
 

 

 

  

 

 

12 October 2020 
 
 
Horizon Trust Management Ltd 
c/- Paula Harborne 
WSP 
PO Box 654 
Wanganui 4541 
 
Sent via email to: paula.harborne@wsp.com 
 
 
Dear Paula 
 

REQUEST FOR FURTHER INFORMATION – RESOURCE CONSENT RML20081 
 
Applicant: Horizon Trust Management Ltd 
Location: 277 Whenuku Road, Normanby 
Proposal: Expand an existing quarry at 277 Whenuku Road by approximately 7.6 hectares. 

Extract a maximum 1,100,000m3 of material from the new quarry expansion area. 
Deposit cleanfill to the site. 

Consent #: RML20081 (please use this reference number with any future correspondence) 

Thank you for your resource consent application, which was lodged with the Council on 28 
September 2020.   

Pursuant to section 92(1) of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the RMA), the following 
information is requested so that I can better understand the nature of the activity proposed, the 
effects of the activity on the environment, and the way in which any adverse effects of the 
activity may be mitigated: 

Cleanfilling activity - scope of consent sought and assessment of effects 

1. The application identifies that consent is required as a discretionary activity on the basis that 
the quarrying activity will not comply with the performance standards for aggregate / soil 
extraction in the operative South Taranaki District Plan (STDP). The STDP definition of 
‘aggregate / soil extraction’ makes clear that the activity is limited to the ‘permanent removal’ 
of material. It does not cover the deposition of material imported from off-site. The deposition 
of cleanfill is subject to Rule 3.1.4(m), which classes any unlisted activity as a discretionary 
activity. 

2. As such, I request an acknowledgement from the applicant that Rule 3.1.4(m) applies, that 
consent is additionally required as a discretionary activity on this basis, and is being applied 
for as part of the current proposal for which consent is sought.

Contact: Mark Leggett  

DD: 022 601 3461 

Email: mark@rmgroup.co.nz  



 

 

 

  

 

3. It is estimated that 20,000m3 of imported cleanfill will be deposited in Deposit Areas A and B, 
at a rate of 5,000m3 per annum, for four years. Beyond that, an unknown volume of cleanfill 
material, beyond a stated percentage (15%) of the total volume of material used for 
rehabilitation, will be used as part of the reinstatement of the proposed quarry extension 
areas (Extraction Areas A and B) over the lifespan of the quarry. It is reasonable to assume 
this will involve a considerably larger volume of imported material than that required for 
Deposit Areas A and B.  

4. In section 4.2.7 the AEE states that it “is anticipated that the majority of the trucks that will 
deposit cleanfill material onsite, will also collect aggregate while onsite” and that “these truck 
movements are included within the total limits detailed in section 4.1.6 of this application.”  

5. This is an important assumption and needs further testing, as it underlies, for example, the 
Traffic Assessment Report appended to the application and the parameters in terms of total 
truck movements for which consent is sought. Trucks arriving with cleanfill but not returning 
laden with aggregate will add to the total number of heavy vehicle movements. It appears 
much may depend on the customer profile; farm-related works, for instance, may not provide 
a significant source of cleanfill for rehabilitation. It is not clear how the assumption will hold 
over the 15 – 20 year lifespan of the quarry and particularly as the rehabilitation of areas 
following quarrying commences in earnest. Accordingly, I request further information 
regarding: 

a. the volumes of imported cleanfill material required during rehabilitation of Extraction 
Areas A and B and consequential truck movements; 

b. together with a likely proportion of backloaded v. single purpose trips, and whether this 
will change over the lifespan of the quarry;   

c. a re-evaluation of traffic volumes and any relevant effects assessments on that basis; and 

d. reconsideration of the maximum heavy traffic volumes for which consent is sought (as 
required).  

6. The information referred to in b. above may be able to be sourced with reference to the 
current quarrying operation, and similar operations involving extensive rehabilitation 
elsewhere. For clarity with respect to the information requested in c. above, I seek 
confirmation that the assessment of environmental effects, Quarry Management Plan (QMP) 
and Freight Vehicle Movement Plan (FVMP) appended to the application, inclusive of matters 
addressing traffic, dust, noise and other effects, and proposed mitigation measures, cover the 
specific effects associated with cleanfilling activities. I note, for example, that the FVMP is 
intended only to cover customers carting product from the quarry site. In the event that these 
assessments and documentation do not directly address these matters, I request amended 
and updated application documentation that does so. 

 
 



 

 

 

  

 

Volume of heavy vehicle movements for which consent is sought 

7. Aside from the potential impact that trucks exclusively carrying cleanfill may have on the 
overall volume of heavy vehicle movements (as set out above), there are some additional 
uncertainties in the application regarding the volume of heavy vehicle movements for which 
consent is sought.  

8. Section 4.1.6 in the AEE indicates that the applicant is seeking consent for a maximum of “80 
heavy vehicle movements per day (40 truckloads), with a maximum of 120 heavy vehicle 
movements per day, being 60 truckloads, for 10 days of the year.” This would represent an 
increase over and above heavy vehicle movements generated by the current quarry operation 
(26 heavy vehicle movements per day, or 13 truckloads, and up to 40 heavy vehicle 
movements per day during peak season) or as currently allowed by resource consent 
RML14076 (16 vehicle movement per day, or 8 truckloads), as set out in section 3.1.5 of the 
AEE. However, there appear to be some discrepancies in the application in this regard as 
follows: 

a. the records of truck movements in Appendix G report some daily heavy vehicle 
movements in excess of the 40 ‘peak’ movements referred to in the body of the AEE (e.g.  
44, 45 and 55 movements for days during the month of February 2020); 

b. many daily records of movements in Appendix G are reported as odd numbers which 
seems unlikely (as one truckload generates two movements) unless ‘truckloads’ are being 
confused with ‘vehicle movements’ in this context; and 

c. section 4.1.6 in the AEE suggests that “no further increase in traffic volume beyond 
existing will be required” yet also that some “increase” is anticipated. 

9. Accordingly, please provide further clarification regarding the classification and reporting of 
recorded vehicle volumes and, if necessary, reconsideration of the total number of heavy 
vehicle movements per day (both during peak periods and otherwise), for which consent is 
sought. If it transpires that the total number of heavy vehicle movements for which consent 
is sought has been underestimated, then I request an amended AEE that addresses any 
additional environmental effects associated with a resetting of that anticipated volume. 

 
Other STDP rules – demonstration of compliance 
 
10. The table on page 39 of the AEE suggests that the proposal can be “designed to comply” with 

STDP standard 3.2.11.1(iii) requiring landscaping and planting of at least 2m in depth at site 
boundaries where the extraction area is visible from a public road, public place or dwelling 
unit. However, there is no information in the AEE or QMP indicating how compliance will be 
achieved over the operational life of the quarry (as opposed to any landscaping associated 
with the progressive rehabilitation of the land following the completion of extraction in any 
one location, in accordance with standard 3.2.1.1(v)). 



 

 

 

  

 

11. Accordingly, I request further information on the means by which the landscaping standard 
will be complied with during the operational life of the quarry or, alternatively, confirmation 
that it will not and that consent is therefore being applied for as part of the current proposal 
for which consent is sought.  

12. The Assessment of Noise Effects on the Environment (Appendix D) concludes that the noise 
standards specified in STDP standard 11.2.2 will be exceeded for portions of properties at 76 
Forbes Road and 113 Katene Road. That assessment, and the AEE, contend that such 
exceedances are not a “material constraint” as the land concerned is in pastoral use, 
generated noise is “at a reasonable level”, and will have “no adverse effects on surrounding 
residential properties”. There is a possibility that the location of additional dwellings or rural 
subdivision in these areas could be undertaken as of right or with recourse to a controlled 
activity consent under operative STDP provisions, thereby leading to a situation where new 
residences could be impacted by noise from the quarry over its estimated 20-year lifespan.  

13. To assist my understanding, I request further information as to whether the above matter 
constitutes an appreciable risk and, if so, how that risk might be addressed through suitable 
mitigation measures. 

Consultation update and potential cultural impact assessment 

14. Section 8 of the AEE addresses engagement to date with Whenuku Road residents, Te Korowai 
o Ngāruahine Trust, Te Rununga o Ngāti Ruanui, the Department of Conservation (DoC), and 
Fish and Game (F&G). The AEE acknowledges that the focus of discussions with Whenuku 
Road residents has been on the state and upgrading of the road associated with an application 
under section 127 of the RMA to increase the number of truck movements (as opposed to the 
expansion of the quarry itself, for which consent is now sought, and which will supersede the 
s127 application). It is not clear which residents have been engaged, the extent to which the 
current expansion proposal has been the focus of engagement, and whether this has also 
included those neighbours with properties accessed via other roads (e.g. Forbes and Katene 
Road). The AEE further indicates that engagement with iwi hapū, DoC and F&G is on-going. 
Further clarification and information on the above efforts is relevant to a s95 determination, 
including the identification of potentially affected parties.  

15. Accordingly, please provide: 

a. more information regarding the names and locations of Whenuku Road and other 
residents who have been consulted, and the specific focus of that consultation (e.g. road 
upgrading as opposed to the quarry expansion proposal); and 

b. an update on consultation with Te Korowai o Ngāruahine Trust, Te Rununga o Ngāti 
Ruanui, DoC and F&G.  

16. Further, please provide recommendations to avoid, remedy or mitigate any adverse effects 
identified by the parties referred to in a. and b. above, including but not limited to 
recommended conditions of consent should the application be granted. 



 

 

 

  

 

17. At this stage, I am unable to form a view on the nature and extent of cultural values and 
potential effects of the proposal on tangata whenua. Iwi hapū are the only parties in a position 
to provide a perspective that would help me do so. The form in which those perspectives 
might be provided could include a summary prepared by the applicant and endorsed by iwi 
hapū, or a letter or cultural impact assessment or assessments prepared by iwi hapū, but 
ultimately this is a matter for the applicant to discuss and confirm with individual iwi hapū.  

18. In the event that one or more iwi hapū do confirm that a cultural impact assessment is an 
appropriate vehicle for relaying information on cultural values and effects, then the 
assessment(s) should be supplied in association with the response to this request. It or they 
must also be prepared by suitably qualified and experienced persons either nominated by or 
otherwise endorsed by the iwi or hapū concerned, and contain:  

a. information on the relevant cultural values associated with the site or area (noting that 
iwi hapū may choose not to fully disclose information about some sites);   

b. an assessment of adverse effects on those values, and the relationship of tangata whenua 
to them, as a result of the proposed activity;   

c. an assessment of any potential adverse effects associated with areas subject to statutory 
acknowledgments under the relevant settlement legislation;  

d. recommendations to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects, including but not limited 
to recommended conditions of consent should the application be granted;  

e. a description of the consultative processes used in preparing the assessment (e.g. site 
visit, hui, tangata whenua presentations, reviews of draft and sign off); and  

f. confirmation of which iwi hapū the report or reports have been prepared on behalf of.  

19. In the event that individual iwi hapū indicate that their input into a cultural impact assessment 
on their behalf is not warranted with respect to this application, please provide written 
confirmation of this. 

Recreational / access effects on the Waingongoro River 

20. Waingongoro River is identified is the STDP as a Significant Waterbody. Identified values 
include recreational / access values. The application acknowledges that the river has 
particular significance to the region, partially as a popular fishing and recreational destination. 
Yet the AEE contains no assessment of the effects of the quarry expansion on these particular 
values. Partly, but not entirely, this will be informed by feedback from F&G, as requested 
above. 

21. Accordingly, I request the identification and characterisation of the specific recreational / 
values associated with the Waingongoro River reaches adjacent to, and downstream from, 



 

 

 

  

 

the proposed quarry expansion area, and an assessment of the effects of the quarry expansion 
on these values. 

Objective and policy assessment 

22. Section 10.3 in the AEE provides an assessment of the proposal against STDP objectives and 
policies. This does not appear to address all potentially relevant objectives and policies as 
required under Schedule 4 of the RMA. Potentially relevant objectives and policies not 
referred to in the assessment appear to include the following: 

a. Objective 2.1.4 relating to the functioning of rural based activities; 

b. Policy 2.1.6 relating to rural character and amenity; 

c. Policy 2.1.9 relating to the nature, scale, intensity and location of land use activities; 

d. Policy 2.1.12 relating to the use and development of versatile land; 

e. Policies 2.1.16 and 2.1.18 relating to aggregate extraction; 

f. Objective 2.7.6 and 2.7.7 and Policies 2.7.9 – 2.7.11 and 2.7.13 relating to transportation; 

g. Objective 2.8.3 and Policies 2.8.5 – 2.8.11 relating to hazardous substances; 

h. Objective 2.13.7 and Policy 2.13.15 relating to tangata whenua; 

i. Objectives 2.18.5 – 2.18.6 and Policies 2.18.11 – 2.18.22 relating to water bodies; and 

j. Policies 2.19.4 – 2.19.5 and 2.19.7 – 2.19.9 relating to flood hazards. 

23. Accordingly, I request an addendum to the AEE that additionally assesses the proposal against 
the above STDP objectives and policies.  

Hours of operation 

24. Sections 3.1.5 and 4.1.2.2 in the AEE and section 2.3 in the QMP indicate that shop hours (or 
associated truck movements) will be limited to 7am to 5:30pm Monday to Friday, whereas 
the FVMP indicates different parameters of 7am to 5pm on these days. Please clarify which 
parameters are correct. 

25. Additionally, while shop hours may be limited to 5 or 5:50pm on these days, and 12 noon on 
Saturdays, it is not clear how ‘late arrivals’ will be managed. Trucks seeking to enter the site 
at 4:59 or 5:29pm on weekdays, for instance, might not be back on Whenuku Road until closer 
to 5:30 or 6pm, outside of the operational parameters of the consent sought. Please clarify 
whether the parameters relate to shop hours OR vehicle movements (they cannot relate to 
both) and / or whether they need to be differentiated to some degree. 



 

 

 

  

 

Volunteered conditions 

26. The conditions attached to the resource consents under which the current quarry operates 
are appended to the application (Appendix J) and are referred to at points in the AEE, for 
example, in relation to hours of operation (pp 11, 15), maximum heavy vehicle movements (p 
15), reinstatement (pp 21, 40) and iwi hapū monitoring (p 80). 

27. The implication of the above being that (aside from current limitations on heavy vehicle 
movements) consent for the quarry expansion can be granted subject to the imposition of 
similar conditions or the ‘rollover’ of existing conditions.  

28. Some existing conditions may be fit for the purposes of incorporating into a consent for the 
quarry’s expansion, should consent be granted. Others (for instance, reinstatement 
conditions limiting areas exposed for quarrying and restricting material to that sourced from 
site) will clearly not, given the nature of the proposal for which consent is sought. Conditions 
that the applicant may be willing to volunteer are likely to be relevant to both s95 and s104 
determinations, but are not explicitly stated in the application documents.  

29. Accordingly, I request that a set of conditions that the applicant is willing to volunteer as part 
of the application is provided. This could be based on an amended version of the conditions 
attached to the existing consents granted by the Council, while taking into account the nature 
and effects of the expanded quarry operation for which consent is sought, the mitigation 
measures identified in section 7 of the AEE, and other measures to address adverse effects 
(either as identified by consultees or otherwise as identified in the AEE). 

Legislative requirements  

30. Section 92A(1) of the RMA requires you to respond to the Council by 3 November 2020 (being 
15 working days from the date of this request) by either:  

a. providing the information; or  

b. agreeing in writing to provide the information within a reasonable timeframe to be agreed 
with the Council; or  

c. refusing in writing to provide the information.  

31. The processing of this application will be put on hold until you respond to the Council. The 
time taken by you to provide the further information, or to respond to this request, is 
excluded from the calculation of working days for processing your consent.  

32. I appreciate that some aspects of the request may take some time to address, not least an 
update on consultation with iwi hapū. Therefore b. above provides you with an opportunity 
to nominate a more appropriate timeframe, should one be required.  



 

 

 

  

 

33. If you do not respond to the Council in writing as per a. and b. above, or if you refuse to 
provide the information by 3 November 2020, the Council must:  

a. publicly notify the application pursuant to section 95C of the RMA if the Council has not 
already decided whether to give public or limited notification of the application; and 

b. consider the application under section 104 of the RMA.  Under section 104(6), the Council 
may decline the application on the grounds that it has inadequate information to 
determine the application.  In making an assessment on the adequacy of the information, 
the Council must have regard to whether any requests made of the applicant for further 
information or reports have resulted in further information or any reports being available 
(section 104(7)).  

34. Notification of the application will involve additional charges, which must be paid before the 
application is notified.  This is in addition to the initial payment made when the application 
was lodged.  

35. My contact details are on the top of this letter.  Please contact me at if you would like to 
discuss any matters relating to this request.  

 
Yours faithfully   
 
 

 
Mark Leggett 

Senior Consultant  
Resource Management Group Ltd 
 


