evans, Waikato Regional Council, 10 June 2022,
also variously refer to wetlands downslope of the constructed ponds in FA 2 and 4, but there
has been no apparent assessment of them. During my site visit | also saw small areas of
wetland vegetation in the watercourses within 200 m downstream of the bunds in FA2 and
FA4. Neither of these sites appear on the map in the EIA Appendix 1: Site context and

17 Boffa Miskell, 2019EIA Appendix 6: Wetland condition features
18 According to a report by Stantec to Gleeson Group, 24 December 2021
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ecological features of the proposed new fill areas®®, but have been added to recent versions
of the Erosion and Sediment Control Plans (rev E). They are within 100 m of the proposed
sediment retention ponds and may be impacted by construction and operation of those
structures, triggering NES-FM s54. They therefore require assessment, quantification and
potentially inclusion in the offset metric.

Further clarification is required regarding:

e An accurate measure of the extent of wetland area that meets the WRCP significant
wetland criteria that will be impacted by the proposed works (including during or as
a result of construction of sediment ponds).

e An assessment of the two areas of wetland downstream of the ponds in FA2 and
FA4, seen by me, reported by Wildland Consultants according to Stantec, and
mapped on the ESC Plans rev E, to determine if they meet the NES natural wetland
definition or the WRC significant natural area definition.

o Whether the presence of wetlands within 100 m of the sediment retention ponds
triggers NES-FM rule 54 — damming and discharge of water to a natural wetland.

| have not assessed aspects of water quality, fish fauna, or aquatic habitat, these being
outside my field of expertise.

5 Ecological mitigation/compensation

5.1 EIA recommendations

Boffa Miskell (14 November 2019) recommend the following actions to mitigate the
ecological impacts of the activities:

e Undertake avifauna and long-tailed bat surveys enabling a completed comprehensive
assessment of effects that will facilitate determination of appropriate management;

e Preparation and implementation of a Fauna Management Plan which outlines
strategies to avoid, minimise, remedy or mitigate any potential adverse effects on
native fauna;

e Creating wetland habitat at a ratio of 1:1 to mitigate for the loss of 15630 m2 total
wetland area; and

e Implementation of an appropriate fill management as well as erosion and sediment
control plan to avoid any discharge effects on downstream freshwater receiving
environments

Table 1 presents a summary of compensation offered in relation to the ecological effects on
terrestrial and wetland habitats and fauna.

My understanding is that avifauna and lizard surveys have not been conducted, nor a Fauna
Management Plan provided for these taxa. A long-tailed bat survey has been completed and
a Bat Management Plan (Wildland Consultants 2020) provided. Compensation for bats has
already been discussed in section 4. A lizard management plan has been offered by the
applicant (s 16.2.6, Paua Planning, 12 July 2022), and this should be included as a condition
of consent.

19 See Boffa Miskell, 2019, EIA; Appendix 10: Proposed fill sites and sediment treatment ponds
locations. GLEESON QUARRIES LTD - HUNTLY QUARRY PROPOSED FILL SITES - EROSION & SEDIMENT
CONTROL.
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The recommendation to create wetland habitat at 1:1 ratio was not adopted by the
Ecological Management Plan for the Proposed Compensation Site (Wildlands 2020) which
instead proposed wetland enhancement and whole gully restoration.

5.2 Compensation offered

Regarding offset mitigation, WRC policy is (s 11.2, Waikato Regional Policy Statement) to
“ensure that remediation, mitigation or offsetting as a first priority relates to the indigenous
biodiversity that has been lost or degraded (whether by on-site or off-site methods).” The
WRPS does allow for an option to “develop or enhance areas of alternative habitat
supporting similar ecology/significance”. However, there is a clear direction in the WRPS
advice notes that: “When applying Method 11.2.2, the expectation is that proposals should
reasonably demonstrate that no net loss has been achieved”.

An Ecological Management Plan for the Proposed Compensation area was prepared by
Wildland Consultants (May 2020). Many of the activities proposed had already been
completed as of 7 June 2022, and, with the exception of some weed control, terrestrial and
minor wetland edge planting, and animal pest control, match those proposed by Paua
Planning (letter to Emma Cowan 18 August 2020) to compensate the loss of wetland from
Fill Area 3 which states:

“This letter is to confirm with Waikato Regional Council mitigation offered by Gleeson in
regard to the premature draining of a farm pond located at the northern end of Gleeson’s
landholdings (north of the quarry) which was undertaken during geotechnical
investigations.”

The stated mitigation activities offered were:

e Fencing around entire compensation area: see Figure 1 in Wildlands Report
‘Ecological Management Plan for the proposed Compensation Site at Gleeson
Quarry, Huntly, dated May 2020’

e Complete initial pest plant control in Management Units 2a, 3d and 6: see
Figure 2 in Wildlands Report “Ecological Management Plan for the proposed
Compensation Site at Gleeson Quarry, Huntly, dated May 2020’

e Planting of Areas 9 and 10 as illustrated on Figure 4 in Wildlands Report
‘Ecological Management Plan for the proposed Compensation Site at Gleeson
Quarry, Huntly, dated May 2020’

Discounting activities already conducted to mitigate unconsented works, there is little
ecological gain for wetlands to be made from Compensation Area 4. The dryland planting is
suitable mitigation to offset the loss of riparian vegetation and terrestrial habitat from Fill
Areas 2 and 4, but does not offer like for like wetland loss compensation.

Even prior to the works conducted to mitigate the unconsented loss of wetland from FA 3,
there was little to be gained in terms of wetland compensation from the EMP proposal to
mitigate the loss of wetland values. The EMP states that “it will be difficult to demonstrate
an increase in ecological values by restoring the indigenous-dominated wetland habitats.”
Most of the wetland in the compensation area was indigenous-dominated during my visit in
June 2022. A 2000 m? area described in the EMP as exotic grassland dominated by Mercer
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grass (Paspalum distichum) was, in 2022, indigenous grassland dominated by swamp millet
(Isachne globosa)® (see Figure 1).

The native swamp millet looked extremely desiccated during our visit on 7 June 2022, likely
the result of spaying described by Envoco in their 2022 report (see Figure 2), in potential
breach of the NES-FM. Destroying native wetland vegetation is not permitted under the
NES-FM, and cannot be considered as compensation for loss of other areas of wetland.

The area of native swamp millet should not have been sprayed and did not require planting.
It was already an area of indigenous vegetation typical of induced wetlands in hill-country
areas formerly denuded of terrestrial vegetation, albeit grazed in 2020. Raupo is likely to
spread following removal of grazing, resulting in a raupo-swamp millet reedland. While the
fencing has no doubt allowed the grass to grow taller and healthier, it did not result in any
wetland creation to offset loss of wetland habitat extent, and per the mitigation letter (18
Aug 2020) was undertaken to mitigate unconsented drainage works in Fill Area 3.

5.3 Quantum of compensation

The total area of wetland loss has not been fully accounted for. It excludes small areas of
wetland below FA2 and FA4 bunds, and it is unclear if these will be adversely affected by the
proposal.

Further, the area of wetland that will be restored to indigenous vegetation is over-estimated
by the applicant. Paua Planning (12 July 2022) state that (s16.5.4) within the proposed
compensation areas “five wetland habitat types (two indigenous and three largely exotic)
were identified, totalling 5,816 m, resulting in a restoration ratio of 8:1 (gain:loss)”, and that
the compensation package will include: ”Pest plant control and planting in 3,958 m: of
degraded exotic wetland vegetation to create WF8 — kahikatea-pukatea swamp forest.”

Both statements are incorrect.

There were four indigenous habitats and only 1230 m?was degraded by a canopy of exotic
species (grey willow). One of the five habitats described as exotic Mercer grass by Wildland
Consultants 2020, was indigenous swamp millet when | visited in 2022. Therefore, there was
not 3,958 m? of degraded exotic vegetation when the application was lodged, only 1230 m2.

The wetland in Compensation Area 4 offered only 1230 m? of non indigenous-dominated
wetland habitat within which to offset the entire quantum of wetland loss (potentially in
excess of 11,000 m? including the unconsented losses from FA3). Furthermore, almost all of
that offset quantity was offered in 2020 to mitigate FA 3 drainage.

While the residual activities of animal pest control and riparian planting can contribute to an
improvement in wetland quality within the compensation site, they do not offer like for like
compensation to mitigate loss of wetland quantity.

20 During the site visit on 7 June 2022, | found that area that the EMP refers to as Vegetation Type 10/
Management Unit 6/Planting Zone 9 comprising 70% exotic Mercer grass, was 90% native swamp
millet, some of it over 1 m in height, with sedges interplanted across the entire swamp millet zone.
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5.4 Legal protection of the compensation areas

The EMP states that the “proposed compensation site has been identified as a Significant
Natural Area (SNA_16743) and therefore has legal protection under the Waikato Regional
Council Regional Policy Statement 2018.”

| disagree with this statement for two reasons:

1. The wetland areas are not fully within the SNA in the WDP (see Figure 3).

2. Areas of vegetation within SNA's are not absolutely protected in perpetuity. Under
the Proposed Waikato District Plan, certain vegetation clearance activities within
SNAs are permitted or controlled, including clearance for firewood, building, access,
parking and manoeuvring areas. Beyond that any clearance can occur subject to a
discretionary consent — and therefore the SNA has no greater legal protection than
the wetland areas proposed for infilling for which discretionary consent is being
sought.

| note however that the applicant has offered to permanently protect the compensation
area via private covenant on title (s 21.8.3, Paua Planning, 12 July 2022). That is an
appropriate action and should be included as a condition of consent.

5.5 Compensation summary

e The riparian planting proposed in the EMP is an adequate offset for the loss of
riparian vegetation and habitat from the fill areas.

e None of the proposals in the EMP will result in creation of additional areas of open
water/sedgelands to replace those areas and habitats that will be lost from the fill
areas.

e After discounting the works already undertaken to compensate the unconsented
loss of Fill Area 3 (possibly 10,000 m? of wetland area), the residual proposed
compensation activities for the future loss of 1869 m?comprise a very small area of
grey willow control within MU 2%, and ongoing weed control and predator trapping
for an unstated duration (minimum 6 years). This is not like for like compensation to
offset the loss of at least 1869 m? of wetland.

o The proposed compensation activities will not be absolutely legally protected in
perpetuity via the Proposed Waikato District Plan. | understand that the applicant
has proposed legal protection as a condition of consent.

5.6 Additional offset opportunities

During my site visit | saw a small area of exotic wetland near the confluence of the two
upper gullies in the compensation area. This was approximately 100 m? and dominated by
exotic Yorkshire fog (Holcus lanatus) and blue sweet grass (Glyceria declinata). It could be
restored to indigenous wetland as a partial offset contribution.

Further, there may be opportunities to create offset wetlands in association with the
proposed sediment ponds below the fill sites. That would provide for onsite compensation,

21 Note this is not the 1230 m? area of grey willow in MU 2a conducted to mitigate drainage of FA3, itis
a small infestation within Veg Type 3.



in effect moving the location of the existing ponds with their associated indigenous
vegetation downslope. It would provide compensation within the same catchment, of the
same ecosystem type, and of the same vegetation type, while at the same time providing for
sediment retention. These could be constructed prior to infilling of the wetlands, providing
immediate alternative habitat for indigenous wildlife.
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Table 1: Assessment of proposed compensation works
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Compensation | Details Area_m? | Compensates Notes Determination
proposal
Bat Creation of bat n/a Loss of bat habitat Wildlands BMP 2022 Adequate compensation with conditions to ensure best
Management reserve with artificial practice management and legal protection
Plan roosts and
monitoring
Pest Predator control for c40,000 | Lizard /bird direct and Lizard monitoring and salvage | Compensation for avian/lizard potential mortality and
management at least 6 years indirect mortality from may be required under the habitat loss.
control (EMP) habitat clearance and Wildlife Mgt Act
loss
Area 1-8 Terrestrial planting, 7084 Loss of indigenous Works may have been Compensation for loss of indigenous riparian
planting (EMP) | stated as buffer to terrestrial vegetation, completed prior to the vegetation, currently unable to assess if quantity is
protect wetland loss of lizard/ bird habitat | application being processed. appropriate.
Increases total ecosystem quality / diversity but does
not directly offset wetland loss.
Weed control Dryland weed control | ns Maintenance of areas Quality vs quantity Maintenance of indigenous terrestrial vegetation and
—MUs 1a-d, 3 planted to offset compensation habitat offsets.
a-e, 4 (EMP) terrestrial vegetation,
loss of lizard/bird habitat
Weed control Greater bindweed ns Wetland loss —in a few | did not see greater Potential compensation sites, but small in area.

MU 2b and 5
(EMP) — note
2b is mapped
as 2 in the EMP
Fig 2.

and grey willow
control in Veg Types
3and 4.

small areas where exotic

wetland vegetation can

be replaced with natives

vegetation

bindweed in this location. The
willows had already been
sprayed by June 2022 and was
a small area. The upper
wetland has a weedy area
that could be included as a
compensation site.

The willow infestation in MU 2b is small (< 200 m?% pers
obs).

An additional 100 m? area of exotic wetland in the
upper end of MU5 could be converted to indigenous
wetland as an offset. It is dominated by Holcus lanatus
and Glyceria declinata. That would create a small area
of new indigenous wetland habitat in an area of exotic
wetland habitat.
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Compensation | Details Area_m? | Compensates Notes Determination
proposal
Weed control Pest plant control ns Unconsented wetland Offered by the applicant as Not compensation.
—MU 23, 3d, 6 | includes grey willow, drainage — letter from mitigation for unconsented
(EMP) privet, gorse etc Paua Planning, 18/8/2020 | works. Also included Mercer Activity was mitigation for unconsented works prior to
grass however the area the application being lodged.
mapped as Mercer grass was
native swamp millet when
planted in 2022
Area 9 planting | Plantingin an 1500 (of | Unconsented wetland Area was not exotic grass as Not compensation.
(EMP) indigenous wetland 2000 drainage — letter from described in the EMP at time
total) Paua Planning, 18/8/2020 | of planting. It was indigenous | Activity does not offset wetland loss. Site was already
wetland vegetation that has indigenous wetland vegetation.
been sprayed without
consent.
Area 10 Planting 900 Unconsented wetland Offered by the applicant as Not compensation.
planting/ weed drainage — letter from mitigation for unconsented
control (EMP) Paua Planning, 18/8/2020 | works Activity was mitigation for unconsented works prior to
the application being lodged.
Fencing (EMP) Fencing entire c40,000 | Unconsented wetland Offered by the applicant as Not compensation.
compensation area drainage — letter from mitigation for unconsented
Paua Planning, 18/8/2020 | works Activity was mitigation for unconsented works prior to
the application being lodged.
Ongoing weed | Pest plant control for | c40,000 | Maintenance of Maintenance of terrestrial vegetation offsets. Improves

control (EMP)

at least 6 years

terrestrial vegetation
offsets.

wetland quality but not like for like offset for loss of
wetland quantity.
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6 Ecological monitoring

e The EIA had no reference to conducting ecological monitoring other than success
monitoring for released lizards (if any).

e The EMP (Wildland Consultants 2020) includes reference to trap catch/bait take
monitoring of pests, but no monitoring for residual pests (including bait/trap shy
individuals), nor any monitoring of native species to assess the benefits of the
restoration activities. The EMP includes requirements to monitor and report on
weed control operations and effectiveness.

e The Bat Management Plan includes a period of 15 years monitoring of the
effectiveness of artificial bat roosts, but should also include checks on the
effectiveness of the predator bands protecting them.

e The Envoco report 2022 includes monitoring activities that have been undertaken
and proposed. The proposals are a good starting point for an Ecological Monitoring
Plan, although use of leg-hold traps is not advisable so close to residences where
domestic pets may be at risk (permission must be sought from all properties within
150 of the traps).

If consent is granted it is recommended that an ecological monitoring plan be prepared and
implemented, including annual reports sent to the relevant Council outlining outcomes and
outputs of activities, such as:

1. Kill trap and bait take records.

2. Residual pest records, using industry best practices such as chew card and tracking

tunnel detection devices for at least one round of predator detection per year.

3. Weed control methods as proposed in the EMP.
Planting survival records for at least three years and annual photo-points.
5. Area of new wetland created.

E

7 Benefit to the Waikato River catchment

Under the Waikato-Tainui Raupatu Claims (Waikato River) Settlement Act 2010, on and from
the commencement date, the vision and strategy for the Waikato River (Te Ture Whaimana
o Te Awa o Waikato Waikato-Tainui) in its entirety is deemed to be part of the Waikato
Regional Policy Statement without the use of the process in Schedule 1 of the Resource
Management Act 1991.

Regarding ecological impacts of the proposal, the following are particularly pertinent:

(a) the restoration and protection of the health and wellbeing of the Waikato River:

(e) the integrated, holistic, and co-ordinated approach to management of the natural,
physical, cultural, and historic resources of the Waikato River:

(f) the adoption of a precautionary approach towards decisions that may result in significant
adverse effects on the Waikato River and, in particular, those effects that threaten serious or
irreversible damage to the Waikato River:

(g) the recognition and avoidance of adverse cumulative effects, and potential cumulative
effects, of activities undertaken both on the Waikato River and within the catchment on the
health and wellbeing of the Waikato River:
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(h) the recognition that the Waikato River is degraded and should not be required to absorb
further degradation as a result of human activities:

(i) the protection and enhancement of significant sites, fisheries, flora, and fauna:

(j) the recognition that the strategic importance of the Waikato River to New Zealand’s
social, cultural, environmental, and economic wellbeing requires the restoration and
protection of the health and wellbeing of the Waikato River:

(k) the restoration of water quality within the Waikato River so that it is safe for people to
swim in and take food from over its entire length:

(m) the application to the above of both maatauranga Maaori and the latest available
scientific methods.

Adverse impacts on water quality are outside my area of expertise, but with reference to the
potential positive impacts, the EMP (Wildland Consultants 2020) states that the
compensation activities of excluding stock and providing vegetated buffers to streams and
wetlands will “improve water quality by reducing sediment and nutrient runoff into the
aquatic habitats, and minimise stream bank erosion. Increased shading of the water surface
improves the in-stream environment for aquatic fauna by cooling the water. “

And that the proposed restoration will “improve habitat and spawning success for the adult
fish in the tributary at the study site”. The EMP did not include fish surveys, or report on any
fish species present within the compensation site, there is therefore no evidence to support
the statement that the proposed works will benefit native fish. Envoco identified barriers to
fish passage including a perched culvert at the lower end of the wetland and recommended
retrofitting the culverts with fish ladders.

The waterway from the compensation area flows into Lake Waabhi, prior to reaching the
Waikato River. Lake Waahi is supertrophic (highly nutrient enriched) and the compensation
works along an 850 m stretch of waterway will have little potential to contribute to
significant improvements in fish habitat and water quality in the Waikato Catchment.

8 Policies and rules

8.1 Regional policies

A list of the most relevant regional policies and objectives has been completed by Lyndsey
Smith, Aecom, in a letter to Kathryn Drew, BBO, 22 January 2020. These remain relevant but
note that WRC has commenced a review of the Waikato Regional Plan and the Waikato
Regional Policy Statement to give effect to the National Policy Statement for Freshwater
Management (NPS-FM) 2020. A new Policy 3.A.2: Natural inland wetlands was inserted into
the regional plan stating that: The loss of extent of natural inland wetlands is avoided, their
values are protected, and their restoration is promoted, except where...

(b) the regional council is satisfied that:

the activity is necessary for the construction or upgrade of specified infrastructure; and

the specified infrastructure will provide significant national or regional benefits; and

there is a functional need for the specified infrastructure in that location; and

the effects of the activity are managed through applying the effects management hierarchy.

8.2 Regional rules



The wetlands are acknowledged in the EIA as meeting at least two of the WRPS criteria for
significant areas??, and therefore trigger the following rules:

3.7.4.7 Discretionary Activity Rule — Drainage of Wetlands.

3.5.4.6 Non-Complying Activity Rule — Discharges into other Water Bodies

The discharge* of contaminants (not including stormwater or contaminants
associated with the take and use of geothermal water), into Natural State Water
Bodies or wetlands that are areas of significant indigenous vegetation and/or
significant habitats of indigenous fauna or cave entrances or lakes (excluding
artificial lakes and Lake Rotoaira) is a non-complying activity (requiring resource
consent).

* Discharge includes emit, deposit, and allow to escape.

* Contaminant includes any substance (including gases, liquids, solids, and
microorganisms) or energy (excluding noise) or heat, that either by itself or in
combination with the same, similar, or other substances, energy or heat:
e when discharged into water, changes or is likely to change the physical,
chemical, or biological condition of water, or
e when discharged onto or into land or into air, changes or is likely to change
the physical, chemical, or biological condition of the land or air onto or into
which it is discharged.

However, if consent is given to drain the wetlands, rule 3.5.4.6 would not apply if the fill was
placed in the location after drainage.

On 30 June 2021, in accordance with s55(2A) and Clause 20A (Schedule 1) of the Resource
Management Act 1991, the Waikato Regional Plan was amended to: insert clauses 3.22(1)
natural inland wetlands, 3.24(1) rivers and 3.26(1) fish passage of the National Policy
Statement for Freshwater Management 2020 resulting in new objective 3.A.1 and new
policies 3.A.2 and 3.A.3; address accompanying consequential minor edits.

8.3 National policies and rules

The NPSFM (National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management) requires councils to
map, monitor and control activities in and around natural wetlands. Non-complying rules
apply to activities that would result in loss of or damage to natural wetlands under the
NESFM (National Environmental Standards for Freshwater Management).

The NPSFM 2020 defines natural wetlands as:

“ a wetland (as defined in the Act) that is not:

(a) a wetland constructed by artificial means (unless it was constructed to offset
impacts on, or restore, an existing or former natural wetland); or

(b) a geothermal wetland; or

22 page 1, EIA “Several wetlands are present within the Site, which meet Waikato Regional Council RPS
Section 11a criteria for ecological significance.” And Page 39 “The site’s wetland areas are considered
significant as outlined within criteria 4 and 6 under the WRC Regional Policy’s Statement criteria.”
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(c) any area of improved pasture that, at the commencement date, is dominated by
(that is more than 50% of) exotic pasture species and is subject to temporary rain-
derived water pooling “

The term “constructed by artificial means” is not defined in the NPSFM, however the
Ministry for the Environment released guidance notes explaining that wetlands constructed
by artificial means’ includes wetlands and waterbodies that have been deliberately
constructed for a specific purpose and that may require maintenance over time (for
example, vegetation or silt removal) to continue to fulfil that purpose. This includes areas of
wetland habitat that have formed in or around any deliberately constructed waterbody. This
exclusion is currently under review.

The guidance notes distinguish deliberately constructed wetlands from inadvertently
induced wetlands®. Exclusion (a) refers to deliberate actions intended to create or re-create
a wetland (for whatever purpose), and does not include induced wetlands. Induced wetlands
are those which are inadvertently/ unintentionally formed, exacerbated or modified as a
result of either human actions - which may be direct, e.g. as a result of culvert installation, or
indirect, e.g. climate change related extreme events - or by natural forces (e.g. earthquake,
landslide, floods). The wetland in Fill Area 3 would meet the definition of an induced
wetland (ie not deliberately created to act as a wetland).

The induced wetland in FA3 was drained prior to the enactment of the NESFM.

A report by Stantec (24 December 2021) and an assessment by Nick Singers (1 March 2022)
both conclude that the wetlands in Fill Area 2 and Fill Area 4 are constructed wetlands. |
agree that the ponds in both fill areas were constructed, and they and the wetland
vegetation at their margins are therefore also constructed. Both ponds were constructed
more recently than the recollection of Mike O’Reilly (13 November 2020, in Stantec report),
but nevertheless support his statement that the ponds were constructed.

| agree that the wetland upslope of the bund in Fill Area 4 is a constructed wetland. There is
a marked change in topography above and below the bund which is not likely a natural
feature. Assuming the topography above the bund matched that downslope, the area now
under water would have been a steeply incised stream, and likely not supporting wetland
vegetation. Bunding has impounded water and provided edges suitable for native Carex
sedges to establish.

| also concur with the Stantec report and Singers that the wetland in Fill Area 2 comprises a
pond constructed between 1973 and 1979 (based on Retrolens images 3674_B_16 and
5164 _N-18). It is difficult to determine if this pond was constructed in an area of existing
wetland at the time of construction. The Stantec report states that “What cannot be verified
is whether there was a natural wetland present prior to the formation of the pond” but on
the basis of topography considers it more likely to have been an ephemeral stream. Singers
also considers it was not, and it does not appear to have been a wetland in 1957 (Retrolens
SN 1030, a reasonably clear air photograph). However, the presence or otherwise of a small
amount of pre-existing wetland over 50 years ago is difficult to conclusively and will likely
remain a matter of conjecture.

23 Defining ‘natural wetlands’ and ‘natural inland wetlands’ Guidance to support the interpretation of
the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020 and the Resource Management
(National Environmental Standards for Freshwater) Regulations 2020
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The ponds and associated margins are constructed wetlands and don’t meet the NPSFM
definition of natural wetland.

The small areas of native Carex and Cyperus sedges in ephemeral watercourses below the
constructed ponds may meet the definition of natural wetland under the NPSFM, however it
is unclear if these will be impacted by the operations. Based on version E of the ESCP’s they
lie outside but within 100 m downstream of the proposed sediment retention ponds,
potentially triggering non-complying rule 54 of the NES-FM. Impacts on these wetlands have
not been assessed.

9 Recommendations

At this stage | am unable to conclude that the effects will be no more than minor, largely
because the compensation package, after discounting works undertaken to mitigate
unconsented drainage in Fill Area 3, does not provide adequate mitigation for the loss of at
least 1869 m? of significant wetland and because wetlands below FA 2 and F4 have not been
assessed.

If consent is to be granted the following conditions are recommended:

1. A compensation plan be required that mitigates wetland loss on a like-for-like basis
as proposed in the EIA, i.e. the loss of wetland area be compensated by the creation
of an area of the same or larger extent elsewhere. This could potentially be
incorporated into the proposed sediment ponds.

2. That any compensation area be subject to formal legal protection via an appropriate
instrument linked to the title. If incorporated into the sediment ponds an allowance
for maintenance activities would be required to allow the ponds to function as
intended.

3. Lizard survey and salvage prior to and during habitat removal, to minimise mortality
to any resident population. A suitable relocation site should be identified and
secured (in terms of legal permission and from mammalian predators) prior to any
works being undertaken.

4. Incorporate implementation of the Bat Management Plan as condition of consent
with the requirement that it be compliant with best management practice for
artificial roost management as outlined in: New Zealand Bat Recovery Group Advice
Note — The Use of Artificial Bat Roosts. 18 October 2021. In particular specify that
acoustic surveys be conducted in the appropriate season, that predator exclusion
bands surrounding artificial roosts be inspected annually and adjusted as needed for
15 years, and that the bat reserve be subject to appropriate legal protection in
perpetuity.

5. Require a monitoring plan be developed and implemented for the compensation
works and reporting requirements incorporated as a condition of consent. This
should include clear methodology, location of monitoring devices/plots and a
timeline of monitoring activities including how many years each activity will be
conducted for. There should be regular (at least annual) reports sent to Council to
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be assessed by a suitably qualified ecologist. The Compensation Area Ecological
Monitoring Plan should be approved by a suitably qualified ecologist for the council.

Karen Denyer

Director and Principal Ecologist
/_\—/ Papawera
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APPENDIX 1: Figures

Figure 1: Native swamp millet (Isachne globosa), in the area described in the EMP as exotic grassland, Vegetation type 9. Image on the right shows browned off swamp millet and native Carex
planting. The brown foliage could be the result of broadcast spraying as recommended in the EMP, or summer drought which can cause seasonal dieback of swamp millet.
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Figure 2: Native swamp millet in Compensation Area 4, Planting Zone 9, photos screen shot from Envoco report 2022. Left green foliage March 2022. Right sprayed (no date).
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Figure 3: Wetland planting and weed control zones in Compensation Area 4 (left, from EMP) are outside the boundaries of the Waikato District Plan SNA (right, supplied by Julia Masters,
Kinetic, 13 June 2022)
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Figure 4: Fill Area 3 prior to drainage (2018, the most recent pre-drainage cloud-free image). The pond (left) is approximately 700-800 m? and accounts for the full amount of wetland reported
here by Boffa Miskell in the EIA. The darker areas around the pond are likely the areas of native Juncus referred to by Boffa Miskell but not included in the quantum of indigenous wetland
vegetation. The full extent of the native Juncus is likely greater than the 10,000 ha mapped here. The site is an induced wetland dominated by an indigenous wetland rush, and therefore likely

met the Waikato Regional Policy Statement significance criteria.
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220209

9 August 2022 (updated 4 November 2022)

Emma Cowan, Resource Officer, Resource Use Directorate

Jonathan Caldwell, Senior Scientist, Science, Policy & Information Directorate

Technical Assessment — Air Discharges - Gleeson’s Managed Fill

| have been asked to undertake a technical assessment of the air discharges associated with the
application document and supporting AEEs and appendices for "APP144475 - RC Appln - Discharge
Permit, Land Use & Water Activities - 300 Riverview Rd, Huntly” for a proposed managed fill activity.

In preparing my assessment | have referred to the following information:

e APP144475 - RC Appln - Discharge Permit, Land Use & Water Activities - 300 Riverview Rd,
Huntly https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/Overview/23785826

e AEE summary for all activities, 4 May 2022 AEE Rev02
https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/23893165

e Air Quality AEE Nov 2019 (https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24457831)
e Managed Fill AEE and Waste Acceptance Criteria 13 July 2022 Rev6.docx
(https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24457239)

e Site Fill Management Plan 13 July 2022 Rev8.docx
(https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24457573)

e Asbestos Fill Management Plan PDP Aug 2020.pdf
(https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24492966)

e Appen 6.11 Asbestos Air Monitoring Plan.pdf
(https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24491764)

e Dust Management Plan (located on page 434 of the main application document)

e Draft Conditions as proffered with application.docx
(https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24458432)

e Air Quality s92 response WRC Jan 2020
(https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24458226)

In addition to this | undertook a site visit on 5 December 2019.

PDP provided an AEE of air discharges associated with the managed fill activity in November 2019

which was included in Appendix 11 of the Bundled Resource Consent application lodged in May 2022.

The original AEE included an assessment of discharges to air associated with managed fill activities in

Fill areas 2,3 and 4 as well as clean fill and overburden activities in Fill area 5 which is no longer part of

this consent application.


https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/Overview/23785826
https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/23893165
https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24457831
https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24457239
https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24457573
https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24492966
https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24491764
https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24458432
https://discover.wairc.govt.nz/otcs/llisapi.dll/link/24458226
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PDP has identified and assessed both dust and combustion related discharges to air associated with
the managed fill activities.

Dust discharges
Dust discharges are associated with:
e vehicle movements on access roads and unsealed haul roads within the site;
e Stripping of topsoil for establishment of fill areas;
e Placement of cleanfill, overburden and managed fill with asbestos containing material (ACM);
e Rehabilitation of fill areas with topsoil; and
e Fugitive emissions from exposed surfaces

Dust discharges include both nuisance dust particles larger than 10 microns in diameter and fine
particles that are smaller than 10 microns in diameter (typically referred to as PM1o and PM;s) which
can pose a risk to health. | agree with PDP that it will be the nuisance dust particles that are likely to
dominate the discharges.

PDP assessed the adverse effects from dust discharges by consideration of the FIDOL factors which
considers the sensitivity and location together with the likelihood of the activities to generate dust and
the frequency of winds with increased potential to result in offsite dust. Refer to Figure 1 for locations
of sensitive receptors with distances ranging from 400 to 930 metres away.

Figure 1. Nearest residences location map (note Fill Area 5 in magenta is not part of this
application).

PDP considers that 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 south-southwest, whereas
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properties in other directions from the site will be at a significantly lower risk of experiencing
windblown dust. However, through a s92 request | made in December 2019 for assessment against a
more local meteorological station located at Frost Rd (9 km north of the quarry), it was agreed by PDP
that this Frost Rd met station would be more applicable with a prevailing wind direction along the
north-south axis that is formed from the valley terrain in this location (refer to Figure 2). However,
more recent met data from the Frost Rd site now indicates to me that the prevailing wind in the last
two years has been more from the southwest with a smaller component from the southeast which is
more consistent with the original assessment by PDP based on the Ruakura and Whatawhata
Windroses.

| therefore agree with PDP’s original assessment that it is properties to the east and northeast of the
site that would be more at risk. And as noted by PDP, these residences are over 400 metres distant
from the proposed dust-generating activities at the quarry, and so are unlikely to be significantly
affected by dust, even when downwind of the activities. Specifically, the dust management plan
prepared by PDP in February 2020 states that it is expected that dust from activities at the site will
settle within around 100 metres from the point of discharge.

2020 to 2021 2019 to 2020

Frost Road

Frost Road

2018 to 2019

Frost Road

Figure 2. Frost Road Windroses.

In my original request for further information in December 2019 | raised the query that managed fill
could contain quite elevated concentrations of contaminants that could be harmful to human health
e.g. arsenic at up to 100 mg/kg and lead at up to 1000 mg/kg. While it is acknowledged that average



concentrations over the longer term are going to be a lot lower than this, there is potential for elevated
concentrations in dust in the short term after a specific load has been deposited. This section of the
FIDOL assessment also refers to asbestos being enclosed in impermeable packaging material which will
prevent emissions of ACM to air. However, this doesn’t account for disposal of soils containing
asbestos fibres which typically won’t be wrapped, although will be covered during transport. So there
is potential for discharges of asbestos fibres from unwrapped soils as they are being tipped if not
managed properly.

Therefore, there is in my opinion, with regards to FIDOL factors, potential for offensiveness from dust
discharges from soils with elevated levels of metals and soils containing asbestos fibres if poorly
managed, but that this factor should be able to be mitigated through good dust control consistent with
Industry best practice as set out in section 7 of the AEE for air discharges and adherence to the
proposed controls identified in the Asbestos Management Plan.

PDP agreed but reiterated that average concentrations will typically be significantly lower than the
acceptance criteria and that ACM fill has the potential to result in dust if poorly managed but that
these discharges can be mitigated by adhering to the MfE’s Good Practice Guide for Dust Management
measures and adherence to the proposed controls identified in the Asbestos Fill Management Plan
and Dust Management Plan.

| agree that these potential effects can be controlled sufficiently to avoid adverse effects beyond the
boundary by adherence to the controls and practices recommended in the Dust Management Plan
(consistent with the MfE GPG) and the Asbestos Fill Management Plan which | discuss in more detail
below under Recommended Controls and Monitoring for Dust and Recommended Controls for
Asbestos Management and Monitoring.

In addition to this, it’s important to point out that asbestos only poses a risk to human health when
free fibres become airborne above the trace level threshold of 0.01 fibres/ml. There are also specific
regulations and controls for managing health and safety for workers on site in association with
exposure to airborne asbestos fibres under the Health and Safety at Work Act 2015, the Health and
Safety at Work (Asbestos) Regulations 2016 and the Approved Code of Practice: Management and
Removal of Asbestos (ACOP, November 2016).

The main requirement under these regulations is that a PCBU (person conducting a business or
undertaking) with management or control of a workplace needs to ensure asbestos is identified at a
workplace including its location and that the PCBU prepares an asbestos management plan which
identifies how exposure risks will be managed and may also include if required, air monitoring
procedures. In addition to this, a PCBU must ensure that workers on site who may be exposed to
asbestos have appropriate training and supervision.

Waikato Regional Council’s statutory responsibility under the RMA is to ensure that air discharges
beyond the boundary of the site are appropriately controlled such that there is no unacceptable risk
to the environment (including human health) beyond that boundary. While WRC has no statutory
responsibility through an RMA process for enforcing the Asbestos regulations, adherence to these
regulations for protecting workers within the site boundary, will mean that sensitive receptors beyond
the boundary of the site will be appropriately protected. In summary, if the occupational health and
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safety matters are properly addressed with regards management of asbestos, then the environmental
matters that fall under the RMA will be properly addressed.

Subsequent to my initial preparation of this Technical Assessment, | have now become aware of
concerns raised through submissions on the application, specifically with regards to erionite and
tremolite which | will address separately as follows.

Erionite fibres are naturally occurring minerals with similar chemical composition to asbestos but have
been known overseas (particularly Turkey) to pose a more significant risk to human health from
breathing airborne fibres.

Concern about erionite was raised previously in 2020 regarding a managed fill's acceptance of soil from
Watercare’s Central Interceptor pipe work that crossed a large part of Auckland where the presence
of erionite may occur in association with zeolite minerals in bedrock, and the concern raised about
potential contamination with erionite fibres during excavation and disposal. At the time | had a
meeting with a landfill specialist and a geologist from Auckland Council who had both been involved
with the Central Interceptor project. The geologist, Ross Roberts, knows the geology and doesn’t
consider it likely that soils would be contaminated with erionite. He says it is very speculative and the
only way of analysing samples is to have them cryogenically prepared and sent to the US for
Transmission Electron Microscopy. He has also been involved with some conversations had with
Worksafe over this concern. An employee of Worksafe also considered it very speculative and agreed
that there didn’t need to be any additional controls in place for protecting workers who are excavating
the soils. | also discussed it at the time with Dave Dangerfield and Simon Hunt from EHS, who are
experts in risk management of asbestos, and their view was that it is all very speculative that the soil
from the interceptor project would be contaminated with erionite fibres and that nobody seems to
have provided any evidence of it.

In addition to this, | would also note that there is currently no health risk guideline that has been
developed for airborne erionite fibres. So even if it was feasible to require air monitoring of erionite at
the Gleeson Managed Fill site, the results of that monitoring would be difficult to interpret with regards
to the risk it posed. There are also currently no standardised methods for erionite analysis. Samples
would have to be potentially sent to the USA for Transmission Electron Microscopy, a very expensive
and research-based analysis method. The turn-around time for getting results back from this analysis
would likely be in the order of months so any monitoring would be extremely retrospective.

It is also important to point out that a significant volume of fill likely to be coming to the Gleeson site
for disposal will be from surface soils from residential developments or shallow soil excavations
associated with commercial developments which are very unlikely to be within the mineralised areas
in deep bedrock that may potentially contain erionite where zeolite mineralisation occurs. Large
infrastructure projects that are more likely to cut through those mineralised areas are more likely to
be part of large-scale tunnelling projects. Tunnelling Boring Machine (TBM) spoil is more likely to be of
concern in my view due to the presence of organic contaminants associated with drilling additives.

In my opinion, there is insufficient evidence that erionite is likely to be an air borne contaminant of
concern and it is not feasible to require the applicant to monitor for it. Disposal of erionite in a
managed fill once covered over would not pose any more risk to the environment compared to
asbestos contaminated soils but there is, however, uncertainty around the risk to onsite workers
during the disposal. However, | am recommending that Tunnelling Boring Machine spoil should not be
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accepted for disposal at this managed fill site (refer to my Technical Assessment for discharges to land
and water WRC Doc# 24065024) on the basis of risk from tunnelling drilling additives that typically can
have high eco-toxicity. On the basis that TBM spoil is excluded, | also do not anticipate any concern
over erionite contamination of soils that are disposed of at the site.

With regards to one submitter’s concern about tremolite, there is always the possibility of naturally
occurring forms of asbestos such as tremolite being present in soils from the Auckland region. Despite
this, there is a much greater possibility of asbestos being present in soils arising from asbestos
containing building materials that have been either buried, damaged or have disintegrated over the
years and shed fibres in to surrounding soils. Residential properties are likely to be the most significant
source of this asbestos contamination. | therefore consider the potential risk from naturally occurring
asbestos in soils to be inconsequential compared to residential and commercial sources. | would also
note that any cleanfill operation is just as likely to receive soils potentially containing natural sources
of asbestos and yet they would have less specific controls or management procedures in place to deal
with that risk compared with a managed fill.

| also do not consider it necessary for separate monitoring of airborne tremolite as opposed to airborne
asbestos fibre monitoring. Worksafe’s requirements around monitoring of airborne asbestos fibres
does not require individual identification of each of the different species of asbestos fibre. | am also
not aware of a specific health risk limit for tremolite that could be used as a trigger limit compared to
asbestos fibres in general.

With regards to concerns raised by many submitters regarding dust in general, | note that many of
these concerns relate to dust generated from truck movements along Riverview Road and from some
of the truck laybys near to and adjacent to the site entrance. It is evident that the source of this dust
is from the trucks and their movements and does indicate that the truck loads are not necessarily being
properly covered and or trucks are not using the onsite truck wash and are tracking soil offsite.

In addition to this, some of the submitters have provided photos of fugitive dust clouds over the quarry
area and while the photos do not necessarily indicate that the dust is travelling beyond the site
boundary, it is indicative of poor onsite dust control for the current quarry operation. In addition to
this some submitters have indicated concerns about dust deposition on the windows of their houses
and vehicles parked facing the quarry direction. This does indicate to me that at times fugitive dust is
discharging beyond the site although it is unclear whether this is dust generated from the quarry itself
or resuspended dust from Riverview Road as trucks are driving to and from the quarry, or a
combination of the two sources.

While there doesn’t appear to be many recorded complaints around dust that have been received by
WRC over the last few years, the information provided by the submitters does indicate that a higher
level of dust control is required. | am aware that the site are currently upgrading the site entrance and
truck wash and will be undertaking a comprehensive clean-up and upgrade of the road which should
help reduce impacts on neighbours.

As discussed earlier in my assessment, the proposed mitigation and monitoring methods for dust
control for the managed fill operation are in my opinion consistent with best practice. | agree with PDP
that the contribution of dust from the proposed managed fill activities is likely to be low compared to
the existing quarry activities. However, it will be necessary that a proactive rather than a reactive



approach is taken to dust control and that these controls and procedures are adhered to and complied
with as well as dust controls and procedures relating to the existing quarry operation to ensure a no
more than minor level of effect beyond the boundary.

In summary | agree with PDP’s conclusion that the discharges of dust from the activities associated
with the proposed site is not expected to result in a significant dust nuisance or health effect relative
to applicable air quality guidelines and standards provided the proposed mitigation and monitoring
methods are implemented to control dust to an acceptable level as well as adherence to the proposed
methods for managing and monitoring asbestos disposal. In my opinion, effects will be no more than
minor from discharges associated with these sources subject to adherence to the controls and
monitoring discussed below.

Odour

Several submitters have raised concern regarding the potential for odour associated with the managed
fill operation. It appears some of this concern relates to potential odour arising from acceptance of
marine sediments. | have made separate comment on this issue under my Technical Assessment for
discharges to land and water (WRC Doc# 24065024). While | consider that the odour risk could be
properly managed, from this source, my recommendation is that this material should not be accepted
at the site due to uncertainties around contaminants that can typically accumulate in marine
sediments.

With regards to concern for odour from other sources, it is important to note that this managed fill
operation will not be accepting putrescible materials such as food and animal waste or green waste
that can generate odorous gases on breakdown.

In summary, | do not consider odour as a discharge of concern based on the proposed activity.
However, | am aware that there have been situations at other sites where non-compliant fill has been
received which has resulted in odour issues. | would therefore recommend that a condition of consent
is included that provides specific restrictions around this as follow:

The discharge shall not result in odour that is objectionable to the extent that it causes an adverse
effect at or beyond the boundary of the subject property.

Combustion discharges

Combustion source emissions are associated with heavy equipment used in excavation and vehicles
used to transport materials to and from the site which include sulphur dioxide (SO,), nitrogen oxides
(NOy), carbon monoxide (CO) and fine particulate matter (PM1o & PM,s). PDP has indicated that the
overall number of vehicle movements at the quarry is not proposed to change as a result of the
acceptance of fill material at the site due to the estimation that around 25% of trucks delivering
aggregate will be bringing fill back from the project sites to deposit in the Fill areas.

Nitrogen oxides, specifically nitrogen dioxide (NO,) is the main contaminant of concern from vehicle
emissions. The closest residential receptor is 400 metres away. The University of Minnesota
recommends a 200 metre setback for residential areas, schools, and day care facilities from a major
road’. Modelling work by Beca on NOx concentrations at some busy intersections in Auckland

1 University of Minnesota, 2007. Design for Health, University of Minnesota, August 2007. Key Questions: Air Quality, Version 2.0.
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predicted that the highest concentrations are within 30 to 40 metres from an intersection and reduce
significantly to acceptable levels after 50 metres?. In addition to this, an assessment of effects by Beca
in 2018 determined that emissions from surface vehicles (NO,, CO, and PMo), associated with Project
Martha operations at Martha open mine pit in Waihi will not result in exceedances of ambient air
quality guidelines outside the mine boundary?.

Based on this assessment of a similar activity and recommended setbacks, | consider that the
discharges to air associated with combustion of fuel from operation of vehicles and machinery on site
will not result in any exceedances of relevant air quality standards and that effects beyond the
boundary will be no more than minor.

Existing ambient air quality in vicinity of site

In assessing the level of effects, PDP has referred to the background ambient air quality monitoring
undertaken by Genesis Energy as part of the requirements of operating the Huntly Power Station. Two
stations are operated within Huntly township and two stations in the rural areas to the northeast and
northwest of the proposed managed fill site with the closest station located 3.3 km northeast in Huntly
township. The stations monitor PMjo, SO, and NO;, and meteorology with no exceedances of the
relevant air quality standards over the last 10 years except for one PM;o exceedance at one of the rural
stations 8 km to the northeast in 2013 and one exceedance at each of the four stations in December
2019 which were linked to the 2019 Australian bush fires*. In summary, the Huntly airshed and the rest
of the region airshed (rural area surrounding the Huntly airshed) is in compliance with the National
Environmental Standards for Air Quality. In my opinion | do not consider it likely that the proposed
discharges to air associated with the managed fill operation will contribute to exceedances of air
quality standards within the Huntly Airshed or the Rest of the Region Airshed.

Recommended controls and monitoring for dust
PDP recommends the following mitigation and monitoring:

e Preparation of a dust management plan;

e Restricting vehicle speeds at the site to 20 kph or less;

e Avoiding earthworks activities during periods of strong winds (>10 m/s as a 10 minute average)

e Inspection of loads to ensure they are not dusty;

e Covering and/or dampening of dusty loads;

e Dampening or covering of dusty loads during placement in the Fill Areas;

e Rehabilitation of completed sections of the Fill Areas as soon as practical to minimise the
potential for dust; and

e Use of wheel wash stations at the site exit to minimise trackout of dust;

e Visual monitoring of dust which may include daily site inspections that are recorded and made
available as a log to WRC when asked.

e Real time monitoring of wind speed and direction to assist with decision making for applying
the appropriate level of controls and to assist with a trigger for increasing the level of dust
control and wind speeds above 10 m/s as a potential threshold for ceasing work. Wind speed
may be obtained from local weather forecasts for the purpose of scheduling the activities.

2 Needham C, Noonan M, 2014. At the crossroads for modelling. CASANZ Transport Workshop, Auckland, December 2014.

3 Project Martha — Assessment of Environmental Effects of Discharges to Air. Report prepared by Beca, 13 March 2018 (WRC Doc# 12546836).

4 Ambient air quality monitoring report for the Waikato Region — 1998 to 2020, Waikato Regional Council Technical Report 21/33 (publication
in progress).
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A dust management plan has been provided on page 434 of the main application document. The plan
was prepared by PDP on February 2020. This plan details a number of specific controls and procedures
in addition to almost all of the original recommendations from the AEE apart from the cessation of
earthworks during strong winds and onsite meteorology monitoring.

| agree with PDP’s recommendations and consider that the Dust Management Plan is appropriately
comprehensive but recommend that the additional recommendations on cessation of earthworks
during strong winds and onsite meteorology monitoring is included.

Through a s92 request in December 2019, | asked PDP to provide some further discussion on the
proposed mitigation of avoiding earthworks activities during periods of strong winds (>10 m/s as a 10
minute average). For example, would it be necessary to cease works if the wind is blowing away from
sensitive receptors or if the wind is blowing towards sensitive receptors but the earthworks are being
undertaken on the western boundary of Fill sites 2 or 3 where separation distances might be in the
region of 800 to 1000 metres? Or should there be a lower wind speed alert if asbestos waste or soils
with asbestos fibres is being deposited?

Installation of an onsite wind monitoring sensor would also provide a more localised and accurate
determination of wind conditions on site compared with reliance on wind data obtained from an offsite
meteorological station.

PDP’s response:

e We agree that a limitation on the operation ceasing when winds exceed 10 m/s could be
applied so that earthworks cease when strong winds are from the west and south-southwest,
and that this restriction also be limited to Fill Areas 4 and 5 as being nearest the sensitive
receptors to the east and north-northeast. Application of controls within these parameters will
provide sufficient mitigation of the potential effects.

e The separation distance of the dust-generating activities proposed at the site is sufficient that
significant offsite effects are unlikely during periods of winds less than 10 m/s for all soils and
associated contaminants, especially given the other proposed mitigations.

e We agree that installation of an on-site meteorological station, with capability for issuing text
alerts at higher wind speeds, is good practice for managing the effects of wind-blown dust.

On this basis, | recommend a requirement for cessation of earthworks when winds from the west and
south-southwest exceeds a windspeed of 10 m/s. This trigger for cessation should apply to Fill areas 3
and 4 but would not be necessary for Fill area 2. In addition to this, | recommend the following
requirements for meteorological monitoring:

e The consent holder shall operate and maintain a meteorological station on the site to measure
and record the air temperature, wind direction and wind velocity on a continuous basis (at no
less than 10 minute intervals).

e A recommendation on the location of the meteorological station shall be made by a suitably
qualified and experienced practitioner to ensure that it is positioned in a suitably
representative location with respect to the managed fill operation. The finalised location shall
be approved by Waikato Regional Council.

e Asuitable anemometer or equivalent measurement device capable of measuring wind speeds
at a resolution of no greater than 0.1 m/s and capable of measuring wind direction at a
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minimum wind speed of no greater than 0.1 m/s, should be referenced to true north and
located at least 6 metres above ground and where practicable, free of influence from trees
and other buildings or structures.

e The meteorological data shall be retained for the duration of the resource consent and data in
excel or csv file format provided for any period to Waikato Regional Council within 48 hours of
a request.

e The anemometer shall be calibrated annually, with the documentation of the calibration
retained and appended to the annual report and also provided within one week of a request
from the Waikato Regional Council.

Recommended controls and monitoring for asbestos
Controls and monitoring for asbestos are provided in a separate Asbestos Management Fill Plan (Aug
2020) and an Asbestos Air Monitoring Plan (13 July 2022), both prepared by PDP.

The management plan addresses procedures and controls associated with the acceptance of asbestos
as Asbestos Containing Material (ACM) building waste, and asbestos-in-soil including from “Class A”
asbestos removal activities within Fill Areas 2, 3 and 4 (noting that Fill Area 1 which is referred to in
the plan is not included as part of this consent application). The plan has been prepared to guide a
PCBU in their duty of compliance with the Asbestos Regulations and anticipated conditions of the
proposed air discharge resource consent during the acceptance and disposal of these asbestos wastes
at the site.

Asbestos/ACM waste and asbestos-in-soil imported to the site is required to be kept moist and
encapsulated/covered during transport in accordance with the requirements of the ACOP and
WorkSafe which will be checked and enforced at the weighbridge against the pre-approval
requirements prior to acceptance.

Ongoing management requirements include:

e Record keeping of type, volume and location within the fill areas;

e Dust suppression and daily cover;

e An asbestos-specific wheel and truck wash facility separate from the standard wheel washes
required upon entry and exit;

e Worker training, inductions and health monitoring; and

e Air monitoring and regular reporting requirements and any notification of these results to
neighbouring residents/site users (as required).

The principal aim is to eliminate/minimise as far as practicable the potential for airborne asbestos

fibres to exceed “trace level” (0.01 fibres/ml of air) either at the boundary of the operational asbestos
work zone or within the breathing zone of any worker not wearing PPE/RPE or a vehicle fitted with

HEPA filtration.

Dust suppression using sprinklers/mist cannons etc. will be undertaken constantly in operational
asbestos zones where asbestos/ACM waste and asbestos-in-soil is actively being disposed or disturbed.

Deposited waste will be capped with at least 0.2 metres of non-asbestos fill material within a maximum
of two hours after placement of the asbestos related material.
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Asbestos associated waste will only be received from pre-approved contractors with pre-approved
contamination investigation and/ or a demolition/refurbishment survey for the source site. Records of
source site, technical reports, transport and disposal locations will be maintained within a tracking
database.

Class A/B building related materials will need to be double wrapped in 200 um polythene and Class
A/B soils will need to be wrapped in 200 um polythene with asbestos waste and soils classified as
asbestos related works and unlicenced asbestos works will not be required to be wrapped but all loads
will be required to be covered with truck/trailer/skip cover.

These cover requirements proposed by PDP are in my opinion consistent with the Approved Code of
Practice: Management and Removal of Asbestos (ACOP; November 2016), the New Zealand Guidelines
for Assessing and Managing Asbestos in Soil (BRANZ, 2017) and the Technical Guidelines for Disposal
to Land, WasteMINZ, August 2018.

The Asbestos management plan provides some summary details of the air monitoring which is also
detailed in a separate Asbestos Air Monitoring Plan as well as procedures for dealing with emergency
or urgent works involving asbestos and incident reporting and complaints register.

In my opinion the proposed controls and procedures detailed in the Asbestos Management Plan are
appropriate for ensuring that effects will be no more than minor subject to adherence to those controls
and procedures.

PDP’s Asbestos Air Monitoring Plan provides details of monitoring locations, contingency and/or
emergency response actions, sampling and analysis methodologies and reporting details. The scope of
this plan is limited to the extent of Fill Areas 2, 3 and 4.

The plan details the frequency and locations including monitoring at the fill area boundary (4x air
monitors per day with 1-2 downwind of asbestos zone, personnel air monitoring in the cab of at least
one machine operating within the nearest vicinity of an operational asbestos zone, a minimum of 1-2
air monitors at or near the property boundaries closest to the neighbouring residential sites (i.e. north
and east of the site). There will also be an optional/contingency monitor at the site weighbridge and
adjacent to any simultaneous work occurring within the wider fill area. In an emergency situation there
will also be an allowance for additional monitoring locations.

Air monitoring sampling to be undertaken as follows:

e Over 10 days within first 3 months of filling with a minimum of two monitoring events
coinciding with Class A material disposal wherever possible.

e Favourable results (i.e. <0.01 fibres/mL) and subject to WDC/WRC approval will allow this air
monitoring frequency to be reduced to monitoring on a quarterly basis (when asbestos/ACM
waste and /or asbestos in soils filling is occurring) for the remainder of the first year of
operation.

e If exceeding 0.01 fibres/mL then contingency/emergency actions will be required as specified
in Table 3 to ensure that further investigation and monitoring is undertaken and if exceeding
0.02 fibres/mL then work on site is stopped and Worksafe, WDC and WRC are notified.



In my opinion, the proposed monitoring plan provides a comprehensive and flexible monitoring
programme that will take in to account prevailing wind directions as well as exposure risk to onsite
workers and offsite receptors and should provide WRC with the confidence that asbestos disposal is
being controlled appropriately. | would however, recommend that as per my recommendation for
managing dust discharges, it will be important to install and maintain an onsite meteorological station
to also improve the ability for the consent holder to manage and monitor asbestos disposal.

Conclusion

PDP has identified and assessed both dust and combustion related discharges to air associated with
the managed fill activities, including vehicle movements, stripping of topsoil for establishing fill areas,
placement of fill including asbestos containing materials, rehabilitation of fill areas with topsoil and
fugitive emissions from exposed surfaces. | do not anticipate any risk of odour effects as long as there
is compliance with acceptance of the specified types of fill that can be received at the site.

In summary | agree with PDP’s conclusion that the discharges of dust from the activities associated
with the proposed operation is not expected to result in a significant dust nuisance or health effect
relative to applicable air quality guidelines and standards provided the proposed mitigation and
monitoring methods are implemented to control dust to an acceptable level as well as adherence to
the proposed methods for managing and monitoring asbestos disposal. In my opinion, effects will be
no more than minor from discharges associated with these sources but this is subject to a proactive
adherence to the controls, monitoring and management procedures that have been proposed and the
additional recommendations that | have made.

147



148

WAIKATO REGIONAL COUNCIL
S42A Report

Appendix 6

Groundwater Technical Assessment




149

10 June 2022

720.30022.00100-L01-v0.1-20220610.docx

Waikato Regional Council
Private Bag 3038
Waikato Mail Centre
Hamilton 3204

Attention:  Joshua Evans

Dear Joshua

Gleeson Managed Fill Consent Application
Review of Groundwater Effects

Thank you for the opportunity to complete this technical review of groundwater effects in relation to the
Gleeson Managed Fill operation for Waikato Regional Council. The following pages contain my review and
include some further questions/clarifications | recommend WRC submit to the applicant.

Should you require any further information please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

TIM BAKER
Principal Consultant - Water Resources

SLR Consulting NZ Limited 12A Waterloo Quay Wellington, 6011 New Zealand
T:+64 2181 7186 E: wellington@slrconsulting.com
www.slrconsulting.com Company Number 2443058
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Waikato Regional Council SLR Ref: 720.30022.00100-L01-v0.1-
Gleeson Managed Fill Consent Application 20220610_Final.docx
Review of Groundwater Effects Date: 10 June 2022

Overview of Proposal and Activities

The Huntly Quarry (operated by Gleeson Quarries) is a long-established hard rock quarry located at
300 Riverview Road, Rotorawo. The quarry is immediately adjacent to the Waikato River, approximately 3 km
south of Huntly town centre.

As the quarry expands, overburden must be removed to expose the hard rock. The existing overburden site has
reached capacity and the Gleeson Group (comprising Gleeson & Cox Ltd, Gleeson Managed Fill Ltd and Gleeson
Quarries Huntly Ltd) are seeking resource consents to establish new overburden and managed fill sites within
three gullies (identified as fill areas (FA) 2, 3 and 4) on property legally described as Pt Lots 9 and 10 DP 1278
and Lot 1 DP 25272 comprised in Certificate of Title SA922/109 (noting that a fourth fill site, 5, has already been
consented, WRC 141137).

The managed fill includes the importation and deposition of both clean fill (including overburden material from
the adjacent Huntly Quarry) and managed fill. Refer to the appended site layout plan for reference). The total
fill volume is estimated to be approximately 2,000,000 m® comprising Fill Area 2 (717,000 m®), Fill Area 3
(478,500 m?), and Fill Area 4 (800,000 m3).

Managed fill acceptance criteria (Waste Acceptance Criteria, WAC) have been proposed by EHS Support (EHS,
2022). The managed fill may contain asbestos. WAC for managed fills are typically levels aimed at controlling
adverse effects® acknowledging that concentrations of contaminants in the material be at above concentrations
found in soil and groundwater in the environment around the site. This means that there is a potential for
effects, and therefore requires assessment and monitoring.

This technical memo provides a review of the assessment of effects of the proposed activities in relation to
groundwater and groundwater associated features. Please note that the suitability and derivation of WAC have
not been reviewed as part of this assessment.

Key Documents Reviewed

The following documents were reviewed for the development of the technical memo:

e Assessment of Effects. Proposed Overburden & Managed Fill Activity. Riverview Road Huntly. Prepared
by Paua Planning, April 2022.

e Assessment of Environmental Effects and Waste Acceptance Criteria. Prepared for Gleeson Managed
Fill by EHS Support, April 2022.

e Soil Sampling Assessment— Sub Soils Fill Area 3 (FA3). Letter prepared by EHS Support to Kate Marsden,
6 May 2021.

e Huntly Quarry Disposal Sites — Geotechnical Assessment. Revision C. Report prepared by GAIA
Engineers, 5 November 2019.

Geological Setting

The regional and site geology is described in the Assessment of Effects and Waste Acceptance Criteria Reports
produced by EHS Support (EHS, 2022). The geology can be summarised as:

e The regional geology consists of Greywacke (Hakarimata Formation, Newcastle Group and Triassic
aged)

! Technical Guidelines for Disposal to Land Waste Management Institute New Zealand (WasteMINZ) August 2018
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e Thequarry lies on the northwest limb of a northeast-trending synform (downward fold). This formation
is an indurated siltstone, with fossiliferous sandstone higher up in the formation

e Unconformably overlying this unit are members of the Tertiary aged Te Kuiti Group (laminated
medium-fine grained sandstones, siltstones and thin coal beds), including erosional remnants of the
Waikato Coal measures

e Recent Taupo Pumice ash overlies some of the Waikato Coal measures, mostly on ridge tops. Much
has been removed as part of quarry stripping investigations (i.e. overburden)

e The Newcastle Group Greywacke (i.e., the quarried material) is highly weathered at the surface and
less weathered with increasing depth, particularly in stream banks and beds.

Hydrogeological Setting

Limited baseline hydrogeological data are presented by the Applicant, however the general conceptualisation
presented by both EHS and GAIA is that there are two groundwater systems beneath the site:

e Adeeper groundwater system within the greywacke. Flow direction in this system is regionally toward
the Waikato River however it is influenced beneath the site by the dewatering of the quarry.

e Shallow perched groundwater associated with material of lower permeability near surface such as the
weathered Waikato Coal Measures, recent colluvium and imported fill. GAIA report the potential for
presence of groundwater seeps and springs associated with these perched systems.

EHS report that the deep groundwater levels within the main quarry pit are approximately 19 m RL and
approximately 12 m RL adjacent to the Waikato River. Groundwater seepage at the base of the main quarry is
pumped into and flows eastward along an unnamed stream and stormwater pond before entering the Waikato
River. This pumping has the effect of dewatering the area surrounding the quarry, so it is assumed by SLR that
the 19 mRL measurement is of a lowered groundwater table. The source of these groundwater level
measurements is listed as being from PDP Consultants and is unpublished data. | recommend this is verified.

For the shallow/perched system, the gullies in which FA2, FA3 and FA4 are proposed have ground surface
elevations ranging from 47 to 66 m RL, indicating a separation of the deeper system from the shallow and/or
perched system. Two boreholes (BH301, BH302) were drilled at location FA3 for geotechnical purposes to
depths of 24 and 25 m respectively, however no piezometers were installed, and water levels were not recorded.

The GAIA geotechnical report provides site some specific information on the shallow systems:

e FA2islocated at the end of a gully that is in the form of a natural amphitheatre. Several small gullies
converge at the base of the amphitheatre resulting in an area of ponded water. Just downstream of
this pond, a dam has been created. GAIA note that the site was visited during a dry period yet there
was a ‘moderate’ amount of water flowing over the dam, indicating the potential for the ponds to be
spring fed.
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e FA3is a gully that was reportedly similar in nature for FA2 (GAIA, 2019) but has been partially filled
with mine overburden from nearby historic mining activities. Overburden placed as fill within the gully
has created a large flat area that is present within the fill area and extends into the neighbouring
property to the north. The 2019 AEE? notes that ‘Fill Area 3 was observed to be to be hydraulically
conductive with numerous fast seepages observed in the sidewalls of the opened pits. High
groundwater levels in the near surface could negatively impact the stability of new material placed
above it'. Deep sub-soil drainage is proposed at this site to allow for the reduction of pore pressure
and dissipation of perched groundwater from the mining fill when under load (of the managed fill).

e FA4is very similar in nature to FA2 with an amphitheatre shaped basin with surface ponding and a
farm dam. Itis unclear whether the dam is filled from surface run-off or spring fed.

Groundwater quality at the site (including the quarry and proposed fill areas) has not been assessed. This is
because apart from seeps from faces within the quarry, groundwater has not been reported in any boreholes
(EHS, 2022). It does not appear that any samples from the seeps/springs identified by GAIA have been sampled.
Sampling from these seeps/springs would provide a useful baseline.

A summary of groundwater quality from bores surrounding the site is presented in the AEE. While these data
are not representative of the site, they assist with providing an indication of localised groundwater quality.

Groundwater Receptors

The Applicant has carried out a bore search of the WRC borehole database and reports that there are no bores
within the site or between the managed fill and the Waikato River. This is assumed to be the Applicant’s area of
focus due to the conclusion that groundwater flow was east toward the Waikato River.

However, | have checked the WRC online GIS® and found 2 bores in proximate distance to the site:

e Bore72_10634 is located within the quarry (so just south of the proposed Fill areas) and was drilled in
2019. Itis 71.5 m deep. No water level was reported on the database.

e Bore 69_1443 is approximately 650 m north of the property boundary. It is 21 m deep with no other
details recorded.

A search of the Waikato Maps Resource Consents maps for water permits indicates that the only consented
water takes within 1 km of the site are those associated with the quarry.

Whilst there appears to be little to no use of the groundwater close to the site, the presence of seeps and springs
indicates the potential for groundwater dependent ecosystems to be present withing the proposed Fill areas. |
have not assessed the ecological value of these systems, or whether there are downgradient features such as
wetlands that are dependent on flow from the seeps and springs. This needs to be covered by the ecological
review.

Review of Assessment of Effects

| consider that there are two main aspects of this consent application that have the potential to affect
groundwater beneath the site. These are:

2 GLEESON QUARRIES HUNTLY LTD. PROPOSED OVERBURDEN & MANAGED FILL DISPOSAL AREAS. Bundled application to
Waikato Regional Council for regional Resource Consents associated with undertaking the deposition of overburden and
managed fill within identified gullies adjacent to the Gleeson Huntly Quarry, Riverview Road Huntly. Report date: 15
November 2019. Report Version: Rev01

3 Groundwater (waikatoregion.govt.nz)
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e Thecreation of subsoil drainage in the ground beneath each of the proposed fill area to ensure a stable
platform for the managed fill material. This drainage may lead to the diversion of shallow perched
groundwater and/or loss of natural spring flows.

e Seepage of contaminants from the managed fills and mine waste into groundwater (nothing the FAs
are not lined) at concentrations that may affect surface water receptors.

With regards to the subsoil drainage, the Application does not appear to assess what, if any, the effect that the
placement of fill in the headwaters of each valley will have on stream flows and/or the overall water balance of
each catchment (noting the observations of perennial flow into the dams at FA2 and FA4). | recommend that
further information is provided on this aspect. Additionally, the presence of springs appears to be uncertain and
should be further assessed.

Additionally, if there are perennial spring flows, there is a potential that the springs/dams are providing habitat
for freshwater species. | recommend the Council ecologist address this issue if it has not already been addressed.

The potential effects of seepage from the base of the fill area on groundwater and ultimately the Waikato River
has been assessed by EHS (2022) using the Risk Based Corrective Action (RBCA) model. This is a fate and
transport model that predicts the concentration of a contaminant of concern on an identified receptor. | have
some questions largely focused about the general conceptualisation adopted for the modelling. The questions
are listed below.

Conclusion / Recommendations

I have the following questions/requests/queries, and recommend that they be put to the Applicant to assist the
review of groundwater related effects:

Conceptualisation

e Please provide a validation of the hydraulic properties listed in Table 2 of Appendix 10.1 Waste
Acceptance Criteria Report. These are referenced as being from an ‘unpublished PDP report’ and have
no supporting information (as fields sheets, monitoring locations etc). An explanation of who collected
the data, under what methodology, when and how they were collected is required. As the only data
of this type presented, they are critical to the assessment.

e Please provide a conceptual cross section/s of the site that includes interpreted groundwater levels
relative to the quarry, the fill areas, and receptors such as streams/wetlands/river.

e Quarry dewatering — is this permanent and what is the radius of influence. If quarrying stops, will
groundwater levels increase and would this affect any of the Fill areas? A cross section may be useful
in assessing this risk.

e Thereis no mention of groundwater strike on BH301 and BH302. Is this because no groundwater was
encountered, or because it was not recorded?

Effects on shallow groundwater flow

e There is reference to the potential for springs and seeps at least two of the Fill Areas in the GAIA
geotechnical report. Has any further information on the presence of springs been obtained?

e  Will activities (such as underdrainage) at any of the Fill Areas result in the loss of stream flow
downstream from the Fill Areas? Noting the potential for drainage water from FA3 is to be trucked off-
site if quality is not suitable for discharge to the streams. If so, has this been quantified (such as via a
simple water balance model)?

Page 5
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Modelling

e There is limited documentation on the conceptual setting (geology/hydrogeology) assumptions
adopted for the RBCA modelling. The model requires inputs such as groundwater depth and hydraulic
conductivity. Please provide further information on the assumptions made to populate the model
inputs.

e Is the RBCA assessment representative of the fate and transport of contaminants from all three
proposed Fill Areas?

e Does the RBCA model include the mine tailings contaminants present at FA3?

e Isthe Waikato River is the most appropriate receptor given that the pathway to the river would be via
the regional groundwater system. The general conceptualisation and geotechnical reporting indicates
that the most likely pathway would be via shallow groundwater seepage to localised
wetlands/streams/springs, then the Waikato River.

Monitoring

e What monitoring of groundwater is proposed?

Checked/
Authorised by: KT
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Memo

File No: 61 76 85A

Date: 30June 2022

To: Emma Cowan, Sheryl Roa

From: Joshua Evans

Subject: Final Review of Updated Proposed Erosion and Sediment Control Plans

for Gleeson Managed Fill Limited Application — Fill Areas 2, 3, and 4 and s92
Response

Dear Emma and Sheryl,

You have requested that | review the draft erosion and sediment control reports (appendix 9) provided
by Gleeson Managed Fill Limited for APP144475 lodged on 14" April 2022 to establish and operate a
managed fill operation in gullies referred to as fill areas 2, 3, and 4. This memo has been prepared to
review the applicants’ responses and updated Erosion and sediment Control Plans provided to WRC on
20 June 2022 (WRC DOCH# 24160443) and determine whether s92 requests have been addressed
appropriately.

| note that my review consisted of a limited focus on the general principles of the draft plans in the
scope of whether they have been prepared in alignment to Waikato Regional Council Technical Report
No. 2009/02 Erosion and Sediment Control Guidelines for Soil Disturbing Activities, January 2009
(TR2009/02) and identify any specific details of the proposed methodologies that require further
clarification.

| have reviewed the two draft erosion and sediment control reports separately recognising there are
slightly different methodologies and activities proposed at Fill Area 3 compared to Fill Area 2 and 4 as
per below:

Phase 1 Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Fill Area 3 - Site Establishment and Initial Filling

e 3.2.1 Deep Drainage
- Clarification on the specific area and volumes that will be disturbed during the process of
installing deep drainage and the maximum disturbed area during installation will be
required in the final ESCP to determine adequacy of controls during works if the consent is
to be granted.

e 3.2.2SRP

- Please refer to comments provided by Dr. Jonathan Caldwell on 9 June 2022 (WRC DOC#
24101537), regarding the clarification as to the installation of the 75m3tank.

- Inresponse to Dr. Jonathan Caldwell’'s comments, the applicant clarified that the installation
of the 75m3 was for additional storage if sediment retention pond discharge did not meet
the required discharge standard and control of discharge during baseline monitoring.

- | agree with Dr. Caldwell’s comments confirming that he is satisfied with the clarification
provided in the response and have no further queries on this matter.



e 3.2.4 Detention Storage and Disposal 1 59
- Although it is recognised that an exceedance of the 50-year ARI rainfall event, | have
reservations regarding the practicality of the pumping down of storage during events to
increase capacity of the SRP.

e 4 Erosion and Sediment Control Specification

- | can confirm that controls have design and methodologies are in accordance with
TR2009/02.

- Taking into consideration the implementation of staging filling and progressive stabilisation
reducing the exposed surfaces flowing into the SRP, adequate treatment for Fill site 3 should
be achieved.

Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Fill Area 2 and 4

Overall, it appears that the plan has been prepared in accordance with TR2009/02 and the
methodologies proposed are in accordance with best practice. However, | do have the following
comments:

Section 3 — Description of Works

- The applicants s92 response stated that wetland treatment cells are no longer proposed or
required to achieve the necessary discharge quality. The applicant has also updated the
ESCP’s to reflect these changes. Overall, | accept that it appears that the proposal will meet
outcomes anticipated by WRC TR2009/02 for both Fill Area 2 and 4. | note that the total
catchment for Fill Area 4 is 5.21 ha which exceeds the 5-ha catchment limit for Sediment
Retention ponds in TR2009/02. | recognise that the Pond has been appropriately sized for
the catchment size of 5.21 ha, | consider that further controls such as a wetland treatment
cell would be beneficial to ensure appropriate treatment is provided prior to discharge from
Fill Area 4.

Conclusion

To summarise, upon my reviewal it appears that the proposed methodologies and practices on principle
will be appropriate for the proposed works upon review of the updated Erosion and Sediment Control
Plans. | can confirm that all s92 responses relevant to erosion and sediment control aspects of the
application have appropriately addressed queries raised by myself.

< 4

Joshua Evans
Resource Officer — Land Development
Waikato Regional Council
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS APP144475

Gleeson Managed Fill Limited, Fill Sites 2-4
This document sets out the recommended conditions for the following suite of consents.

Activity Description

APP144475.01.01 Earthworks and vegetation clearance within high risk erosion areas associated
with the overburden, cleanfill and managed fill disposal Areas 2, 3 and 4 and
ancillary activities.

APP144475.02.01 To discharge overburden to land at Fill Areas 2, 3 and 4

APP144475.03.01 To discharge Cleanfill and Managed Fill to Land at Fill Areas 2, 3 and 4

APP144475.04.01 To discharge stormwater and treated water in association with Fill Areas 2, 3 and
4,

APP144475.05.01 To take and divert groundwater and divert stormwater all in association with Fill
Areas 2,3 and 4

APP144475.06.01 To undertake stream diversions, reclamation of streams and associated bed
disturbance in association with filling Areas 2, 3 and 4.

APP144475.07.01 To discharge treated stormwater to land and/or water within 100 metres of a

natural wetland
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APP144475.01.01 Earthworks and vegetation clearance within high risk
erosion areas associated with the overburden,
cleanfill and managed fill disposal Areas 2, 3 and 4
and ancillary activities.

CONDITIONS
1. This consent is subject to compliance with Schedule One — General Conditions.
Winter Works

2. The earthworks authorised by this resource consent shall not be carried out during the winter
period 1st May to 30th September inclusive in any year that this consent is current unless
authorised by the Waikato Regional Council.

3. The consent holder shall ensure that earthworks and soil disturbance areas (not including Managed
Fill disposal areas) are appropriately stabilised by 30 April of each year unless otherwise approved
in writing by the Waikato Regional Council. Stabilisation shall be undertaken by providing
adequate measures (vegetative and/or structural and including, pavement, metalling,
hydroseeding, revegetating and mulching) that will minimise erosion of exposed soil to the extent
practicable-

Advice Note: For the avoidance of doubt earthworks authorised by this consent include establishment
and preparation for the discharge of managed fill and overburden disposal and any other works
necessary to maintain and the rehabilitate the site. It does not include managed fill disposal,
overburden disposal and handling and recontouring of the managed fill site which is authorised under
AUTH144475.02.01 and AUTH144475.03.01

4. Requests to undertake works during the period 1st May to 30th September inclusive shall be
submitted in writing to the Waikato Regional Council at least 20 working days prior to the
commencement of activities under this resource consent and by 1st April each year thereafter, and
shall be in the form of amendments to the approved E&SCP — Schedule One, General Conditions.

5. Atleast 10 working days prior to the commencement of activities under this resource consent, the
consent holder shall submit to Waikato Regional Council an updated Contaminated Site
Management Plan (CSMP) for Fill Area 3. Prior to submitting the CSMP to the Waikato Regional
Council, the CSMP shall be submitted to the Waikato District Council for comment. Any comments
received shall be provided to the Waikato Regional Council with the updated CSMP. The CSMP
shall be certified in writing by the Waikato Regional Council prior to the commencement of
activities under this resource consent. Any changes to the CSMP shall be reviewed and certified in
writing by the Waikato Regional Council acting in a technical certification capacity prior to the
changes being made.

Advice Note: A draft CSMP was provided during the application process to both support the regional
earthworks application and to the Waikato District Council to support the application for land
disturbance works under the NES-CS. The draft CSMP is titled ‘Contaminated Site Management Plan,
Proposed Huntly Managed Fill — Fill Area 3’, prepared by EHS Support, dated 1 September 2021 (WRC
doc #21810518).
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6. All establishment works shall be carried out in accordance with the Contaminated Site
Management Plan.
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APP144475.02.01 To discharge overburden to land at Fill Areas 2, 3 and
4

CONDITIONS

1. This consent is subject to compliance with Schedule One — General Conditions.



APP144475.03.01 To discharge Cleanfill and Managed Fill to Land at Fill
Areas 2, 3 and 4

CONDITIONS
1. This consent is subject to compliance with Schedule One — General Conditions.

2. The maximum volume of fill (all types) shall not exceed the volumes and areas set out in the
following table and as demarcated in the application document.

Fill Area Size (ha) Fill Volume (m3)
2 3.8 632,600

3 4.2 576,600

4 5.1 800,000

Total 13.1 2,009,200

Fill Acceptance

3. Managed fill and cleanfill material accepted for disposal pursuant to this consent shall comply with
the Fill Acceptance requirements listed in Schedule 3 and Condition 12 (below) Maximum
Acceptance Criteria for Contaminant Concentrations.

4. This consent only authorises the disposal of construction and demolition fill that result from site
construction and/or demolition activities, providing those wastes are listed as “Acceptable
Wastes” in Schedule 3 of this consent.

5. Fill listed as “Prohibited” in Schedule 3 shall not be accepted.

6. Any soil removed from Fill Area 3 during the construction of the fill area will be tested at no less
than 1 in 500m® of material disturbed or at the frequency specified in the Contaminated Site
Management Plan (required by AUTH144475.01.01), whichever the most frequent. All excavated
fill material shall be disposed of at an appropriate facility.

7. The operations shall be undertaken in accordance with the certified Site and Fill Management Plan
(SFMP) as required by Schedule One.

Fill Quality

8. The consent holder shall maintain a site log book (which may be digital or hard copy) to identify all
loads entering the site, recording the number of trucks and estimated volume, and the source and
type of material deposited, and the location of deposition. This site log shall be provided to Council
annually, by 31 March (for the period 1 April to 31 March, for each year that this consent is
exercised, or within 5 working days of any written request to do so.

9. Fill originating from any sites where there is evidence to suggest that an activity outlined on the
Ministry for the Environment’s Hazardous Activities and Industries List has been, or is currently
being, carried out, shall only be accepted by the consent holder:
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I.  Where those sites have been sampled and tested in accordance with Contaminated Land
Management Guideline Number 5 — Site Investigation and Analysis of Soils, Ministry for
the Environment, Revised 2021 (or any subsequent updates), by a suitably qualified and
experienced practitioner; and

II.  Where the results of those investigations have been provided to the consent holder and
reviewed for compliance by the Site Manager with the acceptance criteria specified in this
resource consent.

Ill.  Soil Sampling Verification reports shall be retained to be provided upon request to Waikato
Regional Council.

10. At least two loads per day (that the managed fill is receiving waste) will be randomly selected by

11.

12.

the Fill Manager. Analysis will be undertaken by a trained and qualified staff member in
accordance with the XRF protocols outlined in BS EN 16424: Characterisation of waste. Screening
methods for the elemental composition by portable X-ray fluorescence.

I In the event that only one load of fill has been received for the day, then that load will be
subject to analysis by portable X-ray fluorescence (XRF).

Il. In the event that material scanned by portable XRF indicates any exceedance of acceptance
criteria, the load will be rejected or quarantined (pending the results of laboratory testing).
Further material from the source site will be prohibited pending subsequent evidence of
acceptability being established in accordance will the fill acceptance criteria.

Random analytical testing of all imported fill material (excluding overburden) shall be undertaken
for the chemical parameters listed in condition 11 at a rate of no less than one sample per 500 m?
of imported fill material.

Analytical Soil Testing Verification records shall be retained to be provided upon request to
Waikato Regional Council.

Advice Note: On arrival at site, random analytical testing at a rate of no less than one sample per
500 m? is required for all fill (excluding overburden sourced from the adjacent quarry) imported to
the site including fill that has been pre-tested. This is to ensure that the lab results are specific to
the fill accepted at the site and that testing has been undertaken to the approved protocol and for
the full suite of parameters.

The analytical testing shall demonstrate that chemical parameter concentrations in the imported
fill are at or below the Fill Acceptance Criteria (Table 1) for the Maximum Waste Acceptance
Criteria (>2 m) (mg/kg); the SPLP Leachability Limits (mg/L)%; and the Maximum Truckload Fill
Concentrations Shallow (<2 m) Cleanfill (mg/kg). All imported fill that exceeds the Shallow Fill
Acceptance Criteria shall be placed at a depth greater than 2.0 metres from the identified finished
landform levels.



Table 1. Fill acceptance criteria.

Contaminant | Parameter! Maximum SPLP Maximum
Type Waste Leachability | Truckload Fill
Acceptance Limits Concentrations
Criteria (>2 m) (mg/L)® Shallow (<2 m)
(mg/kg) Cleanfill
(mg/kg)
Elements Arsenic 1002 - 12
Boron 45(260)%20 2?2 45
Cadmium 7.5 - 0.65
Chromium 400150 - 55
Copper 325280 - 45
Mercury 1.5 - 0.45
Nickel 65 (320)2 12 35
Lead 250 12 65
Thallium 23 - 1
Zinc 400 12 180
(1,2002;000)?
BTEX Benzene 0.112 - 0.0054
Compounds Toluene 1.0 - 1.1
Ethylbenzene 1.1 - 1.0
Total xylenes 0.61 - 0.61
Polycyclic Benzo-a- 20 - 0.0054
Aromatic pyrene (eq)
Hydrocarbons
Naphthal 7.2 - .01
(PAH) aphthalene 0.013
Total Cr-Co 120 - 120
Fydrocarmons | GG 300 : 58
3
(TPH) (6001;400)
Ci5-C3e 20,000* - -
Others DDT and 284 - 0.7
isomers
Aldrin 0.17 - -
Dieldrin 0.17 - -
Tributyltin 6° 0.3°
Asbestos
Notes:

1. Allvalues in mg/kg unless otherwise stated.

2. Ministry for the Environment (MfE) ‘National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants

in Soil to Protect Human Health’ (MfE, 2012) for a commercial/industrial outdoor worker.
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3. Auckland Regional Council (ARC) ‘Technical Publication 153 (TP153) — Background Concentrations of Inorganic
Elements in Soils from the Auckland Region’ (ARC, 2001).

4.  Auckland Council (AC) ‘Auckland Unitary Plan: Operative Version’ (AC, 2018), Table E30.6.1.4.1.

5. MIfE’ Guidelines for Assessing and Managing Petroleum Hydrocarbon Contaminated Sites in New Zealand’ (MfE,
2011). Table 4.15 Tier 1 soil acceptance criteria.

6. MfE’ Identifying, Investigation and Managing Risks Associated with Former Sheep-dip Sites: A guide for local
authorities’ (MfE, 2006).

7. Concentrations of boron above 45 mg/kg, lead above 250 mg/kg, nickel concentrations above 65 mg/kg and zinc
above 400 mg/kg in infill materials will require Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP) testing to be
carried out on the fill materials before acceptance, to demonstrate that elevated concentrations of these
elements will not mobilise under conditions likely to be present in the fill area. The in-brackets value is the
maximum concentration that can be accepted if SPLP results are satisfactory.

8. Leachability limits from the MfE’ Guidelines for the management of hazardous waste — Module 2: Landfill Waste
Acceptance Criteria and Landfill Classification’ (MfE, 2004) and WasteMINZ (2018) Technical Guidelines for
Disposal to Land — Type 2 landfill.

9. Total concentrations from WasteMINZ (2018) for cleanfill (Class 5 landfill Waste Acceptance Criteria).

10. Ridge Road, Quarry Managed Fill Acceptance criteria (2018).

11. Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment (CCME, 2018) Recommended Criteria for the Protection of
Freshwater Life.

12. Thallium guideline value based upon US EPA Regional Screening Levels for thallium sulphate for industrial sites
(see https://www.epa.gov/risk/regional-screening-levels-rsls-generic-tables)

13. Initial screening criteria based on Ridge Road. Value in bracket is the upper limit of TPH based upon criteria if soils
meet BTEX and PAH criteria listed above. The higher value is based upon MfE’ Guidelines for Assessing and
Managing Petroleum Hydrocarbon Contaminated Sites in New Zealand’ (MfE, 2011). Table 4.20 Tier 1 soil
acceptance criteria for Protection of Groundwater quality.

14. TPH Ci5-Csevalue is based upon MfE’ Guidelines for Assessing and Managing Petroleum Hydrocarbon
Contaminated Sites in New Zealand’ (MfE, 2011). Table 4.20 Tier 1 soil acceptance criteria for Protection of
Groundwater quality. and-assume-soil-also-meets PAH

15. MfE’ Guidelines for the management of hazardous waste — Module 2: Landfill Waste Acceptance Criteria and
Landfill Classification’ (MfE, 2004) — Class B landfills. Leachability limits are determined by the TCLP test. Waste
containing TBT higher than 6 mg/kg can be accepted as long as it meets SPLP criteria of 0.3 mg/L.

16. Thallium waste acceptance criteria for shallow (less than 2 M) is based on Maximum thallium concentration in
farmed soils within the Waikato (rounded down from 1.4 to 1 mg/kg) based upon data presented in Taylor, M.,
Kim, N., (2009) De-aluminium as a mechanism for increased acid recoverable aluminium on Waikato Soils.
Australian Journal of Soil Research, 47, pp 828-838.

17.

18.

Advice Note: For concentrations of boron above 20 45 mg/kg, , lead above
250 mg/kg, nickel above 65 mg/kg and zinc above 400 mg/kg in fill materials will require Synthetic
Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP) testing to be carried out on the fill materials prior to
acceptance into the landfill, to demonstrate that elevated concentrations of these elements will not
mobilise under conditions likely to be present in the fill area. The in-brackets value is the maximum
concentration that can be accepted if SPLP results are satisfactory.

13. The consent holder shall engage an independent suitably qualified and experienced person to
undertake a technical review and written report to assess the level of compliance with the
conditions of this resource consent. The report shall be provided to the Waikato Regional Council
by 30 April on an annual basis and shall be provided to the Waikato Regional Council at the same
time as provided to the consent holder. The report shall include;

i.  Anassessment of compliance with the conditions of this resource consent.
ii.  Assessment of the accuracy of the fill testing frequency and compliance with the
maximum Fill Acceptance Criteria.
iii.  The results of testing of the fill material.
iv. Compilation of the all water sampling results for the previous 12 month period and
assessment of compliance with the water quality conditions of resource consent
AUTH144475.04.01.


https://www.epa.gov/risk/regional-screening-levels-rsls-generic-tables

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
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V. Any recommendations to improve environmental outcomes or to address any issues
of non-compliance.

All material deposited at the sites shall, subject to also meeting the Fill Acceptance Criteria and be
restricted to:

i materials such as clay, soil and rock and other inert materials such as concrete, brick
or demolition materials which are free of combustible materials and are not subject to
biological or chemical break down; and

ii. inert construction and demolition materials including glass and rock fibres and less
than 5% timber. Soil and C&D can contain minor amounts of electrical wiring, plastics
and plasterboard as an acceptable material (less than 0.5% of the waste matrix); and

iii. asbestos containing materials in accordance with the Asbestos Management Plan.

iv. No prohibited material outlined within Schedule 3 and the Site and Fill Management
Plan shall be accepted into the managed fill.

V. Fill accepted shall not exceed pH 10.

Material deposition authorised by this consent shall exclude:
i material that has combustible, putrescible or degradable components;

ii. materials likely to create leachate by means of biological or chemical breakdown;

iii. any products or materials derived from hazardous waste treatment, hazardous waste
stabilisation or hazardous waste disposal practices;

iv. materials such as medical and veterinary waste, or radioactive substances that may
present a risk to human health;

v.  soils or other materials contaminated with hazardous substances or pathogens;

vi. hazardous substances except for asbestos waste;
vii. Liquid waste.

viii. Coal ash
ix.  Acid sulphate soils and marine sediments

All fill loads shall be inspected before being deposited on site. The load shall be exposed, and
spotters or plant operators fully trained in inspection and rejection procedures shall be used to
verify the deposited material meets the acceptance criteria as set out in the most recently
approved SFMP.

In the event that a spotter or plant operator identifies a load that is clearly non-compliant in
terms of vegetative composition, foreign material composition, coloured liquids, or strong odour,
the material shall be removed from the site within two (2) working days.

If any imported fill does not meet the acceptance criteria specified, it shall be removed to a
suitably consented off-site disposal facility within two weeks of receiving laboratory test results
confirming unacceptability.

A Suitably Qualified and Experienced Person (SQEP) shall be at the active fill area no less than two
separate days per year to audit the fill acceptance practices on site and to undertake random load
sampling (3 composite samples per load) of no less than five truck loads during each audit day. The
audits will be undertaken with no more than 48 hours prior notification to the consent holder. The
SQEP shall have the samples tested by an accredited laboratory for the following analytes:
l. Arsenic

I. Boron

Il Chromium

IV. Copper

V. Lead
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VI. Zinc
VII. TPH
VIII. BTEX

IX. Cadmium

The sampling results shall be provided to the Waikato Regional Council within 5 working days of the
results becoming available.

20. The full loads of imported fill subject to sampling, both the routine 500m?* random load sampling
and the twice yearly SQEP random load sampling, shall be quarantined and only deposited at the
fill sites after test results confirm the fill does not exceed the Maximum Acceptance Criteria.

21. The consent holder shall engage a SQEP to undertake ‘end of life’ composite sampling of each fill
site, both the top 2 metre cleanfill layer and the below 2 metre managed fill prior to capping and
rehab of the respective site to confirm the fill site complies with the Maximum Fill Acceptance
Criteria. The samples shall be analysed by an accredited laboratory for the full suite of
contaminants listed in Condition 11, the test results shall be provided to the Waikato Regional
Council within five working days of becoming available.

Asbestos Management and Monitoring

22. At least 20 working days prior to initially accepting asbestos containing materials, the consent
holder shall submit to Waikato Regional Council, for approval in a technical certification capacity,
an updated Asbestos Management Plan (AMP) which includes an Asbestos Air Monitoring
programme. The AMP shall be certified in writing by the Waikato Regional Council prior to asbestos
containing materials being accepted at the fill sites. Any changes to the AMP shall be reviewed and
certified in writing by the Waikato Regional Council prior to the changes being made.

23. The acceptance and management of asbestos at the site shall be in general accordance with the
certified Asbestos Management Plan.

All asbestos importation shall be supervised by a suitability qualified staff member who has a “Class
A Certification” in the handling of asbestos in accordance with Worksafe New Zealand’s
“Management and Removal of Asbestos Approved Code of Practice”.

24. All asbestos waste and/or asbestos contaminated fill material disposed of at the site shall be
disposed of as follows:

25. No asbestos waste or asbestos contaminated fill material shall be disposed of within the top 2
metres of the final contours of the site.

26. All asbestos waste shall be contained as detailed in the AMP
27. All asbestos contaminated fill material shall be received in a covered truck or skip.

28. A water cart shall be utilised to ensure that prior to disposal, loads containing asbestos
contaminated fill material is dampened to avoid the discharge to air of asbestos fibres during
handling.

29. The dampened asbestos water and/or asbestos contaminated fill material shall be deposited in
to an excavated hole suitably large enough to contain the material and shall be capped
immediately to a minimum depth of 1 metre using locally sourced fill material and covered as per
the AMP
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30. Care shall be taken to ensure that the wrapping or containerisation of any received asbestos
waste is not damaged during handling and disposal.

31. A hand-held GPS system shall be utilised to log the location and level of the disposal area within
the filling operation.

32. Arecord shall be kept of the volume, location and level of all asbestos waste and/or asbestos
contaminated fill material disposed of at the site and made available to Waikato Regional Council
on request and reported on annually (before 31 May).

33. Asbestos air monitoring shall be undertaken in general accordance with the certified Asbestos Air
Monitoring Programme.

Monitoring, sampling and testing

34. All sampling and testing of cleanfill, managed fill, sediment and water quality shall be overseen
by a suitably qualified and experienced practitioner.

Records of sampling and testing, analytical results, and any consequential actions must be kept
by the Site Manager and made available to Waikato Regional Council upon request.

Advice Note: Guidance on the interpretation of a suitably qualified and experienced practitioner is
provided in the Ministry for the Environment’s Users’ Guide — National Environmental Standard
for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health, April 2012.

35. Subject to compliance with the conditions of this consent, all monitoring of surface water, subsoil
drainage and sediment discharges from the site is to be undertaken in accordance with the Site
and Fill Management Plan and surface water Sampling and Analysis Plan, as specified in Schedule
One — General Conditions and the conditions of resource consent AUTH144475.04.01, until such
time as the fill activities on site have ceased and the site has been rehabilitated.

Sediment Pond Sampling

36. Representative sampling of the accumulated sediment within the sediment ponds and any
artificial wetland shall be undertaken prior to disposal during regular maintenance and prior to
decommissioning a pond.

37. Samples collected from the sediment from the sediment ponds and any artificial wetland shall be
tested at an IANZ accredited laboratory. Only sediment that meets the Fill Acceptance Criteria

may be disposed of within the site.

Any sediment removed offsite must be disposed of at a facility authorised to receive material of
that kind.

Site Security

38. The consent holder shall ensure that appropriate site security is maintained at all times to ensure
that no dumping of unauthorised material occurs.

Rehabilitation of Fill Site

39. The final land shape and capping of the managed fill will be determined by the proposed end use
of the site. The fill sites shall be rehabilitated in in accordance with the most up to date technical
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publication endorsed by Ministry of Environment for Cleanfill and Managed Fill sites. The cover
and revegetation should promote sound land management and conservation, prevent hazards
and protect amenity. The final cover/capping details will be determined as part of the engineered
fill requirements and included in the Rehabilitation Management Plan (Schedule One — General
Conditions) for certification by the Waikato Regional Council. The determination of the
rehabilitation and cover requirements will demonstrate consistency with permitted land-use
activities in the Waikato District Plan and shall as a minimum consider the following technical
publications (or any subsequent updates):

e Guide to the Management of Cleanfills, Ministry of Environment, January 2002

e Technical Guidelines for Disposal to Land, Waste Management Institute New Zealand

(WasteMINZ), October 2022

Groundwater

40. The consent holder shall engage a groundwater specialist to develop a framework for groundwater
investigation, including the installation of monitoring bores if contamination of surface flow is
observed not attributable to overland runoff. The framework shall be incorporated into the Sampling

and Analysis Plan required by APP144475.04.01 and subject to WRC review and certification.

41. Additional to condition 40 above, should a perched shallow water table be identified during
construction of Fill Area 2 which is likely to impact on contaminant transport from that area in a
westerly direction, then fate and transport modelling shall be undertaken to determine the
appropriateness of the proposed waste acceptance criteria for that fill area for ensuring sufficient
protection for the Lake Puketirini catchment.

Acid Sulphate Soils (ASS) and Peat Soils

42. Acid sulphate soils (including peat soils) shall only be received at the site subject to provision of
adequate evidence prepared by a SQEP that the soils have been limed and stabilised. pHox testing of
representative samples of soils from each delivered load prior to acceptance must be provided to the
Waikato Regional Council as an additional level of confirmation of adequate treatment. Lime
stabilised ASS and peat soils shall only be accepted at the site after written approval has been
obtained from the Waikato Regional Council specific to each tested load.
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APP144475.04.01 To discharge stormwater and treated water in

association with Fill Areas 2, 3 and 4.

CONDITIONS

This consent is subject to compliance with Schedule One — General Conditions.

Prior to the commencement of any stormwater discharge to the receiving environment, the
discharge contaminant criteria and receiving water trigger limits for each of the contaminants
listed in condition 5 shall be set out within a revised Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) and must
be consistent with the discharge contaminant criteria and receiving water criteria specified in
Schedule 4 to this resource consent. The SAP shall be provided to Council within 20 working days
from the completion of testing. The discharge of stormwater shall only commence after the
Waikato Regional Council has reviewed and given written certification of the SAP.

The suspended solids concentration of any sediment retention pond discharge shall not exceed
100g/m?3 or the sediment retention pond shall treat water to no less than 90% efficiency. In the
event that the discharge water exceeds suspended solids concentrations 100g/m? and laboratory
analysis confirms that the 90% treatment efficiency is met, an independent Erosion and Sediment
Control Specialist shall inspect the site’s erosion and sediment controls and confirm in writing to
the Waikato Regional Council that the controls are best practice and in accordance with the
Waikato Regional Council Erosion and Sediment Control Guidelines.

To demonstrate compliance with condition 3 of this resource consent, the consent holder shall
take samples of the discharges from the inlets and outlets of all sediment retention ponds on the
site a minimum of once per month and after rainfall trigger events (rainfall greater than 215mm
in one hour; or 225mm in 24 hours in the preceding 24 hours), excepting times when there are
no discharges.

Surface water discharge samples shall be submitted to an accredited laboratory for analysis of the
following parameters:

a.

pH (to demonstrate it does not fall outside the range of 5.5 to 9);

b. Total suspended solids, to demonstrate it is not greater than 100 g/m3 or the sediment

C.

5.

retention pond/s stormwater treatment is 90% treatment efficiency;
Turbidity

In addition to the sampling required in condition 4, surface water samples shall be collected from
the discharge points at the end of the treatment systems DS1, DS3 and DS?5 five times per year and
from the downstream sampling points DS2 and DS5 as identified in the Sampling and Analysis Plan
on a two monthly basis, excepting times when there are no discharges, until such time as the fill
activities on site have ceased and the site has been rehabilitated.

Surface water samples shall be submitted to an accredited laboratory for analysis of the following
contaminants;

(a) Dissolved Aluminium (0.22 um filter); (b) Dissolved Arsenic; (c) Dissolved Boron; (d) Dissolved
Cadmium; (e) Dissolved Chromium; (f) Dissolved Copper; (g) Dissolved Lead; (h) Dissolved Nickel;
Dissolved Thallium; (i) Dissolved Zinc; and (j) Total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH).

Flowrates will also be measured and recorded at the time that samples are collected.
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6. Within five working days of the receipt of water sampling results, the consent holder shall ensure
that all results of the analysis along with flowrates are forwarded to Waikato Regional Council.

7. Inthe event that any result for a contaminant (dissolved fraction in condition 8) exceeds the water
quality criteria as specified in Schedule Four or in the certified SAP:

a) The consent holder shall engage a suitably qualified and experienced person to
undertake verification sampling of deposited fill at the respective fill site/s; and the
following contingency measures shall be undertaken:

b) Repeat monitoring within a 10 working day period or the next stormwater run-off
event. If water quality is within the trigger levels continue routine compliance
monitoring frequency.

c) If repeat monitoring confirms trigger level exceedance(s) then a review of the Erosion
and Sediment Control Plan and Site and Fill Management Plan (SFMP) shall be
undertaken by a suitably qualified and experienced professional to determine what
corrective actions need to be applied to avoid further trigger level exceedance(s). The
outcomes of this review shall be provided to Waikato Regional Council within 20
working days of the confirmed trigger level exceedance(s).

On approval by Waikato Regional Council, the proposed corrective actions identified
through the review will be implemented by the consent holder within 2 months.

8. If repeat monitoring confirms water quality trigger level exceedance(s) at any of the sampling
points as a direct result of the managed fill activity, notwithstanding any separate enforcement
actions for the consent non-compliance, the consent holder shall engage an independent suitably
qualified and experienced person to evaluate the level of ecological effect and the delivery of
proportionate ecological compensation shall be undertaken.

Chemical Treatment Management Plan

9. Atleast 20 working days prior to the commencement of activities under this resource consent
the consent holder shall provide the Waikato Regional Council with a draft Chemical Treatment
Management Plan (CTMP). The CTMP shall be submitted to the Waikato Regional Council for
approval in writing— acting in a technical certification capacity. The CTMP shall include as a
minimum:

i.  Ananalysis identifying which devices require flocculation, this analysis taking into
account;
ii.  The soil’s reactivity to flocculants based on soil tests;
iii.  The size of the contributing catchment that the pond is treating;
iv.  The likely duration of the ponds use;
v.  Specific design details of the flocculation system;
Vi. Monitoring (including pH and any other testing procedures), maintenance (including
post storm)
a. andincluding a record system;
vii. Details of optimum dosage (including assumptions);
viii. Results of any initial flocculation trial;
iX. A spill contingency plan;
X. Contact details of the person responsible for the operation and maintenance of the
flocculation
xi.  Treatment system and the organisational structure to which this person shall report.
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Any changes proposed to the CTMP shall be confirmed in writing by the consent holder and
approved in writing by the Waikato Regional Council acting in a technical certification capacity,
prior to the implementation of any changes proposed.

11. Unless site specific analysis provides evidence to the contrary, all sediment retention ponds shall
be chemically treated in accordance with the CTMP.

15. The pH of any sediment retention pond discharge shall not be less than 5.5 or greater than 9 pH

units.

Surface Water Quality - Huntly Managed Fill Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP)

16.

17.

18.

At least 20 working days prior to the importation of cleanfill and managed fill to the site, the
consent holder shall submit to Waikato Regional Council, for approval in a technical certification
capacity, an updated Huntly Managed Fill Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP). The SAP shall
include;

a. Include a plan that identifies the locations of water sampling points.

b. Details of how the sub-soil drainage water will be stored, tested, treated and disposed
of.

c. Include a table of the contaminants the water samples will be tested for and the
respective maximum concentration limits for each contaminant. The table will as a
minimum include the contaminants listed in condition 5.

d. Set out the water testing regime and sampling frequency which will be no less than as
prescribed in the conditions of this consent.

e. lIdentify process and timeline from collecting the samples through to laboratory analysis.

f. Contingency measures in the event of water quality criteria exceedances.

Any changes to the SAP shall be reviewed and certified in writing by the Waikato Regional Council
prior to the changes being made.

The SAP shall be updated on an annual basis by a SQEP to ensure the plan is up to date and
consistent with any changes in legislation and guidelines.

Adaptive Management Plan

19.

At least 20 working days prior to the commencement of filling, an updated Adaptive
Management Plan shall be submitted to the Waikato Regional Council for written approval in a
technical certification capacity. The updated Adaptive Management Plan could be an update of
the draft Erosion and Sediment Control Adaptive Management Plan — Huntly Managed Fills 2 — 4
— for Gleeson Quarries Huntly Limited; 10 May 2020, Rev B, prepared by SouthernSkies
Environmental Limited. The objective of the Adaptive Management Plan is to provide a process
to ensure that the downstream effects of the filling activities remain within the range assessed as
acceptable under this consent. It will provide procedures for monitoring of the site and the
downstream receiving environment that is additional to the day to day monitoring of erosion and
sediment control measures necessary to ensure compliance with this consent and Schedule One.

The Adaptive Management Plan shall include, but no be limited to, the following:

a. Methodology to monitor and quantify the efficiency of sediment retention ponds.

b. Methodology for monitoring of water quality and stream health at locations
downstream of each sediment retention pond (and upstream where achievable)
including a plan and aerial imagery showing the monitoring locations.
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c. Trigger rainfall events of 15mm/hr and 25mm/24 hours for site monitoring (in addition
to day to day erosion and sediment control device monitoring and maintenance).

d. Monitoring and contingency response programme to be implemented in response to
rainfall trigger events including response thresholds for turbidity (90% sediment
retention pond efficiency), clarity (100mm) and pH (5.5 to 9.0).

e. Realtime continuous automated turbidity monitoring of the inflow and outflow of
sediment retention ponds, and continuous automated monitoring of outflow discharge
water volumes of sediment retention ponds.

f. Method to calculate annual sediment yield discharged from the site.

g. Trigger event-based recording of turbidity and pH for the duration of the consent.

h. Trigger event-based sampling of inflows and outflows and analysis for turbidity, total
suspended solids and pH for the duration of the consent.

i. Event based inspection and sampling of the immediate receiving environment.

j- Details of the person or bodies that will hold responsibility for the on-site
implementation of the Adaptive Management Plan.

k. Procedures and timeframes for reporting the monitoring results to the Waikato Regional
Council.

I.  The monitoring programme will include details of how a correlation will be developed
between measured turbidity and total suspended solids. The monitoring programme will
also detail how this correlation will be monitored and verified.

m. Criteria for the discharge from the site which is consistent with the conditions of this
resource consent, including trigger levels, as well as a management programme and
environmental mitigation/compensation actions which outlines the response if discharge
criteria is exceeded.

n. Quarterly biological monitoring of native fish and macroinvertebrate indicators at
downstream sampling locations.

20. Any proposed revisions of the Adaptive Management Plan must be submitted the Waikato
Regional Council for certification — acting in a technical certification capacity prior to formalising
and implementing the revised Adaptive Management Plan.

21. If in the Council’s opinion, there are changes required to be made to the AMP as a result of
observed downstream effects or as identified within the site reporting, Council may request that
the AMP be updated to address these matters. If a request is made, the revised plan shall be
submitted to the Waikato Regional Council for certification — acting in a technical certification
capacity within five working days of the request for written approval prior to implementation.

Advice Note: The AMP is a live document and updates are expected to address any unforeseen
circumstances or changes in the earthworks and filling methodology as the site responds through
its adaptive monitoring regime to ensure the potential for sediment discharges are minimised.

22. The consent holder shall make available all monitoring results and data required by the AMP
upon the request of the Waikato Regional Council.

Subsoil Drainage Water

23. Water discharged from the sub-soil drains will be sampled and tested for pH, boron, copper, lead
and zinc. If the results exceed the Level 1 criteria (relevant to a minimum pond volume of 470 m?3
and maximum discharge volume of 30 m3) or Level 2 criteria (relevant to a minimum pond
volume of 750 m?® and maximum discharge volume of 30 m3 then the water will be either treated
on-site to meet these criteria or removed off-site for disposal.

‘ Parameter ‘ Trigger Values (mg/L) ‘
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Level 1 Criteria Level 2 Criteria
Total boron 1.0 5.0
Total copper 0.5 1.25
Total lead 0.1 0.25
Total zinc 0.1 1.55
pH 6-9 6-9

Advice Note: The Consent Holder may utilise a benchtop spectrophotometer to use ultra-violet to visible
light to quickly measure the concentration of metals etc to determine if subsoil drainage water is of
acceptable quality to be either treated within the stormwater retention pond, used on-site for dust

suppression, further treated on site before discharge, or removed for disposal.

Down Gradient Municipal Drinking Water Supply

24. If an event of the type described below occurs, the consent holder shall notify, as soon as reasonably
practicable, the Waikato District Council and the Group Manager, Resource Use, Waikato Regional
Council, advising the nature of the event and the nature of the potential significant adverse effect
on water quality that may result. The types of events subject to this condition are:
a) those arising directly from the activity itself, for example spillage of chemicals/contaminants

and uncontrolled sediment laden water discharging from the site.

b) those arising as a consequence of any other event, for example, unusually heavy rainfall
resulting in poor quality water that does not meet the consented acceptance criteria for
contaminants discharging from the site.

25. The groundwater and surface water testing and sampling frequency specified in this resource
consent shall be undertaken for at least the duration of each active fill site. On capping and
completion of each fill site, the consent holder may apply to the Waikato Regional Council by way
of an update to the SAP to reduce the water sampling programme frequency to no less than six
monthly for the duration of the consents and until such time as it is deemed that resource consent
is no longer required for the fill site discharges, that the discharges meet the permitted activity

standards.
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APP144475.05.01 To take and divert groundwater and divert
stormwater all in association with Fill Areas 2, 3 and
4

CONDITIONS

This consent is subject to compliance with Schedule One — General Conditions.
Any water take authorised by this resource consent shall be a zero net take.

The activities authorised by this consent shall comply at all times with the standards of resource consent
AUTH144475.04.01 which authorises discharges from the site.

The consent holder shall ensure diversion of clean water shall be in accordance with the E&SCP as
required by Schedule One — General Condition.

The consent holder shall design all structures and any diversion channels for a design flow capacity of 1
in 100 year flow events (1% AEP Annual Exceedance Probability).

The consent holder shall control and divert stormwater which is not affected by filling activities away
from areas disturbed by filling activities.

The consent holder shall ensure that any water diversions authorised by this consent are carried outin a
manner that erosion is minimised.

The consent holder shall ensure that scour protection is constructed in any outlet structures.

The consent holder shall ensure that any water diversion channels are maintained in good working order
and clear of obstructions at all times.

The consent holder shall ensure that any diversion channels at the site are inspected on a weekly basis
or within 24 hours of each rainstorm event exceeding 20 millimetres within the preceding 24 hour period.
A record shall be maintained of the date, time and any maintenance undertaken in association with this
condition which shall be forwarded to the Waikato Regional Council upon request.
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APP144475.06.01 To undertake stream diversions, reclamation of
streams and associated bed disturbance in
association with filling Areas 2, 3 and 4.

CONDITIONS

1. This consent is subject to compliance with Schedule One — General Conditions.

2. Theinfilling and disturbance of an artificial or constructed wetland and stream within the fill
footprints is to occur gradually from the top of the gully systems (if applicable) to enable fish to
move downstream naturally, and to minimise the fish capture and translocation activities
required.

3. All works authorised by this resource consent shall be undertaken in accordance with the
approved Ecological Management Plan and Fish Management Plan (Schedule One, General
Conditions).

4. On completion of each fill site the ‘end of life’ sediment retention pond below each fill site will be
enhanced and converted to permanent wetland.
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APP144475.07.01 To discharge treated stormwater to land and/or water
within 100 metres of a natural wetland

CONDITIONS

1. This consent is subject to compliance with Schedule One — General Conditions and
AUTH144475.04.01.

2. The bed profile and hydrological regime of any natural Wetland shall remain in original
condition and not be changed by the activities authorised under this resource consent. To verify
compliance with this requirement, the consent holder shall maintain a record by taking
photographs of any natural wetland within 100 metres of any groundwater or stormwater
discharge point prior to the commencement of activities under this resource consent and on an
annual basis thereafter for the duration of the resource consent. The consent holder shall
provide the photographs to the Waikato Regional Council on an annual basis as part of the
Annual Compliance Report, Condition 47, Schedule One — General Conditions.
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APP144475 SCHEDULE ONE — GENERAL CONDITIONS

CONDITIONS

The granting of resource consent numbers AUTH144475.01.01, AUTH144475.02.01, AUTH144475.03.01,
AUTH144475.04.01, AUTH144475.05.01, AUTH144475.06.01 and AUTH144475.07.01 are subject to the
following general conditions that shall apply to each individual consent. Where there may be differences
or apparent conflict between the general conditions and conditions contained in either the individual
consents contained within this suite, or any other consent referred to below, the conditions contained in
the respective individual consents shall prevail.

1. Except as specifically provided for by other conditions of this consent, all activities to which this
consent relates shall be undertaken in general accordance with the resource consent conditions
below, the information contained in the application for this consent and the following supporting
documents:

e Updated AEE, version dated 12 July 2022, prepared by Paua Planning (WRC doc 24343573)

Pre-Start

2. The consent holder shall appoint a representative(s) prior to the exercise of this resource consent
who shall be the Waikato Regional Council’s and the Waahi Whanui Trust’s principal contact
person(s) in regard to matters relating to this resource consent. The consent holder shall inform the
Waikato Regional Council, Waikato-Tainui and Waahi Whanui Trust of the representative’s name
and how they can be contacted, prior to this resource consent being exercised. Should that
person(s) change during the term of this resource consent, the consent holder shall immediately
inform the Waikato Regional Council and shall also give written notice to the Waikato Regional
Council, Waikato-Tainui and the Waahi Whanui Trust of the new representatives name and how
they can be contacted.

3. Prior to exercising this consent the consent holder shall establish a monitoring team which is to be
managed by a nominated and specified person as agreed between the Consent Holder and WRC. The
monitoring team shall consist of personnel who have clearly defined roles and responsibilities to
monitor compliance with the consent conditions and will be available to meet with the Waikato
Regional Council monitoring personnel on a basis as agreed in writing, to review monitoring and
compliance issues. The functions of the monitoring team shall include:

a) installing, monitoring and maintaining erosion and sediment controls;
b) fill and sediment sampling;

c) water quality sampling;

d) ecological monitoring;

e) cultural monitoring; and

f) recording and reporting on other information required by this consent.

Note: clause a) to c) above shall be specifically monitored by the appropriately qualified and
experienced erosion and sediment control specialist as agreed with WRC. The erosion and sediment
control specialist shall be;
a) Be experienced in erosion and sediment control implementation and monitoring;
b) Be recognised by his/her peers as having a high level of knowledge and skill as appropriate

for the role;
c) Have completed recognised training in erosion and sediment control.



The consent holder shall engage with the Waahi Whanui Trust and ensure that the Waahi Whanui
Trust is notified in writing at least 10 working days prior to any soil disturbance occurring; and that
the Waahi Whanui Trust is invited to act as cultural monitors to observe all topsoil removal at the site
on an ongoing basis as each stage of works progresses.

The consent holder shall arrange and conduct a pre-construction site meeting and invite, with a
minimum of 20 working days notice, the Waikato Regional Council, the Waahi Whanui Trust or iwi
representatives, the site representative(s) nominated under conditions 2 and 3, the contractor, and
any other party representing the consent holder prior to any work authorised by this consent
commencing on site.

Fill Stability

6.

7.

10.

11.

The separation distance between the edge/toe of Fill Area 3 and the northern most property boundary
shall be no less than 28 metres.

The consent holder shall engage a chartered professional engineer to inspect the active fill site no less
than annually; and to confirm the fill site design and stability is in general accordance with engineering
best practice and the resource consent. Annual fill stability reporting on the active fill site shall be
undertaken by the nominated chartered engineer until completion with final completion report
provided for rehabilitated sites. Annual reporting shall include recommendations to identify and
address any issues found.

The written report shall be provided to the Waikato Regional Council annually by 31 May for each
year that this resource consent is active.

Any fill material must be placed so that it does not result in land instability.

At least 20 working days prior to the exercise of this resource consent, the Consent Holder shall
provide evidence that the area proposed for filling in FA3 is geotechnically stable to receive fill
material, along with the following information: a) Volume of old mine tailings to be excavated b)
Details of any stockpiling/storage of mine tailings c) Details of any exportation of contaminated
material d) Sample testing of mine tailings to confirm contaminants and leachate e) Sediment &
Erosion Plan to ensure no leachate of mine tailings into stream f) Contaminants Plan if elevated levels
found in excavated material

The fill site design, construction and fill placement is to follow Geotechnical best practice and be in
general accordance with the Gaia Engineers Ltd. design report reference: 2325-74-GQ-01 dated
23/07/2021 and the applicable Waikato Regional Council code of practise for land development and
subdivision — earthworks and geotechnical requirements. Geotechnical site inspections shall be as per
the construction specification shown on drawings 2325-74-01 to 04 included in Appendix A which
includes the noted hold points and inspection requirements. Inspection frequency shall be
determined by the stage of construction and corresponding nature of earthworks and no less than
annually each inspection, the supervising geotechnical engineer shall provide a written report to the
Waikato Regional Council on adherence with recommendations in the Gaia Engineers design report
reference: 2325-74-GQ-01 dated 23/07/2021 and with any subsequent Geotechnical
recommendations.

The supervising geotechnical engineer shall review the results of the testing and technical monitoring
carried out in accordance with the recommendations and construction specification outlined in the
Gaia Engineers Ltd. design report reference: 2325-74-GQ-01 dated 23/07/2021. Monitoring and
testing include: displacement monitoring (Location, monitoring frequency and alert criteria shown on
drawing no.: 2298-74-103 included in Appendix A), fill compaction and construction monitoring (refer



to construction specification drawings no.: 2298-74-01 to 04 included in Appendix A). The monitoring
results shall be made available to the Waikato Regional Council upon written request.

Community Liaison Group

12. Within six months of the commencement of this consent, the consent holder shall establish a
Community Liaison Group (CLG) comprising of a maximum of TWO Huntly community
representatives, maximum of TWO representatives of the Waikato Regional Council, maximum of
TWO representatives of the Waikato District Council, maximum of TWO representatives of tangata
whenua, and any other key stakeholders as determined appropriate by the consent holder or the
Waikato Regional Council.

The function of the CLG is to provide a line of communication between the consent holders, the wider
community and key stakeholders for the duration of the consent.

The consent holder shall facilitate CLG meetings at a frequency no less than six months for the first
two years and then at a lesser frequency if agreed with the CLG.

Advice Note: The CLG is not a decision-making group, but a forum for the dissemination of information
from the consent holder and provides the opportunity to comment on consent compliance and provide
recommendations for changes to operations, monitoring and adaptive management.

Representatives of tangata whenua shall be from the Waahi Whanui Trust or Waikato Tainui or both.
Rehabilitation Management Plan

Within six (6) months of the commencement of this consent, the consent holder shall submit to
Waikato Regional Council, for approval in a technical certification capacity, a Rehabilitation
Management Plan (RMP).
13. The RMP shall include, but not be limited to the following matters:
(a) Identify the final (future) landform once fill operations have ceased and each fill area capped;
and
(b) Contain an implementation strategy that clearly identifies the timing of all rehabilitation works
within the filling stage areas including:

i) Identification and timing of progressive and closure rehabilitation works;

ii) On-going management strategy for weed and pest control;

iii) Procedures to be adopted in the handling and storage of topsoil, subsoil and overburden
materials to ensure their continued viability for establishing pasture (or other identified
vegetation cover).

(c) The design and construction procedures, stability of final landform; and

(d) Measures to avoid the over compaction of soils; and

(e) Stormwater drainage/soakage of final landform; and

(f) Ecological enhancements; and

(g) Reporting and review outcomes; and

(h) Achieving the minimum fill site cover and capping requirements as set out in the conditions of
resource consent AUTH144475.03.01

(i) As-builts for subsoil drainage

(j) Any ongoing monitoring following site closure including water quality criteria

14. The consent holder shall undertake the mitigation and rehabilitation of the filling area in accordance
with approved RMP and under the supervision of persons with appropriate restoration and
rehabilitation experience.
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15. The consent holder shall review and update the RMP every three years and within 6 months of any
decision to cease filling operations at the site. Any changes (excluding changes to contact person &
contact details etc.) to the RMP must only be made with the written approval of the Waikato Regional
Council.

Site and Fill Management Plan (SFMP)

16. At least twenty (20) working days prior to accepting clean or managed fill to the site (excluding
overburden from the quarry), the consent holder shall submit a draft Site and Fill Management Plan
(SFMP) to Waikato Regional Council for written approval acting in a technical certification capacity.

The objective of the SFMP is to set out practices and procedures to be undertaken to manage the
receipt and disposal of fill at the site and to comply with the conditions of this consent.

17. The SFMP shall include, but not be limited to the following matters:

(a) Procedures to record the name and address of contractors dumping fill at the site;

(b) The specific location of the fill placement areas including asbestos disposal;

(c) Acceptance criteria for fill to be disposed on site (including sampling requirements);

(d) A description of operational procedures and monitoring that will be implemented to prevent
unauthorised material from entering the site;

(e) A description of operational procedures and monitoring that will be implemented for the
acceptance, handling and disposal of asbestos;

(f) Contingency measures for containing and managing unacceptable waste;

(g) Specific design details, construction and certification procedures to ensure long term stability
of fill areas;

(h) The testing regime to confirm that all material received on site complies with the acceptance
criteria;

(i) Description of stormwater management system (including design specification, location and
management of all structures);

(j) Procedures for improving and/or reviewing the SFMP;

(k) Procedures for undertaking verification sampling of fill deposited across the active landfill
areas if required by AUTH144475.04.01 (in the event stormwater discharge quality exceeds
consented criteria) and by AUTH144475.03.01 (prior to closure of each fill site).

(I) Procedures for fill screening methods for the elemental composition by portable X-ray
fluorescence as required by AUTH144475.03.01.

18. The consent holder shall operate the site in accordance with all the approved Management Plans
including the SFMP. Any changes to the SFMP must only be made with the written certification of an
authorised officer the Waikato Regional Council.

19. The Site and Fill Management Plan shall be updated on an annual basis by a SQEP to ensure the plan
is up to date and consistent with any changes in legislation and guidelines.

Ecology

20. Prior to the exercise of this resource consent (excluding ‘g’ and ‘h’ below which are subject to
extended timeframes) the consent holder shall submit an Ecological Management Plan (EMP) to the
Waikato Regional Council for certification, to confirm that the activities undertaken in accordance
with the EMP will achieve the objectives of the plan and compliance with the relevant consent
conditions. Any subsequent review of the EMP shall also be submitted to the Waikato Regional
Council for written approval acting in a technical certification capacity. The consent holder shall meet
the costs of the production, certification, monitoring and peer review of the EMP.



The overall objective of the EMP shall be to set out the practices and procedures to be adopted to ensure
compliance with consent conditions and shall include:

21.

22.

23.

24.

a) Timeframes for implementation of fencing and each area of planting, review and reporting
requirements and the nature of proposed review and reporting requirements;

b) Identification of appropriate methodologies and monitoring procedures to ensure all mitigation
measures undertaken are effective;

c) The planting and fencing proposed including the number of plants required;

d) Provision for weed and/or pest control;

e) A maintenance programme to ensure all the rehabilitated areas are maintained, including
fencing from stock, weed and pest control, planting protection and replacement to ensure the
revegetation and mitigation works are successful;

f) A Fish Management Plan, including translocation plan;

g) Within six months of commencement of activities under this consent, mechanism for
covenanting of the compensation area or an equivalent formal legal protection via an
appropriate instrument linked to the title, including gully restoration of no less than 3.75
hectares;

h) Within six months of commencement of activities under this consent, an enhancement and
planting plan to progressively convert each sediment retention pond to permanent wetland on
completion of each corresponding fill site.

i)  Advice on the value of the bond for remediation; and

i) Monitoring requirements.

A compensation plan shall be prepared and implemented that mitigates wetland loss on a like-for-like
basis as proposed in the EIA, i.e. the loss of wetland area be compensated by the creation of an area
of the same or larger extent elsewhere. This could potentially be incorporated into the proposed
sediment ponds.

The consent holder shall engage a suitably qualified and experienced ecologist to develop a site-
specific lizard salvage and mitigation plan for each fill area. The lizard salvage and mitigation plan
shall include undertaking a lizard site-specific survey and salvage prior to and during habitat
removal, to minimise mortality to any resident population. A suitable relocation site must be
identified prior to any works being undertaken. Details of post-translocation monitoring and
proposed predator control. The Lizard Salvage and Mitigation Plan shall be certified in writing by the
Waikato Regional Council prior to any vegetation clearance, earthworks or filling occurring at Fill
Areas 2, 3 and 4.

The Bat Management Plan shall be implemented and compliant with best management practice for
artificial roost management as outlined in: New Zealand Bat Recovery Group Advice Note — The Use
of Artificial Bat Roosts. 18 October 2021.

The acoustic surveys shall be conducted in the appropriate season, that predator exclusion bands
surrounding artificial roosts be inspected annually and adjusted as needed for 15 years, and the bat
reserve shall be subject to appropriate legal protection in perpetuity.

In addition to conditions 20 and 21 above, the Consent Holder shall undertake all ecological
compensation in accordance with the ecological compensation table, Schedule Two to this consent.

Ecological Mitigation Monitoring Report

25.

On an annual basis, the Consent Holder shall prepare an Ecological Mitigation Monitoring Report
which outlines the details of any ecological mitigation and associated monitoring works required
under the Ecological Mitigation Plan, Lizard Salvage and Mitigation Plan, Bat Management Plan and



the Fish Management Plan which have been undertaken within the preceding 12 month period. Tle
plan shall include, but will not be limited to, the following items:

a) Details of any planting or plant maintenance works including the outcomes of any maintenance
inspections of established plantings;

b) Details and outcomes of any aquatic and terrestrial ecological monitoring;

c) Details and outcomes of any plant or animal pest control works including any follow up monitoring
of pests.

The monitoring report shall be prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced ecologist and shall be
forwarded to the Waikato Regional Council by 31 May each year.

Covenant

26.  Within 12 months of commencement of this resource consent, the consent holder the consent
holder shall establish and register on the land title, a legal mechanism (herein referred to as a
“covenant”) containing appropriate requirements in order to legally protect in perpetuity the
ecological mitigation/compensation areas to be restored as per the approved EMP, wetland
compensation (condition 22) and Schedule Two of this Resource Consent. The covenant shall also
set out that clearance of vegetation, grazing of stock and earthworks within the covenant area is
prohibited.

27. The consent holder shall provide a draft covenant document to satisfy the requirements of
condition 12 for the consideration and written approval of the Waikato Regional Council, acting in
a technical certification capacity, and prior to the registration of the covenant on the property title.

Maatauranga Maaori

28. Within three months of the consent being granted the consent holder shall develop a Maatauranga
Maaori Environmental Monitoring Plan (MMEMP). The MMEMP shall include but will not be limited
to:

(a) Undertaking cultural monitoring during topsoil removal;
(b) Waahi Whanui Trust Input into the Closure and Rehabilitation plan;
(c) Involvement of the Waahi Whanui Trust in water quality monitoring;
(d) Restoration of Compensation Area;
(e) Waahi Whanui Trust input into the Dust Management Plan and air discharge monitoring;
(f) wWaahi Whanui Trust input into the Ecological Management Plan.
The MMEMP shall be developed in consultation with the Waahi Whanui Trust and the final MMEMP

provided to the Waahi Whanui Trust for comment at least 20 working days prior to submitting the
MMEMP to the Waikato Regional Council.

29. The MMEMP shall be certified in writing by the Waikato Regional Council acting in a technical
certification capacity and the consent holder shall undertake all activities authorised by this consent
in accordance with the certified MMEMP.



30. Any changes proposed to the MMEMP shall be confirmed in writing by the consent holder following

consultation with the Waikato Regional Council acting in a technical certification capacity, prior to the
implementation of any changes proposed.

Advice Note: Waikato Regional Council certification of the MMEMP is to ensure that the intent of
Condition 28 has been met and that the content of the MMEMP is consistent with the condition
requirements.

Erosion and Sediment Control Plan

31.

32.

33.

34.

The consent holder shall provide the Waikato Regional Council with a revised “Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan” (E&SCP) and any associated ancillary soil disturbance activities at least 10 working days
prior to the proposed commencement of activities authorised by this consent. The objective of the
E&SCP shall be to minimise sediment discharges from the site to the extent practicable.

The E&SCP shall as a minimum be based upon and incorporate those specific principles and practices
which are appropriate for the activity authorised by this consent and contained within the Waikato
Regional Council document titled “Erosion and Sediment Control — Guidelines for Soil Disturbing
Activities” (Technical Report No. 2009/02 — dated January 2009), and shall include at least 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 location of waterways;
i)  Any ‘no go’ and/or buffers areas to be maintained undisturbed adjacent to
watercourses;
iii)  Areas of cut and fill;
iv)  All key erosion and sediment control structures;
v)  The boundaries and area of catchment contributing to all stormwater impoundment
structures;
vi)  The locations of all specific discharge points to the environment; and
vii)  Any other relevant site information.

(d) Construction timetable for the erosion and sediment control works;

(e) Timetable and nature of progressive site rehabilitation and re-vegetation proposed;

(f) Maintenance, monitoring and reporting procedures;

(8) Rainfall response and contingency measures including procedures to minimise adverse

effects in the event of extreme rainfall events and/or failure of any key erosion and
sediment control structures;

(h) Procedures and timing for review and/or amendments of the E&SCP; and

(i) Identification and contract details of personnel responsible for the operation and
maintenance of all key erosion and sediment control structures.

The E&SCP shall be certified in writing by the Waikato Regional Council acting in a technical
certification capacity prior to any works authorised by this consent commencing and the consent
holder shall undertake all activities authorised by this consent in accordance with the certified E&SCP.

Any changes proposed to the E&SCP shall be confirmed in writing by the consent holder following
consultation with the Waikato Regional Council acting in a technical certification capacity, prior to the
implementation of any changes proposed.

35. All disturbed or cut vegetation, soil or debris shall be deposited or placed in a position where it will

not enter any water body or cause diversion, damming or erosion of any waterway.



36.

37.

38.
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The consent holder shall ensure that, as far as practicable, all clean water run-off from stabilised
surfaces including catchment areas above the site shall be diverted away from the exposed areas via
a stabilised system to prevent erosion. The consent holder shall also ensure the outfall(s) of these
systems are protected against erosion.

The consent holder shall ensure that all erosion and sediment control structures are inspected on a
weekly basis and within 24 hours of each rainstorm event that is likely to impair the function or
performance of the controls. A record shall be maintained of the date and time of inspections
undertaken, any maintenance requirements identified, and of maintenance undertaken to all
erosion and sediment control structures. Records associated with the maintenance of all erosion
and sediment control structures shall be made available to the Waikato Regional Council at all
reasonable times.

The consent holder shall, prior to filling commencing in each fill area, submit to the Waikato
Regional Council “As Built Certification Statements” signed by an appropriately qualified and
experienced professional certifying that erosion and sediment control structures have been
constructed in accordance with the certified E&SCP. Certified controls shall include clean water
diversion channels/bunds, sediment retention ponds and decanting earth bunds. The As Built
Certification Statements shall be supplied to the Waikato Regional Council within 5 working days of
the completion of the construction of those controls. Information contained in the certification
statement shall include at least the following:

a) Confirmation of contributing catchment areas;

b) The location, capacity and design of each structure;

c) Position of inlets and outlets;

d) Stability of structures;

e) Measures to control erosion; and

f) Any other relevant matter.

Advice Note:
An example template and the information required for the As Built Certification Statement can be
found on the Waikato Regional Council website www.waikatoregion.qgovt.nz/earthworks.

Dust Management Plan

39.

40.

41.

At least 10 working days prior to the commencement of activities under this resource consent,
including earthworks and fill disposal, the consent holder shall submit to Waikato Regional Council,
for approval in a technical certification capacity, an updated Dust Management Plan (DMP). The DMP
shall be approved in writing by the Waikato Regional Council prior to the commencement of activities
under this resource consent. Any changes to the DMP shall be reviewed and certified by the Waikato
Regional Council acting in a technical certification capacity prior to the changes being made.

The maximum area of unstabilised exposed ground at the active fill site shall be no greater than 3
hectares at any one time. Minimising exposed areas will reduce dust discharges and erosion and
sediment discharges.

All activities authorised by this consent shall ensure that dust emissions are kept to a practicable
minimum so that there shall be no particulate matter as a result of the activities authorised by this
resource consent that causes an objectionable or offensive effect beyond the boundary of the site.
At least the following measures shall be implemented:

(a) The use of water sprays to supress dust from fill areas from access roads and from other

disturbed land, on an as required basis;
(b) The use of dust stabilisation systems (water, water plus additives or mulch);
(c) The stabilisation of disturbed land which is currently not being worked,;


http://www.waikatoregion.govt.nz/earthworks
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(d) The regrassing of completed surfaces;

(e) The maintenance of all access routes;

(f) The use of a truck wheel wash; and

(g) Keeping the total area of exposed soil to a practicable minimum at all times.

42. Should an emission of particulate matter occur that has an objectionable or offensive effect, the
consent holder shall inform the Waikato Regional Council within 24 hours of the incident and
provide a written report to the Waikato Regional Council within five days of being notified of the
incident. Should the consent holder be informed by the Waikato Regional Council of such an
emission, the consent holder shall provide a written report within 5 days. In both cases the report
shall specify:

(a) The cause(s) or likely cause(s) 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 the steps to be taken in future to prevent
recurrence of similar events; and

(c) The steps planned to be taken to prevent reoccurrence of similar events.

43. PM31o monitoring shall be undertaken, if required in writing by the Waikato Regional Council, after
determining objectionable or offensive effects of particulate matter beyond the boundary.

Advice Note: For the purpose of this resource consent, the Waikato Regional Council will consider an
effect that is objectionable or offensive to have occurred if any appropriately experienced officer of the
Waikato Regional Council deems it so after having regard to:
i) The frequency, intensity, duration, amount, effect and location of the suspended or particulate
matter; and/or
ii)  receipt of complaints from neighbours or the public: or
iii)  relevant written advice or a report from an Environmental Health Officer of a territorial authority
or health authority.

44. In the event that monitoring of PMyg is required, the consent holder shall ensure that the
concentrations of suspended particulate in ambient air arising from authorised activities at or
beyond the boundary of the site does not exceed 80 pg/m3 as a 24 hour average.

45. The consent holder shall record the following in a daily log:
(a) Records of any PMjo monitoring;
(b) Details on any dust control equipment malfunctions and any remedial actions taken;
(c) Details on any visible emission of dust and the source;
(d) Wind direction;
(e) The frequency of water cart usage and the volume of water applied;
(f) The volume of water used for dust suppression other than water cart usage;
(g) The date and signature of the person entering the information;
(h) Details of dust complaints received; and
(i) Actions taken in response to dust complaints received.

Records shall also be made available to the Waikato Regional Council within 5 working days
upon request.

46. Earthworks and filling at Fill Area 3 and 4 shall cease when winds from the west and south-
southwest exceeds a windspeed of 10 m/s.

47. The consent holder shall operate and maintain a meteorological station on the site to measure and
record the air temperature, wind direction and wind velocity on a continuous basis (at no less than
10 minute intervals).



48.

49.

50.

51.

A recommendation on the location of the meteorological station shall be made by a suitably qualified
and experienced practitioner to ensure that it is positioned in a suitably representative location with
respect to the managed fill operation. The finalised location shall be approved by Waikato Regional
Council.

A suitable anemometer or equivalent measurement device capable of measuring wind speeds at a
resolution of no greater than 0.1 m/s and capable of measuring wind direction at a minimum wind
speed of no greater than 0.1 m/s, shall be referenced to true north and located at least 6 metres
above ground and where practicable, free of influence from trees and other buildings or structures.

The meteorological data shall be retained for the duration of the resource consent and data in excel
or csv file format provided for any period to Waikato Regional Council within 48 hours of a request.

The anemometer shall be calibrated annually, with the documentation of the calibration retained
and appended to the annual report and also provided within one week of a request from the
Waikato Regional Council.

Annual Compliance Report

52.

The consent holder shall provide to the Waikato Regional Council and to the Community Liaison

Group an Annual Compliance Report, by 31 March, for each year that this consent is exercised. The

Annual Compliance Report is to provide an assessment of the consent holder’s compliance with the

conditions of resource consents AUTH144475.01.01, AUTH144475.02.01, AUTH144475.03.01,

AUTH144475.04.01, AUTH144475.05.01, AUTH144475.06.01 and AUTH144475.07.01 make any

recommendations to address any identified non-compliances. The Annual Compliance report shall

also address the following:

a) Laboratory results from compliance monitoring of soils received to site;

b) Laboratory results from monitoring of subsurface and surface water discharges from the site;

c) Details of any loads turned away;

d) Daily/Weekly Log Books of fill placement and volumes;

e) An assessment of the monitoring results against relevant criteria to ensure that the operation of
the facility is not having a more than minor effect on the receiving environment;

f) Details of any actions undertaken to address any issues identified during monitoring or
operation of the fill facility;

g) Details of any complaints received and any management of mitigation actions undertaken to
address those complaints; and

h) Details of any revisions to the Site and Fill Management Plan, or any other documentation
associated with the management of the site.

i) Any air quality monitoring records.

i) A copy of the most up to date and certified table of Fill Acceptance Criteria under
AUTH144475.03.01/SFMP.

k) A copy of the current table of discharge water quality limits for each of the contaminants tested
under AUTH144475.04.01/SAP.

Management Plan Review

53. The consent holder shall review all Management Plans associated with the site every 5 years that

this consent is current. The review shall assess whether management practices are resulting in
compliance with the conditions of these consents, and whether the objectives of the Management
Plans are being met through the actions and methods undertaken. The review shall result in any
amendments that are necessary to better achieve the objectives of the Management Plans
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54. A copy of the review and any changes to the Management Plans as a result of that review shall be
provided to Waikato Regional Council with the Annual Compliance Report for every fifth year.

Archaeological Accidental Discovery

55. In the event of any archaeological site or waahi tapu being discovered or disturbed while
undertaking earthworks or ancillary activities, the activity shall cease immediately in the area of the
discovery and the Waahi Whanui Trust, Heritage New Zealand Pohere Taonga and the Waikato
Regional Council shall be notified within 24 hours. Works may recommence with the written
approval of the Waikato Regional Council. Such approval shall be given after the Waikato Regional
Council has considered:

(a) Tangata Whenua interests and values;

(b) The consent holder’s interests;

(c) Any Heritage New Zealand Pohere Taonga authorisations; and
(d) Any archaeological or scientific evidence.

Bond

56. Prior to the placement of fill material authorised via AUTH144475.02.01 and AUTH144475.03.01 the
consent holder shall provide and maintain in favour of the Waikato Regional Council a bond to
enable:

i. Rehabilitation (including contouring, drainage and revegetation) of filling areas and disturbed
areas to a standard such that the activities and works authorised by this consent no longer
require resource consent;

ii. Operation and maintenance of treatment systems on the site to ensure that discharges meet
the resource consent requirements while restoration on the site is being completed; and

iii. Compliance with all the conditions of this consent and to enable any adverse effects on the
environment resulting from the consent holder’s activities and not authorised by resource
consent to be avoided, remedied or mitigated.

iv. The fill sites to be rehabilitated in accordance with the ‘Technical Guidelines for Disposal to
Land, Waste Management Institute New Zealand (WasteMINZ), August 2018’ cover and capping
requirements for Class 3 landfill. The final fill site rehabilitation shall at least achieve the
Minimum Recommended Final Cover Requirements for Class 3 Landfill, Table 5-8, WasteMINZ
Guidelines. Class 3 landfills require an engineered capping system to minimise water ingress and
provide separation between the managed fill material and end users. In the event that the
WasteMINZ Guidelines are superseded, rehabilitation shall be in accordance with the respective
most up to date technical publication.

57. The quantum of the bond shall be sufficient to cover:

i.  the estimated costs (including any contingency necessary) of the activities outlined in condition
56; and

ii. any further sum which the Waikato Regional Council considers necessary for monitoring any
adverse effect on the environment that may arise from the managed fill operation including
monitoring anything which is done to avoid, remedy, or mitigate an adverse effect.

58. The bond shall be in a form approved by the Waikato Regional Council and shall, subject to these
conditions, be on the terms and conditions required by the Waikato Regional Council.

59. Unless the bond is a cash bond, the performance of all the conditions of the bond shall be
guaranteed by a guarantor acceptable to the Waikato Regional Council. The guarantor shall bind
itself to pay for the carrying out and completion of any condition of the bond in the event of any
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default of the consent holder, or any occurrence of any adverse environmental effect requiring
remedy.

60. The amount of the bond shall be fixed within 12 months of commencement of this consent and
every fifth anniversary thereafter by the Waikato Regional Council or more frequently if otherwise
agreed between the consent holder and the Waikato Regional Council. The amount of the
rehabilitation bond shall be advised in writing to the consent holder at least one month prior to the
review date.

61. Should the consent holder not agree with the amount of the bond fixed by the Waikato Regional
Council then the matter shall be referred to arbitration in accordance with the provisions of the
Arbitration Act 1996. Arbitration shall be commenced by written notice by the consent holder to the
Waikato Regional Council advising that the amount of the rehabilitation bond is disputed, such
notice to be given by the consent holder within two weeks of notification of the amount of the
rehabilitation bond. If the parties cannot agree upon an arbitrator within a week of receiving the
notice from the consent holder, then an arbitrator shall be appointed by the Chief Executive Officer
of the Institution of Professional Engineers of New Zealand. Such arbitrator shall give an award in
writing within 30 days after his or her appointment, unless the consent holder and the Waikato
Regional Council agree that time shall be extended. The parties shall bear their own costs in
connection with the arbitration. In all other respects, the provisions of the Arbitration Act 1996 shall
apply. Pending the outcome of that arbitration, the existing bond shall continue in force. That sum
shall be adjusted in accordance with the arbitration determination.

62. If the decision of the arbitrator is not made available by the 30th day referred to above, then the
amount of the bond shall be the sum fixed by the Waikato Regional Council, until such time as the
arbitrator does make his/her decision. At that stage the new amount shall apply. The consent holder
shall not exercise this consent if the variation of the existing bond or new bond is not provided in
accordance with this condition.

63. If the amount of the bond to be provided by the consent holder is greater than the sum secured by
the current bond, then within one month of the consent holder being given written notice of the
new amount to be secured by the bond, the consent holder and the guarantor shall execute and
lodge with the Waikato Regional Council a variation of the existing bond or a new bond for the
amount fixed on review by the Waikato Regional Council. Activities authorised by the consent shall
not be undertaken if the variation of the existing bond or new bond is not provided in accordance
with this condition.

National Grid Electricity Transmission Lines

64. All machinery and mobile plant operated in association with the works shall maintain a minimum
clearance distance of 4 metres from the conductors (wires) of the HAMMER-B National Grid
transmission lines at all times.

Advice Note: It is the consent holder’s responsibility to ensure that all land use activities, including the
construction of new buildings/structures, earthworks, fences, any operation of mobile plant and/or
persons working near exposed line parts shall comply with the New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice
for Electrical Safe Distances (NZECP 34:2001) or any subsequent revision of the code.

Review
65. The Waikato Regional Council may in 2025 and every two years thereafter, serve notice on the

consent holder under section 128(1) of the Resource Management Act 1991, of its intention to
review the conditions of this resource consent for the following purposes:



(a) To review the effectiveness of the conditions of this resource consent in avoiding or 1 93
mitigation any adverse effects on the environment from the exercise of this resource consent
and if necessary to avoid, remedy or mitigate such effects by way of further or amended
conditions; or

(b) If necessary and appropriate, to require the holder this resource consent to adopt the best
practicable option to remove or reduce adverse effects on the surrounding environment due
to the placement of placement of managed fill and any subsequent contaminated stormwater
discharges; or

(c) To review the adequacy of and the necessity for monitoring undertaken by the consent
holder; or

(d) To take account of any changes to the Waikato Regional Plans or Policies.

Administration

66. The consent holder shall pay the Waikato Regional Council any administrative charge fixed in with
section 36 of the Resource Management Act 1991, or any charge prescribed in accordance with
regulations made under section 360 of the Resource Management Act 1991.
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Schedule Two — Ecological Compensation

The ecological compensation table below is outdated and only included here as an example of format. It is recommended that an updated Ecological Compensation
table prepared and added here as Schedule Two.
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SCHEDULE THREE — ACCEPTABLE AND PROHIBITED WASTES

ACCEPTABLE WASTES

1. Cleanfill Material Definition

Material that when buried will have no adverse effect on people or the environment. Cleanfill material includes virgin natural materials such as clay, soil and rock,
and other inert materials such as concrete or brick that are free of:

e combustible, putrescible, degradable or leachable components

e hazardous substances

e products or materials derived from hazardous waste treatment, hazardous waste stabilisation or hazardous waste disposal practices.

e materials that may present a risk to human or animal health such as medical and veterinary waste, asbestos or radioactive substances liquid waste.

2.Construction & Demolition Fill

Construction & Demolition fill as defined and listed as acceptable materials in Section 4.2 of the Clean fill Guidelines. The material will include soil, rock, concrete,
bricks, and inert C&D material. Inert C&D will mostly include glass and rock fibres and less than 5% timber. Soil and C&D can contain minor amounts of electrical
wiring, plastics, and plasterboard as an acceptable material (less than 0.5% of the waste matrix).

Material Discussion

Bricks & Masonry Blocks Inert — will undergo no degradation.

Ceramics Inert.

Concrete — un-reinforced Inert material.

Concrete —reinforced Including exposed reinforcing rods of less than 1 meter in length

Fibre cement building products Inert material comprising cellulose fibre, Portland cement and sand. Care will be taken to ensure that the product does not
contain asbestos, which is unacceptable.

Glass Inert, and poses little threat to the environment. May pose a safety risk if placed near the surface in public areas, or if later

excavated. The safety risk on excavation should become immediately apparent, so glass is considered acceptable provided
it is not placed immediately adjacent to the finished surface.

Road sub-base Inert.

Soils, rock, gravel, sand, clay, etc. | Acceptable if free of contamination. Vetting procedures will be implemented through the Site and Fill Management Plan

Tiles (clay, concrete or ceramic) Inert.

3.Asbestos in soil and asbestos contaminated material (ACM).

The demolition material will include ACM such as:
e asbestos-cement sheet cladding, roofing, and drainage pipes
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 backing material for floor tiles and vinyl sheets

e insulation board for thermal protection (e.g., around fireplaces)

o textured ceilings and sprayed-on wall surfaces.

« lagging for insulation around pipes, heaters, and hot water cylinders
* asbestos-cement sheet cladding, roofing, and drainage pipes

« backing material for floor tiles and vinyl sheets

e insulation board for thermal protection

All asbestos soils and ACM shall be accepted, tested, treated, and disposed as outlined in the approved Asbestos Fill Management Plan.

4.Acid Sulphate Soils and Peat Soils

Naturally occurring material. Peat forms from the build-up of partially rotted plant material in wet environments

Acid sulphate soils and peat soils shall only be received at the site for disposal subject to adequate evidence and WRC written approval that they have been lime
stabilised

7.Managed Fill

Material that meets the Waste Acceptance Criteria outlined in Table 1 of AUTH144475.03.01.
All materials shall be accepted, tested, treated, and disposed as outlined in the approved Site and Fill Management Plan.
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PROHIBITED WASTES

e Any material that exceeds the accepted criteria listed in approved Waste Acceptance Criteria.

e No chipboard, will be accepted as part of the Construction & Demolition fill

e No liquid wastes.

e No green waste — (Vegetation, bark and wood chips) any material that is compostable / biodegradable that could cause leachate.

e No material from gas works will be accepted.

e (Containers, sealed drums, and gas cylinders

Bulk liquids

Tyres

Medical and Veterinary Waste

Coal Ash Waste

Lead acid batteries (lead acid batteries can be recycled in New Zealand).

o Used oil.

e Explosive, flammable, oxidising or corrosive substances - as defined under the HSNO Act.

e PCB wastes.

e Persistent Organic Pollutants wastes (as defined by the Stockholm Agreement).

e Viscous materials-liquids/tars/paints and painted material.

e Drums or containers containing hazardous chemicals (including agrichemicals, solvents, petroleum compounds or toxic chemicals (as defined under the
HSNO Act)).

e Household Hazardous Waste.

e  Municipal solid waste and domestic refuse.

e Paper, cardboard, and fabrics

Electrical components, cabling, and insulation

Biosolids from municipal or industrial wastewater treatment plants

Marine Sediments

acid sulphate soils (ASS) and peat soils which have not been lime stabilised

e Radioactive substances

e Bulk liquids and liquid waste [noting that bulk liquids is already in that table but extending it to including liquid waste]

e No animal carcasses or animal waste

e No motor vehicle bodies, engines or parts

e Tunnel boring machine spoil or drilling additives
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SCHEDULE FOUR — WATER QUALITY PARAMETERS

(The tables in Schedule Four below have been copied from the applicant’s draft conditions.
Recommendations or changes highlighted with notes. Schedule Four requires further discussion
between the technical experts)

Water quality parameters and proposed trigger values for stormwater discharge at Sampling location DS1,
DS3 and DS4 and-Fill-Area2-and-FillArea4.



With regards to the second table under Schedule 4 — | would recommend that the caption is amende(ng
following and also the reference to chromium VI and the 0.006 trigger needs to be replaced with EHS’s
recommendation of chromium Ill and 0.0033 as per the cut and paste below this from EHS’s SAP document.

I also recommend that the ANZ 95% value for aluminium of 0.055 mg/L is applied instead of the 90%
protection value.

Water quality parameters and proposed trigger values for downstream receiving water quality at DS2 and
DS5

Dissolved Chromium (as

] 0.0033 ANZG (2018) Default Guideline Value
Chromium 111

For the third table under Schedule 4 — the copper, lead and zinc criteria for level 2 are incorrect and

inconsistent with what was proposed in EHS’s SAP document. The criteria should be 1.25 for copper, 0.25
for lead and 1.55 for zinc.

In addition to this the table also needs to refer to the acceptable pH range which should be 6.0 to 9.0 pH
units under both Level 1 and Level 2 criteria.

Proposed trigger values for discharging Underdrain Storage Tank
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Open Meeting

To | Regulatory Subcommittee
Prepared By | Julia Masters — Consultant
Date | |14 November 2022
Approved By | Wade Hill — Consents Team Leader
Application | LUC0488/22
Applicant | Gleeson Managed Fill Limited

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report has been prepared pursuant to section 42A of the Resource Management Act
1991 (The Act) and provides an assessment of the proposal in accordance with the relevant
matters specified in the Act. This report relates to an application to:

e Establish and operate a managed fill and overburden disposal activity that imports
material to deposit within identified gullies (Fill Areas 2-4) located north of an existing
quarry within the same site.

e Undertake soil disturbance of a piece of land (within Fill Area 3) as per the National
Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect
Human Health.

The application is a Discretionary Activity under both the Operative Waikato District Plan-
(ODP) and the Proposed Waikato District Plan — Appeals Version (PDP).

The key elements of the proposal are as follows:

e Import material to deposit (at a rate of up to 300,000m? of fill per annum) within three
identified gullies (Fill Areas 2, 3 and 4) located north of the existing quarry as well as
accepting overburden from the quarrying activities on site. Combined the three fill
areas have an estimated total capacity of 2,009,200m?.

e Disturb soils within Fill Area 3 which are identified as contaminated as per the National
Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect
Human Health

e Removal of all vegetation and topsoil within each Fill Area to expose a competent
subgrade

e Reclamation of existing ephemeral and intermitted watercourses and artificial wetland
areas and installation of drainage and erosion and sediment control measures;

e Construction (and maintenance) of sediment retention ponds

e Importation of managed construction and demolition material which may include
asbestos containing soil and material, peat, marine sediment, and acid sulphate soils.

e Construction of necessary supporting infrastructure such as site office, parking/turning
areas and inspection platforms.

e Formation and upgrades to existing internal access roads to provide stable and
operational access to all Fill Areas.
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e Generation of traffic movements associated with the importation of fill of up to 24
additional vehicle movements per day
e Hours of operation for fill activities - 6:00am to 7:00pm Monday to Friday and 6:00am
to 2:00pm Saturday.
e Hours of operation for truck movements to the site are:
0 | October — 30 April

Monday — Friday (inclusive): 5am to 8pm
Saturday: 6am to 3pm

0 | May to 30 September
Monday to Friday (inclusive): 5am to 6pm
Saturday: 6am to 3pm

e Staged ecological enhancement within a compensation gully west of the subject site.
e Rehabilitation of the land on completion of each fill area with forestry, with natural
overland flow paths formed to match the completed contours.”

The application includes the following technical assessments relevant to the consents required
from Waikato District Council:
e Traffic impact assessment
Noise assessment
Landscape and visual assessment
Air quality assessment and dust management plan
Ecological impact assessment and other ecological reports including an ecological
management plan
Geotechnical assessments
Detailed site investigation (contaminated land) and contaminated site management plan
Erosion and sediment control plans
Site and fill management plan

The key concerns raised through the submission process relate to the following matters:
Contamination of water (groundwater and stormwater)
Contaminants in fill

Transport effects

Community

Ecological effects

Noise

Vibration

Air/Dust

Odour

Stormwater/erosion and sediment control

Monitoring and compliance

Visual/Landscape

Land stability/geotechnical

Waikato River Vision

Recreation

Natural hazards and climate change

Health and safety

Part 2 the Act

Consultation
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Impact to National Grid
Cultural Effects
Applicant/Trust in Applicant
Orrigin of waste

After reviewing the application documentation, further information received, the submissions
and the technical reviews undertaken, it is my opinion there is potential for adverse effects to
arise in relation to cultural values noting that submissions have identified that the proposal
will not enhance the mana and mauri of water, land, fauna, flora and people. | also note that
the lack of a site wide stormwater management plan has been identified as a gap within the
information and therefore there is potential for unacceptable stormwater effects to occur.

The remaining actual and potential adverse effects of allowing the activity can be adequately
avoided, remedied or mitigated via the mitigation measures proposed in the application, the
technical reviews and subject to the imposition of the suggested conditions so that the effects
on the environment will be acceptable. This is on the basis that the applicant confirms the
following points:
= Clarification over the directional split of trucks arriving to and from the site, noting
that the assessments have been undertaken on the basis of a 50/50 split.
* The extent of the pine and eucalyptus plantations necessary to screen the fill sites from
view be provided in a plan
* Details of additional compensation works to offset the effects of indigenous vegetation
and habitat loss within wetland areas is provided. Without the additional mitigation
measures, the proposal may give rise to adverse ecological effects.
* The need for additional consents required for removal of indigenous vegetation
undertaken without obtaining resource consent
= Clarification over the staging of works in relation to contaminated soils within Fill Area
3, noting that stockpiling may be unavoidable should a fill area not be ready to receive
material.

It is also my opinion that overall, this proposal is not consistent with the relevant objectives
and policies of both the Operative District Plan and Proposed District Plan which recognise
and provide for tangata whenua's relationship with their taonga and the need to implement
Te Ture Whaimana. Furthermore, due to the lack of a stormwater management plan, there
is potential for unacceptable stormwater effects to occur. Thus, the proposal is not consistent
with the objectives and policies which seek that adequate infrastructure is provided.

After having considered the application in accordance with those matters required under
s104, | find that the purpose of the Act is best served by refusal this application.

Applicant: Gleeson Managed Fill Limited
Property Address: 310 Riverview Road HUNTLY
Legal Description: Fill Areas 2 — 4:
g ption: Lot 9 DP 1278 and Pt Lot 10 DP 1278 (RT SA149/243)
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DP 25272 (RT SA656/223)
Pt Lot 9-10 DP 1278 (RT SA922/109)

Compensation Site:
Lot | DPS 75436 (RT SA57C/382)

Access/Quarry Site:
Lot | DPS 4285 (RT SA95C/651)
Pt Lot | | DP 1278 (RT SA200/118)

Pt Lot | | DP 1278 (RT SA200/119)

District Plan:

Operative District Plan - Waikato Section 2013
Proposed District Plan - Appeals Version 2022

Activity Status:

Operative District Plan: Discretionary
Proposed District Plan: Discretionary

National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing
Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health: Controlled
Activity

Zoning:

Operative District Plan: Rural Zone
Proposed District Plan: General Rural Zone

Policy Area:

Operative District Plan:

Aggregate Extraction Policy Area (part of Fill Area 2 only)
Transmission Lines

Landscape Policy Area (along site frontage)

Waikato River Catchment

Aggregate Resource Area (on wider site)

Proposed District Plan:

National Grid

Waikato River Catchment

Aggregate Extraction Area (Fill Area 2 only)

Aggregate Resource Area (on wider site)

Significant Natural Area (outside of Fill Areas)
Outstanding Natural Landscape Area (along site frontage)
Flood Plain Management Area (north east corner)

High Risk Flood Area (north east corner)

Area of significance to Maaori (north east corner)

Proposal:

To establish and operate a managed fill and overburden disposal
activity that imports material to deposit within identified gullies
(Fill Areas 2 - 4) located north of an existing quarry within the
same site.

To undertake soil disturbance of a piece of land (within Fill Area

3) as per the National Environmental Standard for Assessing and
Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to section 88 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the Act), Paua Planning (the
Agent) has applied on behalf of Gleeson Managed Fill Ltd (the Applicant) for land use consent
to establish and operate a managed fill and overburden disposal activity that imports material
to deposit within three identified gullies (Fill Areas 2, 3 and 4) located north of the existing
quarry as well as accepting overburden from the quarrying activities on site. Combined the
three fill areas have an estimated total capacity of 2,009,200m?.

1.1 Proposal

The application was lodged on 14 April 2022. The application documentation is substantial
and comprises a number of supporting technical reports, plans and illustrations. A complete
list of this documentation is provided in Appendix A. This documentation is referred to in
this report, where relevant, to assist with the description of the site and surrounding features
and proposed works and assessment of effects.

The fill operation is proposed to proceed in stages, commencing with Fill Area 2, progressing
to Fill Areas 3 then 4. Figure | identifies the location of the fill sites and Table | below outlines
the area and projected volume of each of the fill areas:

1 al 51 R
Fill Area 3 & |
— : v

Fill Area 2

IRECT
HUNTLY QUARRY MANABED FILL SITE
- ASSESSUENT OF
ENVRONMENTAL EFFECTS:
AND WIASTE ACCEDTANCE CRITERIA
ULE

STE LAYOUT PLAN

(poo 2o
C 0| i meamei vaminirs o

SCALE 1:.7.500 (A3)

w b un

TR TEE By
HO1503800 I l B

=

Figure I: Fill Areas 2, 3 and 4
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Table I: Fill Areas and Volume
. Fill Area Projected Fill . q
Fill ID (hectares) Volume (m?’) Fill Material
Fill Area 2 3.8 632,600
Fill Area 3 4.2 >76,600 Managed fill with asbestos containing material,
Fill Area 4 5| 800.000 cleanfill and overburden
TOTAL 13.1 2,009,200

Section 8.1 of the Assessment of Environmental Effects (AEE) states that each stage involves:

“The removal of all vegetation and topsoil to expose a competent subgrade; and
Reclamation of existing ephemeral and intermitted watercourses and artificial wetland
areas and installation of drainage and recommended erosion and sediment control
measures; and

Construction (and maintenance) of sediment retention ponds at the base of each Fill Area
with a water holding capacity of between 1300m? and 1563m?> to retain and treat site
runoff.

Deposition of imported managed fill in accordance with geotechnical engineering
recommendations with maximum deposits of 300,000m? per annum.

Importation of managed construction & demolition material which may include asbestos
containing soil and material, peat, marine sediment, and acid sulphate soils.

Restriction of exposed surfaces to a maximum of 3.0ha at any one time.

Stabilisation of each gully in accordance with geotechnical recommendations before opening
the next Fill Area for operation, with site rehabilitation occurring with 6 months of each Fill
Area being completed and stabilised.

Washing out of trucks within an identified and contained wash area located centrally to Fill
Areas 2, 3, and 4 prior to trucks being loaded with aggregate from the operational quarry.
Construction of necessary supporting infrastructure such as site office, parking/turning areas
and inspection platforms.

Formation and upgrades to existing internal access roads to provide stable and operational
access to all Fill Areas.

Discharge of treated (clean) water from sedimentation ponds into ephemeral streams which
eventually discharge to the Puketirini Lake to the north (Fill Area 2) or the Waikato River
to the east (Fill Areas 3 and 4).

Generation of traffic movements associated with the importation of fill of up to 24 additional
vehicle movements per day (over and above movements approved under the Gleeson
Quarry land-use consent).

Staged ecological enhancement of a 3.9ha compensation gully west of the subject site.
Rehabilitation of the land on completion of each fill area with forestry, with natural overland
flow paths formed to match the completed contours.”

As noted, the site is located north of the operational Gleeson Quarry (consented as per
LUCO0035/11.05). The quarry operations which involve the removal of overburden, extraction
of rock, crushing of rock, and sales, will remain the same. It is estimated that there is
674,940m? of overburden that will need to be stripped and disposed of. A dedicated volume
of 182,600m? will be placed in Fill Area 5 (consented as per LUCO0176/20) and the balance of
492,340m? of overburden is proposed to be placed in the Managed Fill Areas 2 to 4 or to be
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exported from site.

In addition to overburden from the quarry, the type of managed fill material to be imported
to site includes construction and demolition fill. This fill material is defined and listed as
acceptable in Section 4.2 of the Ministry for the Environment Cleanfill Guidelines with
accepted low levels of contaminants to include asbestos, soils containing acid sulphate and
marine sediment. Typically, the fill will contain soil, rock, concrete, bricks, and glass, with less
than 5% timber. Peat, a naturally occurring material is also to be accepted. The applicant has
provided within their proposed conditions, a table which outlines the acceptable material (see
Schedule Three) in accordance with the guideline identified above.

Prohibited wastes are also listed in Schedule Three and include any material that exceed the
criteria in the Waste Acceptance Criteria agreed with Council. All green waste, tyres, bulk
liquids, batteries, hazardous waste, coal ash or domestic/municipal waste are listed as
prohibited.

Trucks will either be arriving and depositing fill directly into the open fill area or within a
designated area from where the fill material (e.g., marine sediments) will first be managed and
then be moved by machinery to the relevant area of the fill. Placed fill will be compacted by
track rolling, the movement of site machinery/trucks etc. or by compactor if required.

A range of erosion and sediment controls are proposed for the works to control stormwater
runoff and potential erosion/sediment discharge. In particular, filling will be staged to minimise
the exposed areas within the overall fill site at any one time. Areas will remain undisturbed
if possible, and the open area staging will be managed by progressive stabilisation of bare
surfaces (topsoiled and grassed) on an ongoing basis as filling is completed. A maximum area
of 3ha will be exposed at any one time. Straw/hay mulch, fabric or similar will be applied for
temporary stabilisation as required.

Work areas will vary depending on matters such as the type of material received, the season
and the state of filling on the overall site. Some areas may be opened and closed several times
during the life of that Fill Area, and both temporary and permanent stabilisation measures will
therefore be used. Geotechnical assessments have been undertaken for the works to establish
the suitability and stability of the proposed fill areas. A series of recommendations are made
which are proposed to be implemented alongside annual inspection, testing and monitoring.

Works are proposed to continue throughout the year i.e., no winter closures are proposed.
A single fill area will be operational at any one time. Once Fill Area 2 (or 3) is half full,
preparatory works on the next gully will begin to allow for continuous filling. Each fill area will
be serviced by a Sediment Retention Pond sized according to the catchment of each fill area.

A Site and Fill Management Plan (SFMP) is provided which seeks to manage operations. This
includes details on the proposed procedures and standards to show how compliance will be
achieved with the relevant conditions of resource consents. It has been prepared in general
accordance with the MfE and WasteMINZ guidelines. The SFMP includes the following:

¢ Filling operations (including hours of operations, staging, access etc.)
Erosion and sediment management
Contaminated soil management
Noise management
Traffic Management
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e Dust Management
e Acceptance of fill
e Reporting and recording etc.

Fill is to be transported primarily by the applicant’s own trucking business (Gleeson & Cox
Ltd). At present, these trucks arrive at the quarry empty and leave full with a load from the
quarry. It is proposed that instead, the majority of these trucks will carry fill to the site,
therefore entering full and leaving full. In addition to this, up 12 trucks per day are anticipated
to deliver fill to the site from approved subcontractors. Table 2 below summarises the

anticipated truck movements.

Table 2: Anticipated Truck Movements
Maximum .
Quarr'y Tonnes Capacity No. of No. of | No. of truck
Extraction of most "
per day Opening | Trucks | movements
Rate (tonnes trucks
exported Days per day per day
per annum) from GQ (tonnes)
Original TIA
assumptions in 1,800,000 6,546 26 275 252 504
Quarry consent
Updated
assumptions 1,800,000 6,522' 28 2767 233 466
(quarry)
AddlthI’T&' 6,522 +
assumptions 1,800,000 + | 087m? 276 233 466
under proposed 300,000m? C d 28 + +
managed fill (imported fil) | (MPO"te 60 120°
application i
Breakdown of 60 | Existing Gleeson trucks: 48 96
additional trucks
per day: Other contractors: 12 24
233+ 12 = 466 + 24 =
TOTALS 245 490
Notes:
I.  Tonnes of aggregate exported per day has lessened, as truck capacity has been increased
2. Includes 52 Saturdays which are half days - statutory days are not included
3. An assumption has been made 80 percent of the trucks carrying managed fill will be owned by Gleeson
and Cox whilst the remaining 20% will be owned and operated by other organisations (12 trucks).
Therefore, it is anticipated that all 60 trucks will be laden when delivering fill however not all the third-
party contractors will back load with aggregate, whilst all the Gleeson and Cox trucks will be expected
to carry a backload.

The additional truck trips per day to utilise the managed fill site is likely to add in the order
of two additional trips per hour onto the local road network. Trucks will access the site via
the existing single entry and exit access to Riverview Road. The current internal haul roads
(associated with quarry activities and previous farm/forestry activities) will be upgraded for
heavy vehicles to access the various Fill Areas. They will have a width of I5m to allow trucks
to pass one another The earthworks necessary to form these roads is additional to the
volumes outlined in Table | above. Once trucks have tipped material into the Fill Area, the
trucks will be washed/sprayed at the fill area. The operation will not be open to the public,
the gate will be locked outside working hours and no unauthorised dumping will be permitted.
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Figure 2: Fill Areas and Internal Roads

The following traffic movements will occur in association with the fill activity:
e Trucks utilising haul roads to access open Fill Site.
e Trucks manoeuvring at toe of Fill Site to dump fill.
e Machinery within Fill Area spreading dumped fill.
e Trucks within Fill Area re-positioning dumped fill.

The following hours of operation are proposed for all managed fill related activities:
e Monday to Friday (inclusive) 6am to 7pm
e Saturday 6am to 2pm
e No managed fill works shall be carried out on a Sunday or Public Holiday.

It is noted that these hours have been amended since lodgement of the application and differ
to those set out in the original AEE. In addition to this, the following hours of operation
related to truck movements to and from the site entrance are proposed:

| October — 30 April
e Monday — Friday (inclusive): 5am to 8pm
e Saturday: 6am to 3pm

| May to 30 September
e Monday to Friday (inclusive): 5am to 6pm
e Saturday: 6am to 3pm

These hours are consistent with the hours of operation related to truck movements for the
quarry as set out in LUC0035/11.05. The applicant proposes that there be a maximum of 6
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trucks (12 movements) between 5am and 6am.

The nature of the fill activity is such that noise will be generated by machinery including trucks,
a bulldozer, excavator, grader, watercart and compactor. The noise generated by the activity
has been assessed as being able to comply with the following noise limits (as outlined in the
Proposed District Plan — Decision Version) at the notional boundary of any other site:

e 50dB LAeq, 7am to 7pm every day;

e 45dB LAeq, 7pm to 10pm every day;

e 40dB LAeq and 65dB LAmax, |0pm to 7am the following day.

Site investigations have identified that Fill Area 3 is a “piece of land” as per the National
Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human
Health (NESCS) as the soil contains contaminants that are above background levels.
Disturbance of the soil within Fill Area 3 is a necessary part of the proposed activity, therefore
the applicant proposes to undertake works in this fill area in accordance with a Contaminated
Site Management Plan.

Vegetation clearance will be necessary within the fill areas and for the construction of
associated infrastructure such as the sediment retention ponds. As a result a number of
ecological assessments are provided with the application. The vegetation types are described
in the application as consisting predominantly of pasture, gorse dominated scrub and with
some native broadleaved scrub, wetland vegetation and broadleaf forest. Furthermore,
wetlands are present within fill areas 2 and 4, although these have been classified as artificial
in terms of the National Environmental Standard for Freshwater (NESFW).

Removal of vegetation and the wetlands, and as a consequence of the activity in general will
have an impact on the habitat of a range of fauna including native lizards, a range of native
birds and bats. The applicant therefore proposes to undertake compensation works. These
include fencing, pest and weed control, and planting at “compensation area 4” which is located
on the site to the west of the fill areas as identified in Figure 3 below. This will occur within
3,600m? of wetland and 730m length of stream, with approximately 3.3ha of habitat to be
protected. The proposed programme of works outlines that within the first year, stock proof
fences will be built, and pest plant and animal control will be undertaken, along with site
preparation. Within year two planting (in July and August) will be undertaken along with
further pest plant and animal control. The programme then provides for follow up pest plant
and animal control as required and monitoring of planting.

The applicant has also prepared a Bat Management Plan in relation to the loss of mature trees
within Fill Area 4. It is understood that this Bat Management Plan was prepared in relation to
Fill Areas 4 and 5, with the latter consented at an earlier date.
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Figure 1. Proposed fill and compensation areas at Gleeson Quarry, Huntly
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Figure 3: Proposed Compensation Area

On the basis of filling at the maximum rate of 300,000m?® per year, the activity will be
completed in 7 years. However, the applicant has requested a term of 35 years for the
consents required from Waikato Regional Council, to provide for the potential that the gullies
are not used for managed fill and are used for the deposition of quarry overburden only. The
quarry itself has about 50 years left to run dependant on the rate of extraction. The quarry is
authorised to extract 1,800,000 tonnes per year. On this basis, the managed fill operation will
not outlast the quarry operations.

1.2 Applications to Waikato Regional Council

The Applicant has also lodged applications with the Waikato Regional Council (WRC). The
WRC applications as set out below, are being processed concurrently with this application:

Table 3: Waikato Regional Council Consents
Refence ID | Activity Description

144475.01.01 | Earthworks and vegetation clearance within high risk erosion areas
associated with the overburden, cleanfill and managed fill disposal areas 2,
3 and 4 and ancillary activities.

144475.02.01 | To discharge overburden to land at fill areas 2, 3 and 4.
144475.03.01 | To discharge cleanfill and managed fill to land at fill areas 2, 3 and 4.

144475.04.01 | To discharge stormwater and treated water in association with Fill Areas
2,3 and 4.
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144475.05.01 | To take and divert groundwater and divert stormwater all in association
with Fill Areas 2, 3 and 4.

144475.06.01 To undertake stream diversions, reclamation or streams and associated
bed disturbance in association with filling areas 2, 3 and 4.

144475.07.01 | To discharge treated stormwater to land and/or water within 100 metres
of a natural wetland.

The above applications were also subject to a public notification process and all applications
to WRC and WDC are being heard and considered together via a joint hearing. The WDC
consents cannot be implemented without the consents from WRC also being obtained.

1.3  Description of Site

The subject site is owned by Gleeson Quarries Huntly Limited and is legally described as
follows:

Table 4: Legal Descriptions

Legal Description Size Notes

Lot 9 DP 1278 and Pt Lot 10 68.9628ha

DP 1278 (RT SA149/243) ,

DP 25272 (RT SA656/223) 23.094%ha Fill Areas 2 - 4

Pt Lot 9-10 DP 1278 (RT SA922/109) | 45.8678ha

Lot | DPS 75436 (RT SA57C/382) 374.7741ha Compensation Site

Lot | DPS 4285 (RT SA95C/651) 10.1171ha

Pt Lot || DP 1278 (RT SA200/118) 4047m? Quarry Site and Access
Pt Lot |11 DP 1278 (RT SA200/119) 50.5857ha

A full description of the site is provided in sections 7.1 and 7.2 of the AEE. After visiting the
site, | agree with this description and adopt it as my own. The following sections provide a
description of each of the three Fill Areas.

[.3.1 Fill Area 2

Fill Area 2 is located north west of the existing quarry pit. The area straddles the boundary
of PT Lot 9 DP 1278 and PT Lot 10 DP 1278. The fill area is 3.8ha in size and will be able to
accommodate an estimated fill volume of 632,600m?. This fill area is located partially within
the Aggregate Extraction Policy Area of the ODP and is entirely within the Aggregate
Extraction Area of the PDP. The PDP shows a Significant Natural Area located to the west of
Fill Area 2.

Sections 7.16 and 7.17 of the AEE state the following with regard to Fill Area 2:

“Fill area 2 is a natural closed valley with a west facing gully exit. The face of the hill slopes starts at
a gradient of 1:2 and reduce to 1:4 at the ridgeline, and the elevation of the gully rises from 49 mRL
to 110.5 mRL. In more general terms, the gully has a steep amphitheatre which rises to the east and
lowers towards the western side where the toe of the fill area will be. There is an existing small
ponding area at the base of the gully which eventually flows into an existing stream catchment. The
original ecological investigation (Boffa Miskell 2019, see Appendix 12) recorded an area of wetland
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of 450m? at the base of the gully. The presence and location of a man-made farm dams within Fill
Area 2, along with associated ponded areas, were noted by Gaia during geomorphic mapping.

The vegetation for Fill area 2 generally comprises of a mixture invasive namely Gorse (Ulex europaeus)
and native plant species namely Toetoe (Austroderia). A few older pine trees are also present in this
area. The fill area is predominantly exotic species”

1.3.2 Fill Area 3

Fill Area 3 is located north west of the existing quarry pit. The area straddles the boundary
of PT Lot 9 DP 1278 and Lot | DP 25272. The fill area is 4.2ha in size and will be able to
accommodate an estimated fill volume of 576,600m?. This fill area is identified as being used
for the storage of hazardous waste or dam tailings and constitutes a ‘piece of land’ under
Regulation 5(7) of the National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing
Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health.

Fill Area 3 is mostly flat with some natural topographical buffers. The natural hill slope on the
southern side buffers it from Fill Area 2 and the hill slope on the western side buffers it from
the SNA as identified in the PDP. Fill Area 3 is predominantly covered in grass in the flatter
areas and the hills are covered in gorse.

Fill Area 3 is located approximately 50m from the shared boundary with the property to the
north and 20m from the shared boundary to the east.
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Photo 2: iII area 3 Iookin sothest
[.3.3 Fill Area 4

Fill Area 4 is located north of the existing quarry pit. The area is wholly located within Lot |
DP 25272. The fill area is 5.1ha in size and will be able to accommodate an estimated fill
volume of 800,000m?. High Voltage Power Lines run alongside eastern side of this fill area.

Fill Area 4 is a natural gully. The area is predominantly exotic species and covered with a pine
trees and gorse. The pine trees provide a buffer to the east. The fill area is steep on the south
eastern side and lowers towards the north west where the sedimentation pond is proposed.

There is a pond on Fill Area 4 within the lower area between a cluster of pine trees. There is
also a drainage stream located at the northern section of the fill area. The stream is classified
as ephemeral and in some areas an intermittent stream was also identified.
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Photos 3: Fill Ara 4 looking east
1.4 Legal Interests in the Property

The fill sites are located on Lot 9 DP 1278 and Pt Lot 10 DP 1278 (RT SA149/243) of
68.9628ha, D P 25272 (RT SA656/223) of 23.094%9ha and Pt Lot 9-10 DP 1278 (RT SA922/109)
of 45.8578ha.

The ecological compensation area is located on Lot | DPS 75436 (RT SA57C/382) of
374.774 1 ha.

The quarry site is located on Lot | DPS 4285 (RT SA95C/651) of 10.1171ha, Pt Lot || DP
1278 (RT SA200/118) of 4047m? and Pt Lot | | DP 1278 (RT SA200/119) of 50.5857ha.

All sites are owned by Gleeson Quarries Huntly Limited. There are no interests registered
on the Records of Title that would restrict the proposal from proceeding.

1.5 History

The quarry had been operating under existing use rights since the 1930’s, resource consents
from Waikato District Council were obtained to deepen the existing quarry floor and expand
into the Payne Block. These are described as follows:

Resource Consent to undertake the removal and deposit of overburden material was granted
on the 5 July 2000 (69 00 14). This resource consent was granted to remove native vegetation
and deposit overburden at a rate of approximately 150,000m’ per year for a period up to 8
years. However, there is no timeframe specified within resource consent 69 00 14 and this is
still an active consent.

LUCO0035/1'1 was granted on |17 November 2010 to expand the quarry operation into the
adjacent block referred to as the Payne Block. The expansion of the quarry extended the
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lifespan of the quarry for 30-50 years dependent upon the rate of extraction. The tonnages
allowed under this consent were a five year average of 550,000 tonnes per year with a
maximum of 900,000 tonnes per year. This land use consent identified and provided for a
“Northern Dump Disposal Area” which, subject to conditions, is able to take overburden.
This Area will be known as Fill Area 2.

LUCO0035/11.01 was granted on 4 September 2014 and provided for an accelerated extraction
rate by increasing tonnages to the current levels allowed being 650,000 tonnes per year over
a five-year average and a maximum of 900,000 tonnes per year.

LUCO0035/11.02 was granted on | March 2018 and provided for an accelerated extraction
rate by increasing tonnages to 800,000 tonnes per year over a five-year average and a
maximum of 1,000,000 tonnes per year.

LUCO0035/11.03 was granted on |3 September 2018 and provided for an accelerated
extraction rate by increasing tonnages to the current levels allowed being 1,000,000 tonnes
per year over a five-year average and a maximum of 1,400,000 tonnes per year.

LUCO0035/11.04 was a pre-application process that preceded this application. Pre-application
advice was given regarding the increase in tonnage and on future activities relating to cleanfill.

LUCO0035/11.05 was an application by new owners of Gleeson Quarry. The application sought
to remove conditions that had been complied with and had no ongoing obligations, to increase
tonnage allowed to be removed from the quarry and to provide for additional road debris
mitigation. The noise limits were proposed to be changed and hours of operation for road
traffic were introduced.

LUCO176/20 was an application to remove overburden material from the existing quarry and
deposit the overburden material in an identified gully referred to as Fill Area 5. Consent was
granted on |7 March 2021.

LUCOI167/21 was an application to remove vegetation containing habitat of significant fauna
(bats) including felling remnant forestry trees and clearing ground cover within Fill Area 5.
Consent was granted in October 2020.

LUCO0233/20 was lodged in November 2019 for the generally the same activity for which
resource consent is now sought. After being placed on hold for an extended period of time,
the applicant withdrew the application on 14 April 2022, being the same time that that
LUCO0488/22 was lodged.

History relating to the Regional Council consents can be found in Appendix 5 of the
application.

2.0 PROCESS MATTERS
2.1 Key Dates

A summary of key dates for this application are summarised in table 5 below:

Table 5: Consent Processing Dates
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Date Description Working
days

14/04/2022 Application lodged under Section 88 of the Act 0

03/05/2022 Extension of time under Section 37 of the Act of notification | -
date (additional 20 working days)

27/05/2022 Application put on hold under Section 92 27

23/06/2022 Further information received 27

20/07//2022 Public notification 44

16/08/2022 Submissions close (after 20 working days) 64

04/11/2022 Extension of time under Section 37 of the Act of date of | -
closure of hearing (additional 12 working days)

06/12/2022 Start of hearing (78 working days after close of submissions) | 142

2.2  Specialist Reports and Peer Review

A number of specialist reports have been supplied in support of this application and the
applications submitted to Waikato Regional Council. | note that a number of these are the
same reports that were provided with LUC0233/20 (lodged in November 2019 and now
withdrawn) which initially included Fill Area 5. Fill Area 5 is not part of this application and
was consented via LUCO176/20. As a result, some of the assessments within the specialist
reports are no longer relevant.

Where considered appropriate, these have been peer reviewed as outlined in the following
table. A copy of these peer review reports are provided with the appendices to this report

as outlined in table 6.

Table 6: Specialist Reports and Peer Reviews
Specialist Prepared By Peer Reviewed By
Assessment
Transport Traffic Engineering & Naomi McMinn - Gray Matter
Management Ltd — TEAM Ltd
Traffic See Appendix E
Noise Hegley Acoustic Consultants Siiri Wilkening - Marshall Day

Acoustics
See Appendix F

Landscape and Visual
Effects

LA4 Landscape Architects

Dave Mansergh - Mansergh
Graham Landscape Architects
See Appendix G

and Envoco Ltd

Dust Pattle Delamore Partners Ltd Jonathan Caldwell — Waikato
Regional Council
See Appendix H

Ecology Boffa Miskell Limited, Wildlands | Karen Denyer - Papawera

Geological Consulting
See Appendix |

Geotechnical

Gaia Engineers

Cameron Lines - Baseline
Geotechnical
See Appendix |

Contaminated Soil

EHS-Support

Alan Parkes — Waikato District
Council
See Appendix K
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Stormwater, and Southern Skies Environmental Anna Kostiuk-Warren — Beca
Erosion and Sediment See Appendix L
Control

3.0 STATUS OF ACTIVITY
3.1 Operative Waikato District Plan — Waikato Section

The Waikato District Plan: Waikato Section was made operative on 5 April 2013.

An assessment of the proposal’s compliance with the relevant rules of the Operative District
Plan (ODP) has been completed by the Agent and submitted as part of the Application (refer
to the updated version of Appendix 7 of the application). In summary, the proposal triggers
consent under the rules outlined in the following table. | generally concur with the Agent’s
assessment except as identified below.

Table 7: Resource Consents Required under ODP

Rule # Rule Name Status of Comment
Activity
25.10 Type of | Discretionary The type of activities proposed as part of
Activity this application includes the importation

and disposal of managed fill (consisting of
asbestos contaminated soil and material),
deposit of overburden material associated
with quarrying (extractive industry) and
potential sales of overburden material.
25.16 Vehicle Discretionary The application states that the nature of
Movements the proposal is such that 24 additional
vehicle movements per day are
anticipated. This is in addition to the 466
vehicle movements per day generated by
the quarry which are authorised in
accordance with LUC0035/11.05.

The application outlines that as these 466
movements are consented as per
LUCO0035/11.05 and fewer than 200
additional movements are proposed, the
activity complies within rule 25.16.1 and
consent is not required.

| disagree with this assessment. As the
scale of non-compliance with rule 25.16.1
is increased by the proposal, | consider
that the activity triggers the need for a
Discretionary Activity consent as per rule
25.16.2

In addition to the above, the peer review
undertaken by Gray Matter considers that
the proposal could generate around 60-70
additional vehicle movements per day,
instead of the 24 outlined in the proposal.
Therefore, there is potential for the scale
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of non-compliance to be greater than that
set out in the application.

25.25 Earthworks Discretionary The proposal exceeds the permitted
standards for earthworks as the works will
involve:

* cut and fill operations over 1000m?
within a site in a single calendar year

* cut and fill operations over 1000m?

* cut/batter faces greater than 3m in
height being up to 10m in height

* changes to natural waterflows and
established drainage paths, and

* fill areas will not be revegetated
within 12 months of commencement

25.27 Earthworks Discretionary This proposal includes filling using
filling using imported managed fill and clean fill. The
imported fill volume/capacity of each Fill Area varies

between 576,600 — 800,000m’, and the
combined total fill volume is estimated to
be over 2 million cubic metres. The
anticipated fill volume will exceed the
permitted volume of 200m* and a depth of

Im.
25.43A Indigenous Restricted The proposed fill areas will result in the
Vegetation Discretionary clearing and disturbance of indigenous
Clearance Activity vegetation for preparation and

stabilisation purposes. This includes
vegetation clearance already undertaken
within Fill Area 3 and within the proposed
compensation area. This is not provided as
one of the identified purposes in section
(2) (i) to (viii) in rule 25.43A.1.

As outlined in the assessment above, the application is a Discretionary Activity under the
ODP, being the highest status indicated by the above rules and Council’s discretion is not
restricted to any matters.

3.2 Proposed Waikato District Plan

On 17 January 2022 Council notified the Decisions on the Proposed Waikato District Plan
(PDP). The period for appeals to the Environment Court has since closed. Section 86B(1) of
the Act outlines that a rule in a proposed plan has legal effect once a decision on submissions
relating to a rule is made and publicly notified under clause 10(4) of Schedule |. As this has
occurred, all rules within the PDP have legal effect.

At the time of writing this report, all of the relevant rules under the PDP are subject to appeals
which are currently before the Environment Court and therefore are not yet operative.

In summary, the proposal triggers consent under the rules outlined in the following table.
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| note that one key difference between the ODP and PDP for the site is that the extent of
the Aggregate Extraction Policy Area (ODP)/Aggregate Extraction Area (PDP) differs. Under
the PDP the Aggregate Extraction Area extends further to the north.

Table 8: Resource Consents Required under PDP
Rule Status of Comment
Activity
GRUZ-R40 Restricted Fill Area 2 is located wholly within the

An extractive activity or
waste management activity
located within an
Aggregate Extraction Area,
Coal Mining Area or
Extractive Resource Area

Discretionary

Aggregate Extraction Area as identified in
the PDP. | note that the extent of the
Aggregate Extraction Area in the PDP
differs from the extent of the Aggregate
Extraction Policy Area in the ODP.

GRUZ-R4|

A waste management
facility located outside an
Aggregate Extraction Area,
Coal Mining Area or
Extractive Resource Area

Discretionary

Filll Area 3 and 4 are outside of the
Aggregate Extraction Area, Coal Mining
Area or Extractive Resource Area

GRUZ-R45
An  extractive activity
located outside an

Aggregate Extraction Area,
Coal Mining Area or
Extractive Resource Area

Discretionary

The deposition of any overburden from the
adjacent quarry falls within the definition of
an extractive activity and may occur within
Fill Areas 3 and 4, which are outside the
Aggregate Extraction Area.

AINF-R8
Earthworks
associated
infrastructure

activities
with

Restricted
Discretionary

Earthworks are required for infrastructure
such as the stormwater management.

The volume and area of earthworks will be
exceeded, and works are within |0m of
watercourses within the gullies.

Areas exposed may not be
recontoured/replanted within 6 months of
works commencing and the earthworks will
divert overland flow paths.

Erosion and sediment controls are
proposed and will be implemented and
maintained. The earthworks are not located
within any Historic Heritage site, area/site
of significance to Maaori, the dripline of an
Notable Tree or SNA/landscape and natural
character area.

AINF-R9

Trimming, maintenance or
removal of vegetation or
trees associated with
infrastructure

Restricted
Discretionary

Existing indigenous vegetation will be
removed to install infrastructure (such as
the sediment retention ponds) and will
exceed the standards in (2)(iii)

AINF-R10
Pipe and

cable bridge

Restricted
Discretionary

Stormwater pipes will exceed the standards
outlined in (a)
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structures for the
conveyance of electricity,
telecommunications,

water, wastewater,
stormwater and gas
TRPT-R4 Restricted The application states that the proposal is

Traffic generation

Discretionary

such that 24 additional truck movements
per day are anticipated. This is in addition to

the 466 vehicle movements per day
generated by the quarry which are
authorised in accordance with

LUCO0035/11.05.
The application outlines that as these 466

movements are consented as per
LUCO0035/11.05 and as the additional
movements are fewer than 200, the

proposal complies within TRPT-R4.

| disagree with this assessment. As the scale
of non-compliance with rule TRPT-R4 is
increased by the proposal, | consider that
the activity triggers the need for a
Restricted Discretionary Activity consent.
In addition to the above, the peer review
undertaken by Gray Matter considers that
the proposal could generate around 60-70
additional vehicle movements per day,
instead of the 24 outlined in the proposal.
Therefore, there is potential for the scale of
non-compliance to be greater than that set
out in the application.

WWS-R5 Restricted The pump and associated tanks required for
Pump stations for the | Discretionary storing and testing groundwater for Fill
conveyance of  water, Area 3 may exceed 10m? in area and 3m in
wastewater and height.

stormwater

ECO-R3 Restricted Earthworks associated with compensation

Earthworks in a Significant
Natural Area for purposes
other than the
maintenance of existing
tracks, fences or drains.

Discretionary

activities (within compensation area 4)
within an identified SNA, are proposed.

ECO-RI6

Indigenous vegetation
clearance outside a
Significant Natural Area for
any reason not specified in

Restricted
Discretionary

Clearance of all vegetation within Fill Areas
2, 3 and 4 is proposed. This includes
vegetation clearance already undertaken
within Fill Area 3. Furthermore as part of
compensation works, indigenous vegetation

Standards ECO-RIIl to has been removed.
ECO-RIS.
EW-R21 Restricted Earthworks proposed within Fill Area 2 to 4

Earthworks — general

Discretionary

exceed the volume, area, depth and slope
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outlined in EW-R2I.

Earthworks are set back greater than |.5m
from all boundaries, and exposed areas will
be stabilised on completion and re-grassed.
Appropriate erosion and sediment control
measures are proposed.

EW-R22 Restricted Given the volume of material to be
Earthworks — general Discretionary imported to the site, the works proposed
will exceed the volume, depth and slope
outlined in EW-R22.

Earthworks are set back greater than |.5m
from all boundaries, and exposed areas will
be stabilised on completion and re-grassed.
Appropriate erosion and sediment control
measures are proposed. No works are
proposed within a kauri root zone.

As outlined in the assessment above, the application is a Discretionary Activity under the
PDP, being the highest status indicated by the above rules and Council’s discretion is not
restricted to any matters.

3.3 National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing
Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 201 |

Regulation 5 (4) of the Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing
and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011 (NESCS)
describes disturbing soil as an activity to which the NESCS applies where an activity that can
be found on the Ministry for the Environment Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL)
has occurred.

Regulation 6 of the NESCS specifies that an applicant must establish if any HAIL activities have
occurred on the subject site. The applicant can do this by adopting one of two methodologies:
I. Review of all relevant council records including dangerous goods files, property files,
registers, databases, resource consent databases, records available from Regional
Council;

2. Preliminary Site Investigation undertaken by a suitably qualified and experienced
practitioner in accordance with the current Ministry for the Environment’s
Contaminated Land Management Guidelines No. | Reporting on Contaminated Sites
in New Zealand.

The applicant has provided a combined Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) and Detailed Site
Investigation (DSI) as well as a Contaminated Site Management Plan (CSMP). Council’s
Contaminated Land Specialist (Mr Alan Parkes) has reviewed the application and has
commented:

“Fill Area 3 is identified as containing a piece of land as described by regulation 5(7) and the NESCS
therefore applies to the soil disturbance activity associated with the site development. A DSI was
undertaken identifying elevations of some contaminants above background levels resulting in the
proposal being a controlled activity under regulation 9. A Contaminated Site Management Plan has
been submitted in respect of this.”
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Therefore, a Controlled Activity consent is required with respect to the NESCS.
4.0 NOTIFICATION AND SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED
4.1 Notification Decision

Following the assessment carried out pursuant to Sections 95A to 95G of the Act, the
notification report dated |3 July 2022, concluded that the application be publicly notified at
the request of the applicant (as per section 95A(3)(a)).

In addition to the public notification of the application, in accordance with Regulation 10(2)(a)
of the Resource Management (Forms, Fees, and Procedure) Regulations 2003, notification was
also served on affected persons.

The application was publicly notified on 20 July 2022 and submissions closed on 16 August
2022. A copy of the notification decision report is attached in Appendix B.

4.2 Submissions Received

Submissions closed on 16 August 2022 and a total of 36 submissions were received. Of these,
35 submissions were in opposition and | was neutral.

4.3 Late Submissions
No late submissions were received
4.4 Summary of Submissions

A summary of each of the submissions made to WDC is provided in Appendix C. Appendix
C also includes a locality map of the submitters opposing the application who own/occupy
property within approximately Ikm of the site. The original submissions are provided in
Appendix D. In summary, the main concerns raised by the submissions relate to the
following issues:

Contamination of water (groundwater and stormwater)*
Contaminants in fill*

Transport effects

Community effects

Ecological effects

Noise

Vibration

Air/Dust

Odour

Stormwater/erosion and sediment control
Monitoring and compliance
Visual/Landscape

Land stability/geotechnical

Waikato River Vision
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Recreation

Natural hazards and climate change
Health and safety

Part 2 of the Act

Consultation

Impact to National Grid

Cultural Effects

Applicant/Trust in Applicant

Origin of waste

A number of the submissions received, raise issues which are more relevant for consideration
for the WRC consents rather than WDC consents. Those submissions are marked with a *
symbol. Only the matters relevant to the WDC consents are considered within this report.

5.0 SECTION 104 CONSIDERATIONS

This section of the report outlines the statutory framework of the Act under which the
assessment of the application will be undertaken.

5.1 Section 104

Matters to be considered by the Council when assessing an application for resource consent
under s104 of the Act include, subject to Part 2, any actual and potential effects on the
environment, any relevant objectives, policies, rules or other provisions of a Plan or Proposed
Plan and any other matters considered necessary (i.e. under s|104(1)(c)).

The following sections of this report will assess the proposal’s effects on the environment and
against any relevant objectives, policies of the ODP, the PDP, the Regional Policy Statement
and the Regional Plan and other relevant regulations and other matters considered necessary
including the NESCS.

5.2 Permitted Baseline

Section 104(2) contains the statutory definition of the permitted baseline. This section
specifies that when forming an opinion with regard to the actual and potential effects on the
environment of allowing the activity, the consent authority may disregard an adverse effect of
the activity on the environment if a national environmental standard or the plan permits an
activity with that effect. Application of the permitted baseline is a matter of discretion for the
consent authority. If it is applied, permitted effects cannot then be taken into account when
assessing the effects of a particular resource consent application. The baseline has been
defined by case law as being non-fanciful (credible) activities that could be permitted as of
right by the District Plan. | will address the permitted baseline further in Section 6.0 below.

53 Part 2 Matters

All of the above considerations under section 104 are subject to Part 2 of the Act — purpose
and principles (sections 5, 6, 7 and 8). The key matter when considering this application will
be the Act’s single purpose as set out in section 5, which is to promote the sustainable
management of the natural and physical resources.
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A full discussion and assessment of all Part 2 matters and a final overall judgement of whether
the proposal promotes this part of the Act is set out in later sections of this report.

6.0 PERMITTED BASELINE ASSESSMENT

The consent authority may disregard an adverse effect of the activity on persons if a rule or
NES permits an activity with that effect. The proposed activity (a managed fill and overburden
disposal facility) is such that it requires resource consent in this location under both the ODP
and PDP. The effects associated with the managed fill activity are also not typical of the rural
environment and therefore it is my opinion that no “permitted baseline” exists for this
proposal. Accordingly, the “permitted baseline” has not been applied to this proposal.

7.0 EXISTING ENVIRONMENT

When undertaking an assessment of the effects of the proposal, it is important to note that
such an assessment is required to be measured against the receiving environment as it exists
today.

Relevant to the existing environment are the effects of activities that are lawfully established
on the site (either by being permitted under the ODP or through consent) and the effects of
activities with existing use rights.

Section 1.5 of this report provides an overview of the site history including discussion on the
current consents for the site. Of particular relevance are the following land use consents:

e 6900 14 — Granted in July 2000, this consent authorised the removal and deposit of
overburden material.

e LUCO0035/1l — Granted in November 2010, this consent authorised the expansion of
the quarry, extending its lifespan for 30-50 years, depending on the rate of extraction.
removal and deposit of overburden material. This consent has been to subject of 5
variations under section 127 of the Act, the most recent of which was granted in
September 2019.

e LUCO0I67/21 — Granted in October 2021, this consent authorised the removal of
vegetation containing habitat of significant fauna (bats) including felling remnant
forestry trees and clearing ground cover.

e LUCOI76/20 — Granted in March 2021, this consent authorises the removal of
overburden material from the existing quarry and deposit the overburden material to
Fill Area 5.

These consents are subject to a number of conditions.

The general location of these activities is identified in Figure 5 below.
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Figure 5: Proposed fill areas and existing consented activities
1.1 Submissions Related to Existing Activities

A number of the submissions have raised issues which relate to the current activities
undertaken on the site. In particular concerns are raised in relation to the following matters:

Dust from trucks and quarry

Noise and vibration from trucks

Damage to road and infrastructure

Sediment on road and road markings

Congestion and inconvenience caused by the volume of trucks and vehicles cleaning
the road

Speed of trucks

e Time of day of truck movements

e Safety issues for pedestrians and cyclists

While these issues are largely valid concerns (i.e. they relate to effects to the environment)
they cannot be addressed through this resource consent process where they are specific to
the current activities. It is appropriate to expect the consent holder to operate the consented
activities in accordance with the current consents including compliance with all conditions. It
is also appropriate that the Councils (both WDC and WRC) monitor these consents
(including investigation of any complaints) and take appropriate action should non-
compliances be identified.

Where these matters are relevant, is in relation to the potential for cumulative effects to
arise. Therefore, as appropriate, these matters will be taken into account in the assessment
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of effects in section 8.0 below. For example, the potential effects of noise from the proposed
activity is considered with the existing environment in mind and whether or not the additional
activity is acceptable.

PROPOSED WAIKATO DISTRICT PLAN ASSESSMENT

8.0 ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT- S104(1)(A)
PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN

This section of the report outlines the actual and potential effects on the environment of
allowing the activity in relation to the consenting matters under the PDP (outlined above in
section 3.2) and the NESCS. In considering what is an ‘effect’ for this part of the report, | have
had regard to S3 of the Act which sets out the meaning of effect:

In this Act, unless the context otherwise requires, the term effect includes —
(a) any positive or adverse effect; and
(b) any temporary or permanent effect; and
(c) any past, present, or future effect; and
(d) any cumulative effect which arises over time or in combination with other effects — regardless
of the scale, intensity, duration or frequency of the effect, and also includes —
(e) any potential effect of high probability; and
(f) any potential effect of low probability which has a high potential impact.

It is also appropriate to consider the meaning of environment, which is listed under section 2
of the Act as being:

(a) ecosystems and their constituent parts, including people and communities; and

(b) all natural and physical resources; and

(c) amenity values; and

(d) the social, economic, aesthetic, and cultural conditions which dffect the matters stated in
paragraphs (a) to (c) which are affected by those matters.

| consider the actual and potential adverse effects on the environment associated with the
proposal can be broken down broadly into the following categories:

Preliminary Matters

Traffic Effects

Noise and Vibration Effects
Landscape and Visual Effects
Dust Effects

Amenity Effects

Ecological Effects

Land Stability Effects
Contaminated Land Effects
Stormwater and Earthworks Effects
Productive Capability Effects
Cultural Effects
Archaeological Effects
Transmission Effects
Positive Effects
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An assessment of these effects, having regard to the definition applied by the Act is undertaken
below.

| note that a number of the above matters will also be discussed in the WRC reporting officer’s
s42A report as they are cross-over issues.

Where relevant, the assessment identifies if actual and potential effects can be avoided,
remedied or mitigated with the use of appropriate conditions of consent. Should it be

concluded that consent can be granted, reference to such conditions are set out as Appendix
M.

8.1 Preliminary Matters

Some submissions raised matters which either are not fundamental to the consideration of
the effects of the proposal, or do not fit within the key environmental issues identified above.
These matters have been considered here as preliminary matters.

8.1.1 Previous Compliance and Trust in Applicant

A number of submissions have raised concerns around non-compliance with the consent
requirements for the current activities undertaken at the site (including those outlined in
section 1.5 above) as well as activities that were undertaken without the necessary resource
consents first being obtained. Related to this, some submitters have stated that they do not
trust the applicant.

As a result, | have reviewed the compliance and monitoring history for the site. Within the
past 10 years, complaints have been made in relation to the following matters:
e Debris/dust on the road and subsequent runoff to river. Damage to vehicles from
debris
e Hours of truck movements, before 6am
e Barrier erected in road reserve
e Storage of coal at site

The majority of the complaints were made in relation to debris on the road with over 15
complaints counted. It is understood that a wheel wash and a grate at the entrance was
installed over this period in an attempt to resolve this issue, but complaints have been
recorded as recently as July this year. One complaint was noted in relation to the hours of
truck movements, this issue appears to have been addressed via LUC0035/11.05 which saw
the introductions of a condition which restricted the hours of truck movements.

It is understood that the complaint in relation to the barriers in the road reserve relates to
protests held at the site in 2020, with Council accepting that these were temporary and
installed to ensure the safety of protestors and quarry staff.

The complaint related to the temporary storage of coal at the site in 2020 resulted in an
infringement notice being issue to the consent holder.
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Prior conduct of applicants has been considered by the Courts in Hinsen v Queenstown Lakes
District Council Decision No. A150/03. In this case the Environment Court reaffirmed the
established principles that in considering an application for resource consent:
e Conduct of an Applicant should not influence the judgement of a resource consent
application in a punitive manner, and
e It is wrong to confuse decision-making on a resource consent application for the
prosecution or enforcement proceeding, and
e That an applicant should not benefit by prior irregular conduct.

In the matter of Lake Road Preservation Society Incorporated v Lake Road Quarry Limited and
O’Callaghan Holdings Limited [2020] NZEnvC 027, the Court determined that complaints made
by residents in close proximity to a site can be taken into consideration when looking at the
effects of an activity. In that matter, when considering the consequences of quarrying activity
which had been carried out without consent (particularly in relation to the amenity and
character of the area), the Court accepted that, along with the observable changes, the
complaints by the residents evidenced that the amenity and character of the area had been
adversely affected.

In terms of the applicant’s ongoing ability to manage the identified effects, the panel must be
satisfied that any adverse effects of this proposal can be appropriately avoided, remedied and
mitigated by the imposition of conditions. In doing so, the panel are entitled to take a cautious
approach to the imposition of conditions and ensure that compliance with such conditions
can be easily measured and enforced if necessary. If the panel consider approval of this
proposal is warranted, then a schedule of possible conditions have been drafted and are
provided at the end of this report.

8.1.2 Impact on Property Values

Some submitters have expressed concern that if consent is granted, their properties would
reduce in value or the ability to sell would be affected.

Although the purpose of the Act includes peoples’ “economic... well-being” in section 5, the
Environment Court has established that only economic effects at a ‘macro’ level (i.e. effects
on the economic well-being of district or regional communities) are relevant. In other words,
economic effects on individual landowners are not a relevant concern under the Act.

| appreciate that the above comments do not alleviate the submitters’ concerns in relation to
this issue, however | note that the focus of this report and the work of the panel will be to
examine the primary effects on the environment caused by this proposal and determine the
appropriateness of the proposal accordingly.

8.1.3 Consultation

A number of submitters have expressed concern that consultation carried out by the
Applicant was inadequate. | note that there is no requirement under the Act for an applicant
to consult with anyone. Whilst consultation is considered to be good practice, the only
legislative requirement is for the applicant to document the nature and outcomes of any
consultation undertaken. The Applicant has provided details of consultation within Section 20
of the Assessment of Environmental Effects and in Appendix |7 and 8.
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8.1.4 Benefits to the Community

A number of submissions have outlined that the proposal does not provide any specific
benefits to the Huntly community. In particular submitters have noted that the applicant’s
company is not locally owned and no new jobs are created. While the definition of effect in
the Act includes positive effects on the environment, the determination as to whether a
resource consent is approved or declined does not rely on the balance of effects being
positive.

8.1.5 Name of Applicant

A submitter has raised concern that the applicant is “Gleeson Managed Fill Ltd” and not
“Gleeson Group” as a liability protection method. They have noted that the land is owned by
“Gleeson Quarries Huntly Ltd”. The name of the applicant is not a resource management
matter. Furthermore, land use consents run with the land, therefore any consent operator
(should it change) is required to comply with the consent, if granted.

8.1.6  Origin of Fill

Some submitters have stated that they believe the majority of fill will come from outside of
the Waikato Region. They have stated that this is not appropriate and waste from other
regions shouldn’t be disposed of at the subject site. It is my opinion that the origin of the fill
is not relevant except in considering traffic effects in relation to the direction of vehicle
movements (discussed in section 8.2 below).

8.2 Traffic Effects

The application includes a Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) prepared by Traffic Engineering &
Management Ltd (Team) with the most up to date version being dated 22 May 2022. A peer
review on behalf of Council by Gray Matter Ltd (Gray Matter) dated 20 October 2022 has
been provided.

The proposal requires the use of heavy vehicles to transport the fill material to the site as
described in section |.| of this report above and within the application. The applicant
anticipates that there will be 60 trucks (120 movements) to the site per day as a result of the
managed fill activity. Of these, 80% are anticipated to be Gleeson and Cox owned trucks
which at present (under the current consented activity) arrive to site empty. In accordance
with this proposal, 80% (48 trucks) will instead arrive with a load of fill. On this basis, the
remaining 20% equates to |2 additional trucks (24 movements). The TEAM TIA assessment
is undertaken on this basis and there will be a 50/50 split between vehicles arriving at the site
from the north and south.

The applicant has provided an internal site circulation plan (see Figure 6 below) which
identifies the location of a proposed second weighbridge. The TEAM TIA states that the timing
of installation of this wheel wash is to be determined by the applicant based on the activity
reaching consented volumes. A single wheel wash is considered to be appropriate.
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Figure 6: Internal Site Circulation Plan

The peer review undertaken by Gray Matter considers that the proposal could generate
around 60-70 additional vehicle movements per day. Despite this, the Gray Matter peer
review considers that the proposal is unlikely to lead to unacceptable adverse safety and
efficiency effects. With particular regard to Riverview Road, there is adequate capacity in the
network and any off site effects are focused around the vehicle entrance. The Gray Matter
peer review also notes that Council (as Road Controlling Authority), has recently adopted
speed limit changes through the bylaw process which will see this section of Riverview Road,
south to the one-way bridge reduced to 60km/h.

The Gray Matter peer review evaluates the transportation impacts (with consideration given
to the application, the TEAM TIA and the submissions) and provides a summary within a table.
This table is replicated in Table 9 below:

Table 9: Gray Matter Evaluation of Transportation Impacts
Transportation Discussion Significance Extent
Impact
| Efficiency — Extra 60-70 vpd represents 4-5% of the existing network Low Effects limited
additional trips on | trdffic. There is sufficient spare capacity on Riverview Road to other road
the surrounding to accommodate the additional trdffic, even if all the users.
network cleanfill trucks were additional (i.e. no backloads, 120 vpd).

At the vehicle crossing, there is an existing right turn bay.
We consider that improvements including new line marking
and repairing the seal could be implemented to improve the
operation at the vehicle crossing.

Backloading the cleanfill trucks with aggregate could
potentially be considered a positive effect, reducing the
overall number of trips on the wider network, compared to
separate cleanfill disposal.
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Transportation
Impact

Discussion

Significance

Extent

Safety — vehicle
crossing

There does not appear to be a crash issue at the vehicle
crossing.

However, there will be more loaded trucks on the network
and there is a slightly higher risk of a crash involving a truck
resulting in a serious injury. The incremental impact of
additional traffic on network crash performance increases
the likelihood of deaths and serious injuries and is contrary
to the GPS Vision Zero approach of pursuing a reduction.
We recommend reinstating the line marking including new
shoulder markings and reinstating damaged pavement and
surface at the vehicle crossing.

The existing sight distance to the south is limited by the
horizontal curve on Riverview Road and bank in the verge.
However, the posted speed is being reduced to 60 km/h
and the available sight distance is sufficient for the existing
and expected speed environment.

Low

Effects limited
to other road
users.

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 are very low user numbers
in proportion to existing traffic, but pedestrians and cyclists
are very vulnerable to injury.

Low

Effects on
pedestrian and
cyclists

Internal
circulation,
parking and
loading

There is sufficient space within the site for circulation and
loading. However there are constraints (weighbridge ramp
and low walls) immediately inside the gates meaning that
operation through the gates is effectively one way. This can
lead to trucks using the unsealed shoulders to queue before
entering. We have also observed trucks parking in the
shoulders to cover or uncover loads prior to entering/after
exiting the site.

The existing weighbridge capacity is expected to be
exceeded with the additional trucks from the proposed
cleanfill and the internal traffic management arrangement
shows the location of a second weighbridge. However the
timing or trigger for the second weighbridge is not apparent.
There is a risk of queuing on Riverview Road if the internal
circulation arrangement, particularly at the existing
weighbridge is not adequately managed.

We recommend that a Circulation and Loading
Management Plan be prepared and implemented to
demonstrate how internal circulation will be managed to
avoid any impacts on Riverview Road such as queuing or
parking within the widened shoulders. This should include
inbound priority and swept paths to demonstrate opposing
truck manoeuvres through the gate and on to the
circulation road if not going over the weighbridge. It would
be prudent to document the existing activity and include
triggers/ layout/ timing (e.g. second weighbridge prior to 30
HVph) for the future layout and internal circulation
arrangement.

Requirements for covering and uncovering loads within the
site to avoid parking in the shoulders should also be
included.

Low

Internal and at
the vehicle
crossing
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Transportation Discussion Significance Extent
Impact
5 | Pavement impacts | The additional traffic loading will deteriorate the pavement Low-medium | Trdffic routes
faster. The TIA expects that this additional loading will need to the arterial
to be factored into the Heavy Vehicle Impact fee structure. network

There will be additional loading on the pavement, however
the loading is concentrated to inbound loads and directions,
which has already been accounted for by the HIF (LUC
0035/11.05 PCI6) being based on both lanes being
renewed when triggered by either side. The increase in axle
loading resulting from empty clean fill trucks leaving the site
is around 5.5%, resulting in an insignificant pavement depth
increase to accommodate it.

6 | Dust and detritus | The existing site activity includes a wheel wash. However, Low At the vehicle
on road there is evidence of dust and debris being tracked out of crossing

the site. A condition of consent to prevent dust and debris
being tracked on to the road should be included. Refreshing
the road markings including new diagonal shoulder
markings and 200mm wide edge lines will improve
conspicuity and reduce the risk of tracked aggregate and
dust obscuring the markings. Seal repairs should be
completed where there is evidence of surface damage such
as edge break, potholes and water ponding.

On the basis of this assessment (should the panel be of a mind to grant the consent) Gray
Matter has recommended the following conditions:

e  Maximum total vehicle movements at the vehicle crossing (60 vph and |2 vph during 5am-
6am)

e Methods to prevent dust and debris being tracked on to the road network and remove and
clear the road of debris when required by WDC.

e Preparation and implementation of a Circulation and Loading Management Plan be prepared
and implemented to demonstrate how quarry/cleanfill operation internal circulation will be
managed to avoid any impacts on Riverview Road such as queuing or inappropriate parking
within the widened shoulders. This should include:

O swept paths to demonstrate opposing truck manoeuvres through the gate and
internally, particularly if not traveling over the weighbridge.

O the current activity and identify holding/waiting areas for trucks waiting for the
weighbridge

O triggers/ timing of the second weighbridge.

O inbound truck priority at the weighbridge and documenting how truck driver behaviour
will be managed to ensure that queuing does not occur within the shoulders.

O monitoring and reporting the number of backloads to Council.

O removal and replacement of trailer tarpaulins/load covers to be completed within the
site.

O no waiting /queuing in shoulders of Riverview Road at the vehicle crossing.

e Reinstatement of and new line marking on Riverview Road within 200m of the entrance,
including new diagonal shoulder markings, no stopping lines and 200mm wide edgelines.

e Reinstatement of pavement and surfacing on Riverview Road to damaged areas and to
prevent ponding in the shoulders and at the vehicle crossing for 200m (north and south),
opposite and adjacent to the site.

e Alter entrance to allow for two way operation over a minimum of 60m from the edgeline of
the near lane on Riverview Road.
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8.2.1 Submissions on Traffic Effects

The submissions have raised concerns with regard to traffic effects. The matters raised can
be summarised as follows:
e Damage to road/roading infrastructure including worsening of existing damage.
Subsequent damage to private vehicles (item 5 in table 9)
o Size/weight of trucks (item 5 in table 9)
o Safety for cyclists and pedestrians (item 3 in table 9)
e Congestion on road caused by trucks and road sweeper at/near entrance to site and
by trucks within wider network (item 4 in table 9)
Safe and efficient operation of local road network (items |, 2 and 3 in table 9)
Debris on road and effectiveness of wheel wash (item 6 in table 9)
Payment by applicant for road repairs (item 5 in table 9)
Volume of trucks associated with activity (item | in table 9)
Inaccuracies in traffic assessment including 50/50 split in direction of vehicles
Speed of trucks and driver behaviour
Hours of truck movements and compatibility with residential activity

Most of the points raised the submitters are discussed in the assessment above. To aid with
cross-referencing, for each point noted above, | have cross referenced the item number to
Table 9 as per the text in brackets. Further discussion on the issues raised by submitters is
provided by the Gray Matter peer review within a table which is replicated in Table 10 below.
Furthermore, the last three points in the list above are also discussed in turn below.

Table 10:  Gray Matter Review of Transport Related Submissions

Mitigation /
", Suggested
Transport concern Our comment/response Condition Conditi .
ondition/Action
needed?
Hours of truck The proposed operational hours of the Yes. Condition that restricts all
movements. cleanfill activity are the same as the existing movements at the vehicle
quarry. crossing to match LUC
If all of the cleanfill trucks were to coincide 0035/11.05 PC é6c.
with the peak hour, there is potential for (12vph on weekdays
significant increase in hourly movements. This 5am-6am) and PC |4a
scenario is very unlikely as the Applicant (maximum of 60vph).
expects most cleanfill trucks to backfill with
aggregate.
Damage to The cleanfill proposal results in a small Yes. Condition requiring
pavement/infrastructure | increase in trucks compared to the existing monitoring and reporting
(including Tainui Bridge, | quarry activity (around 12%). Road the number of backloads.
roundabout connecting | maintenance is the responsibility of WDC as Condition requiring
Tainui bridge to Huntly | RCA. pavement and surfacing
West, Great South We recommend repairs at the vehicle reinstatement at the
Road and Tainui Bridge | crossing where there is damage from quarry vehicle crossing and
Road). trucks. Riverview Road.
The cleanfill proposal results in a small
increase in trucks at the vehicle crossing and
reduces away from the site as the trucks
disperse on the network. Pavement impacts
have been considered and have already been
accounted for by the quarry consent Heavy
Vehicle Impact Fee.
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Mitigation /

Transport concern Our comment/response Condition S({g.gested .
Condition/Action
needed?

Dust, noise and Noise and vibration are amenity effects Yes. Condition of consent to
vibration from trucks arising from traffic, rather than a direct Monitoring prevent dust and debris

traffic effect. and being tracked on to the

However, the speed on limit Riverview Road enforcement road network.

will be reduced to 60 km/hr which should of existing

also have benefits in reducing noise and quarry

vibration. conditions

The existing quarry activity consent conditions | relating to

require a wheel wash. Existing concerns are a | wheel wash,

consent monitoring and enforcement issue. dust and

debris.

Sediment on road and | The existing road markings are worn and Yes. Condition of consent to
road markings there is evidence of debris being tracked on prevent dust and debris

to the road. The existing shoulders are wide being tracked on to the

and we recommend a refresh of road road network.

markings as well as additional markings in Condition requiring

the shoulders to better define the traffic lanes pavement and surfacing

and discourage use of the shoulders. reinstatement and line

marking improvements at
the vehicle crossing.

Congestion and The cleanfill proposal results in a small No. Include advice note
inconvenience caused increase in trucks compared to the existing relating to temporary
by the volume of trucks | quarry activity, around 5-10% of the existing traffic management plan
and vehicles cleaning quarry activity. Riverview Road has capacity for generic road cleaning
the road to accommodate the additional trucks. activities

We observed the temporary traffic sign (road

sweeper) and temporary speed limit at the

vehicle crossing on a Sunday when there was

no work occurring. Recommend including an

advice note to cover off the need for a

Temporary Traffic Management Plan

approved by WDC as RCA.

The existing quarry consent (LUC

0035/11.05 PC17) requires the consent

holder to remediate any debris if it is tracked

on to the road. The consent condition also

requires the consent holder to take action to

modify the operation of the quarry so that

debris is not tracked or spilled onto Riverview

Road. This is an issue relating to the existing

activity and appears to be a monitoring and

enforcement issue.
Speed of trucks Wiaikato District Council has recently No.

adopted speed limit changes through the
bylaw process. Council Roading staff have
advised that this section of Riverview Road,
south to the one-way bridge has been
included and the posted speed limit will be
reduced to 60 km/hr . The reduction in speed
environment will be a safety improvement to
all users.

Compliance of drivers to the speed limit is an
enforcement issue addressed by NZ Police,
separate to this RMA consent process.
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Mitigation /

Transport concern Our comment/response Condition S({g.gested .
Condition/Action
needed?
Safety issues for The proposed cleanfill activity results in a No.

pedestrians and cyclists | small increase in trucks traveling along
Riverview Road compared to the existing
quarry. There are no pedestrian or cycle
facilities along the section of Riverview Road
adjacent to the quarry and there are low user
numbers in proportion to existing traffic. The
risk to pedestrians and cyclists as a result of
the small increase in cleanfill trucks is low
given the low demand, lack of existing
facilities and rural nature of the area. The
reduction in posted speed limit to 60 km/hr
on Riverview Road will improve safety for all
users.

| note that the majority of submissions raise transport issues that relate to the current
consented activity. The assessment undertaken in this report has assumed that the applicant
will meet the obligations of their current consent and that appropriate enforcement action
will be taken shou