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4a

Charlie
Song

Watercare

Comments sent to applicanton
19.08.2025

1. How s the development site currently
serviced in terms of water supply and
wastewater? Please include the point
of connection to the public network.

No

No

T+T provided email response on 4
September 2025.
Water supply:

The existing Drury Quarry Front of House
(FoH) operations, including the weigh
bridge, processing plant(s), and staff

facilities, are currently serviced by two
water sources:
e Groundwater extraction from the
Drury Quarry pit, utilised for dust
suppression and aggregate
processing before being returned to
the stream; and
e  Public water supply connection
located at the end of Bill Stevenson
Drive (at the Drury Quarry
entrance).

The public water supply services
exclusively the FoH operations and
does not extend to either the existing
Drury Quarry pit or the proposed Sutton
Block pit area. No modifications to the
FoH operations or the existing public
water supply connection are proposed
as part of this application.
Wastewater:

Watercare responded via email on
8 September 2025 to Auckland
Council confirming that they have
reviewed the documents.
They stated that based on the
information provided, Watercare
has no comments in principle.
They noted that the development
is not anticipated to add additional
load to their network or impact the
water source.

This is subject to Watercare’s
formal response letter, which will
be issued prior to the due date of
16/09/2025.
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The existing Drury Quarry FoH connects
to the reticulated wastewater network
via Bill Stevenson Drive, with the
manhole connection point located at
the end of Bill Stevenson Drive (Drury
Quarry entrance). No changes to the
FoH area or the existing wastewater
network connection are proposed under
this application.

4b

2. Whatis the expected increase in
water supply demand and
wastewater discharge resulting from
the quarry expansion?

The proposed Sutton Block expansion
will not generate any additional demand
on water supply or wastewater
discharges. The only area of the existing
Drury Quarry that is serviced by public
water supply and wastewater network is
the Drury Quarry FoH area. No changes
to the FoH area are proposed, no
infrastructure upgrades or additional
capacity will be required.

See response to row 4a.

4c

3. Will the dewatering activities impact
Watercare’s water sources?

The Groundwater and Surface Water
Effects Assessment (Technical ReportL,
PDP 2025) assess the potential
groundwater diversion, take and
drawdown effects on nearby sources.
The findings have not identified any
effects on Watercare’s water supply
sources. The identified drawdown zone
of influence (shown in Figure 16 of
Technical Report L) does not extent
eastward to include Watercare’s Hunua
Ranges water supply sources.

See response to row 4a.
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have no detrimental effects on the life of
the road structure.

Council (eg Norsho Bulc Ltd v Auckland
Council (2017) EnvC 109, [95]-[104].
See in particular [104] which states:
“We consider that the road upgrading
issue in this case can be squarely
addressed by the road controlling
authority through any of a number of
options for the management of the road,
as outlined above. We note that it may
also be possible for the consent
authority to address the broader issue
through its policy on development
contributions but, as we have already
indicated, we cannot presume that the
Council should make a policy to
address these circumstances and so we
do not give that any weight. These
options may also enable one or both of
those authorities to consider the most
appropriate basis for enabling fill
operations on sites with access via local
roads while placing the burden of the
cost of any damage to those roads on
the person or persons who most
appropriately should bear that cost,
who may be the operators of the sites
that receive the fill material, or the
operators of the truck operations that
transport

the material on these roads, or the land
developers whose activities generate
the material”.

Nagaraj
Prabhakar
a

Auckland
Transport

Section 3.1 of the Integrated Traffic
Assessment (ITA) states that proposed
quarry operational trucks intend to use
two routes for getting access between the
quarry and the motorway. The second
route is between the site and the
SH22/SH1 interchange to the north.
Please provide an assessment on the
second route (Quarry Road including
intersections of Quarry Road /Great South
Road and Great South Road /SH22) to
ensure the existing network has adequate
capacity and no potential safety and
operational issues from the proposed
additional truck movements.

AT understands that resource consent
and engineering application approvals
have been obtained by the other
developer for the Quarry Road closure
including extension of Maketu Road
extension and bridge construction within
the Maketu Road extension. There will be

No

No

As discussed in Section 6.3 (and in
other places) of the Application ITA,
there is no expected quarry-related
travel via Fitzgerald Road. SH1 is
expected to be the primary regional
transport route catering for quarrying
traffic to the wider Auckland region
(lying to the north of the Drury Quarry).
The preferred and most direct route
between the quarry and SH1 is via
Maketu Road and the Ramarama
Interchange.

The SH1 route to the north of Drury
Quarry will be the route of preference
for movements to the much wider parts
of the region lying to the north. The only
movements that may find the
Maketu/Quarry route of any value would
be the local Drury Central and/or
Pukekohe. This would represent a much
smaller proportion of movements to and

Unresolved — see AT comments
dated 25.08.2025

Applicant and AT met 1 Sept 2025
to discuss requested information.
A subsequent meeting is
scheduled for 17 September to
progress matters.

Applicant to provide comment to
Council asap.




Main Drive. Please provide an intersection
analysis including capacity analysis at
this intersection to ensure no potential
adverse roading network operational
issues from the additional truck
movements at this intersection.

existing Drury Quarry. The Sutton Block
will provide an extension to the
availability of raw material (rock) to be
processed into aggregate at the existing
Quarry facilities.

The Application ITA is based on the
continued operation of the Stevenson
Drury Quarry, as previously considered
in the transport assessment of the Drury
South Plan Change 46. The transport
assessment and modelling undertaken
by Beca and included in “Drury South
Industrial Precinct - Plan Variation -
Transport Assessment” prepared on
behalf of Drury South Limited
(November 2019) (“PC46 ITA”) included
the activity proposed within the Drury
South Precinct, (i.e. Plan Change 46
development), as well as all confirmed
and likely land-use consents, and
included continued Drury Quarry
operations as existed at the time of
2019 assessment.

The PC46 ITA assessment was used to
establish and confirm the nature and
form of the Drury South roading
network, including the Bill Stevenson
Drive and Maketu Road links. It included
the number of lanes and intersection
traffic controls both at the Bill
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a period of Quarry Road closure from the from the Quarry and is not expected to
bridge construction as well as impacts generate any concerns from a traffic
from other developments in the area. network capacity perspective.
Therefore, quarry trucks will be fully
assigned to the south route. This would As noted in Norsho Bulc, at [95],
mean 100% of trips will have to use the referred to above, the use of roads is
south route, please provide an expressly a permitted activity in the
assessment based on the entire trucks Auckland Unitary Plan.
will have to use the south route.

7 Nagaraj Auckland It is unclear whether the quarry traffic will No No As discussed in Section 6.3 of the Unresolved —see AT comments | Applicant and AT met 1 Sept 2025

Prabhakar Transport be using Fitzgerald Road. Please confirm Application ITA, there is no expectation dated 25.08.2025 to discuss requested information.
a quarry traffic will be using Fitzgerald of any quarry-related travel via A subsequent meeting is
Road. An assessment of Fitzgerald Road Fitzgerald Road. That route does not scheduled for 17 September to
will be required if the quarry traffic connect effectively to the regional progress matters.
intends to use Fitzgerald Road for the transport routes (especially SH1).
quarry operation. Applicant to provide comment to
Council asap.
8 Nagaraj Auckland Truck routes to Ramarama interchange No No The Sutton Block expansion is nhot Unresolved —see AT comments | Applicant and AT met 1 Sept 2025
Prabhakar | Transport | transverses through Maketu Road/John predicted to change the overall scale dated 25.08.2025 to discuss requested information.
a and intensity of traffic movement by the A subsequent meeting is

scheduled for 17 September to
progress matters.

Applicant to provide comment to
Council asap.




transport modelling of the scenario)
including the full buildout of the Drury
South development which represents
future traffic conditions which will exist
during the life of the development, not
only the current traffic volumes and the
traffic conditions for the surrounding
area. This information is required to have
a better understanding of the existing
road network capacity and potential
adverse impacts.

The ITA document does not clearly
include the Drury South fully developed
scenario for its modelling. There is
reference to the PC46 ITA on page 8, but it
is not clear how these values were
calculated or applied. The applicant
needs to provide a detailed assessment
of the likely traffic volumes for the Drury
South fully developed scenario as part of
the current application. If the applicant
relies on earlier traffic modelling from
PC46, please provide the modelling
details and explain clearly how it was
calculated and applied.

development, including continued
traffic operations associated with the
Drury Quarry. As discussed, and
assessed within the Application ITA,
there is no intention or expectation that
the quarrying activity that will be
facilitated by this current application
will increase the overall intensity or
scale of traffic movements to and from
the Drury Quarry (as provided for within
the site’s current consents). The 2019
PC46 ITA captured current quarry-
related traffic activity and projected this
forward to a future year of 2036 when
the weekday peak hour quarry-
generated traffic activity was assessed
as being 35-60 vph (18-40 trucks/hr)
during the on-road peak of the
surrounding road network. The busier
times for quarrying activity tend to be
off-set from the on-road peaks with
peak quarrying traffic movement
occurring earlier in the morning and
during the middle of the day.

In terms of background future growth of
the surrounding Drury South area,
Appendix A of the 2025 ITA supporting
the current application adopted a 50%
future year growth scenario. The
assessment made on page (viii) of the
Appendix (Transport Route Capacity
Assessment) to the March 2025 ITA
confirmed that this level of future
growth was consistent with (and in
some periods exceeded) the future
traffic volumes predicted within the
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Stevenson/Maketu and Maketu/John
Main intersections).
The proposed extension of quarrying
activity and its traffic generation, as
described and assessed in the
Application ITA, is consistent with and
aligns with the scale of activity
assessed in the PC46 ITA of 2019. There
is predicted to be no change in
performance or operation of the
Maketu/John Main intersection as a
result of this FTAA application.
9 Nagaraj Auckland | The Drury South Area is not yet fully No No As discussed under row 8 above, the Unresolved — see AT comments | Applicant and AT met 1 Sept 2025
Prabhakar | Transport | developed. Please provide transport 2019 PC46 ITA included a full dated 25.08.2025 to discuss requested information.
a assessments with a scenario (including assessment of the land use A subsequent meeting is

scheduled for 17 September to
progress matters.

Applicant to provide comment to
Council asap.
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2019 Beca ITA and traffic modelling in
support of PC46.

10

Nagaraj
Prabhakar
a

Auckland
Transport

Pages 8 &9 of ITA states that Level of
service (LOS) D is acceptable at the
existing two signalised intersections, but
according to AT’s Network Operating
Plan, on arterial roads the minimum LOS
during peak periods is C. Please provide

an updated assessment on the LOS of the

network to ensure that to ensure that no
potential adverse impact on the roading
operation.

No

No

As discussed on page (ix) of the
Application ITA Appendix, the concept
of acceptable Level of Service can be
somewhat arbitrary and that the Degree
of Saturation (i.e. the ratio between
traffic volume carried and capacity of an
intersection) should be used in
combination with a Level of Service
assessment.

As discussed under rows 8 and 9 above,
the Sutton Block expansion is not
proposed to change the intensity of
current (consented) traffic movements
by the existing quarry. Changes in
background traffic movement, and
hence any Level of Service change,
associated with the Application is
therefore largely a result of the wider
area traffic movements within the
public road network and is therefore a
matter that AT is expected to monitor
and manage on an on-going basis.

Unresolved — see AT comments
dated 25.08.2025

Applicant and AT met 1 Sept 2025
to discuss requested information.
A subsequent meeting is
scheduled for 17 September to
progress matters.

Applicant to provide comment to
Council asap.

11

Nagaraj
Prabhakar
a

Auckland
Transport

Please provide the copies of the
Movement Summary Tables and Traffic
Signal Phasing and Timing reports from
SIDRA so that AT can confirm the traffic
volumes on each leg of the intersections
are reasonable and assess the potential

average delay, queue lengths, and LOS for

individual movements.

Why is this Information Essential?

The absence of this information
significantly limits Auckland Transport’s
ability to assess the full extent of adverse
effects on the transport network.

No

No

These documents are attached to this
response as Attachment B. Note, that
the requested SIDRA outputs were part
of a wider analysis package (testing
capacity) and do not necessarily reflect
the proposed Sutton Block expansion.
As mentioned in row 8 above, the Sutton
Block expansion is not predicted to
change the overall scale and intensity of
traffic movement by the existing Drury
Quarry. The Sutton Block will provide an
extension to the availability of raw
material (rock) to be processed into
aggregate at the existing Quarry
facilities.

Unresolved — see AT comments
dated 25.08.2025

Applicant and AT met 1 Sept 2025
to discuss requested information.
A subsequent meeting is
scheduled for 17 September to
progress matters.

Applicant to provide comment to
Council asap.




reporting for all operational reporting
in the consent.

required on an annual basis to be
included in the Annual Monitoring
Report.
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12 Laura Env No No Yes General Comments No amendment made to draft consent No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Deemed certification — conditions. To provide necessary were received by 17 September
Sian Environmental Monitoring strongly certainty for project delivery, we believe 2025.
Farrell oppose any condition that suggests a a defined timeframe is essential. We
mechanism for “automatic consider 30 working days from the date
certification”. Conditions should not of receiving a Management Plan is a
be worded in a way that holds sufficient gnd reasonable period for
Council (the regulatory Authority) to Council to respond (note, the
R management plan doesn't need to be
a sp§C|f|c't|meframc3' for gny certified within the 30w/d period, merely
confirmation or certification. that a decision be made as to whether
Conditions should not include an the management plan is certified or
obligation on behalf of the Council - not).
we are not the consent holder and
we are not beholden to them.
Management plans are a useful and
accepted resource management tool
for dealing with certain
environmental effects of a proposal.
Typically, a ‘draft’ management plan
is provided as part of the consent
process with a ‘final’ management
plan being provided to, and certified
by, the Council as a condition of
consent. The Council appreciates
that many projects are time-critical
and that delays in the certification
process can have flow-on
consequences to the final delivery of
the project. However, the
certification of final management
plans by the Council is a key step in
ensuring that the environmental
outcomes, as assessed and
approved under the resource
consent are achieved.
13 Laura Env No No Yes General Comments Updated to refer to Council throughout. No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Consistent referencing - Consistent Refer to updated consent conditions were received by 17 September
Sian referencing to Council throughout to dated 12 August, 2025 attached as 2025.
Farrell avoid confusion astowho is Attachment C.
certifying and / or receiving
information for these consents.
14 Laura Env No No Yes General Comments Updated to refer to Council throughout. No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Consistent reporting — Consistent No changes made to the frequency of were received by 17 September
Sian report to Council throughout to avoid operational reporting. Currently, the 2025.
Farrell confusion. Recommend quarterly majority of operational reporting is




management plans need to be
certified by Council prior to
implementation.

Refer to updated consent conditions
dated 12 August 2025, attached as
Attachment C.
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Refer to updated consent conditions
dated 12 August 2025, attached as
Attachment C.
15 Laura Env No No Yes General Comments We've revised the conditions to align No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Consistent formatting and wording with Auckland Council’s formatting were received by 17 September
Sian - Conditions should adopt standard throughout and incorporated their 2025.
Farrell Council formatting and wording — preferred wording where practicable.
this will ensure the effectiveness of
monitoring the consent and to assist Refer to updated consent conditions
with administration associated with dated 12 August 2025, attached as
Attachment C.
the consent.
16 Laura Env No No Yes General Comments We’ve restructured the condition set to No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Conditions tagged to respective be broken down into respective were received by 17 September
Sian consent types - It is recommended consents as requested. 2025.
Farrell that conditions are broken down into
respective consents for efficient The stream works consents are
monitoring and to ensure pre-start included in the spegi.fic LUC conditions.
requirements for each consent can Stormwater cond.lt.lons are mar.@ged
. . through the specific LUC conditions
be met, along with ongoing
. . related to earthworks. No stormwater
requirements. For example: specific . .
o o discharge consent is sought.
conditions for LUC, specific Contaminated land is currently
conditions for WAT, conditions that proposed to be managed via the
apply to all consents. There appear approved and certified Soil
to be no consent conditions for the Management Plan and Remedial Action
contaminated land, stormwater, and Plan. We have included a consent
stream works reasons for consent. condition requested by Auckland
Council Contaminated Land Expert who
is happy with this approach.
17 Laura Env No No Yes Part B - General Conditions We’ve added a lapse condition No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring B5 - Recommend adding the expiry (Condition 5) and duration conditions were received by 17 September
Sian date for the regional earthworks for each consent as conditions numbers 2025.
Farrell consent. 70,118 and 133.
Refer to updated consent conditions
dated 12 August 2025, attached as
Attachment C.
18 Laura Env No No Yes Part B - General Conditions We’ve added an additional covenant No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Recommend addition of S108 condition (Condition 99) that is in favour were received by 17 September
Sian covenant condition to protect all of the consent authority. 2025.
Farrell planting completed under this
consent. Refer to updated consent conditions
dated 12 August 2025, attached as
Attachment C.
19 Laura Env No No Yes Part C - Management Plans We’ve added Conditions 13-17 to cover No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Recommend adding a condition to that any amendments to management were received by 17 September
Sian cover that any amendments to plans need to be certified to Council 2025.
Farrell prior to implementation.




becoming aware of the failure.

Refer to updated consent conditions
dated 12 August 2025, attached as
Attachment C.
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20 Laura Env No No Yes Part C - Management Plans Refer to our response at Row 12. We’ve No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring C3-recommend remove deemed retained deemed certification condition. were received by 17 September
Sian certification condition. 2025.
Farrell
21 Laura Env No No Yes Part C - Management Plans Condition 32 (h) requires the planting to No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring C11 -recommend addition of be monitored and maintained for the were received by 17 September
Sian maintenance programme once duration of the project. Further, with the 2025.
Farrell planting is completed. exception of the northern bund, the
other proposed landscape planting is
located within the overall offset
package which is required to be
maintained under Conditions 52-54. For
these reasons, no changes were made
to the Landscape and Visual Mitigation
and Management Plan condition.
22 Laura Env No No Yes Part C - Management Plans This obligation is already required under No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring C11 -recommend addition of time the Net Gain Delivery Plan: Planting Plan were received by 17 September
Sian bound contingency plan for any (Conditions 52-54) and therefore, has 2025.
Farrell planting that does not establish. not been added to the landscape
management plan.
23 Laura Env No No Yes Part C - Management Plans Currently as draft this condition No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring C24 - Closure and rehabilitation requires the closure and rehabilitation were received by 17 September
Sian plans —itis unclear what “only to be plan to be provided within 5 years 2025.
Farrell included within 5 years of confirmed before the quarry's planned closure.
closure” means. Is this 5 years This is to allow sufficient time to agree
before or after the closure? It is with Council the details of the closure
recommended that this needs to and rehabilitation plan for the quarry.
start being implemented from the No amendments have been made.
date of closure.
24 Laura Env No No Yes Part D - Construction works Condition 10(i) requires all devices and No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring D2 - Recommend including that all controls to be constructed in were received by 17 September
Sian devices and controls must be accordance with the approved ESCP 2025.
Farrell constructed in accordance with the (note, this is a requirement of all
approved erosion and sediment certified management plans). Therefore,
control plan. Further, we no‘gme‘ndment was made.
recommend no further earthworks Certification of the Erosion and
. . Sediment Control Plan (ESCP), which
are to proceed until the devices have s . . .
" will include details of device, is required
been certified. 20 working days before construction
starts. We have not included a separate
condition halting further earthworks
pending device certification, as this
would duplicate the primary ESCP
approval process.
25 Laura Env No No Yes Part D - Construction works Condition 79(d) has been updated to No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring D4 - (c) recommend the Earthworks including notifying the Earthworks and were received by 17 September
Sian and Streamworks Monitoring Officer Streamworks Monitoring Officer within 2025.
Farrell is also notified within 24hrs of 24 hours of the failure.




Farrell
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26 Laura Env No No Yes Part E - Operational conditions No condition has been added requiring No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Recommend add condition that a a siren to sound prior to each blast. This were received by 17 September
Sian siren must sound prior to each blast. was not recommended by the Project 2025.
Farrell team relevant specialists and is not
required as part of the Drury Quarry
existing operation.
27 Laura Env No No Yes Part E - Operational conditions Refer to new Condition 93 restricting No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Recommend add condition that blasting activities to between the were received by 17 September
Sian blasting activities are restricted to requested times (refer to Attachment 2025.
Farrell between 9am-5pm Monday to C).
Saturday aligning with the AUP(OP).
28 Laura Env No No Yes Part E - Operational conditions Refer to new Condition 88 addressing No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Recommend additional condition for this requirement (refer to Attachment were received by 17 September
Sian one-off noise measurements to be C). 2025.
Farrell undertaken by the consent holder to
ensure compliance with the noise
standards.
29 Laura Env No No Yes Part E - Operational conditions Noted, see above responses. No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring These conditions / changes are were received by 17 September
Sian recommended due to past 2025.
Farrell experience with monitoring quarrying
activities in proximity to residential
properties.
30 Laura Env No No Yes Part F — Air Discharge Consent Advice note has been removed. No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Conditions were received by 17 September
Sian F2 —recommend removal of advice Refer to updated consent conditions 2025.
Farrell note. The enforcement officers do dated 12 August 2025, attached as
not need to be trained to determine if Attachment C.
dust or odour is objectionable.
31 Laura Env No No Yes Part F - Air Discharge Consent We’ve not included a condition requiring No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Conditions the continuous dust monitoring results were received by 17 September
Sian Recommend add condition that all to be submitted to Council on a quarterly 2025.
Farrell continuous dust monitoring results basis. The proposed consent conditions
be submitted to Councilon a are the same as the existing Drury Quarry
quarterly basis. existing air discharge consent in
February 2023. Further, Auckland
Council Air Quality Expert Ms
Boamponsem has reviewed the
application and confirms “the proposed
air quality-related consent conditions
below are appropriate to mitigate air
discharge effects. They are consistent
with the measures in the applicant’s
existing air discharge consent and
reflect good practice in managing dust
and particulate  emissions  from
quarrying activities (refer to Row 96).
32 Laura Env No No Yes Part F - Air Discharge Consent Review condition added at Condition No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Conditions 131. were received by 17 September
Sian Recommend add S128 review 2025.




S67 Comments Site visit Preliminary Council comments 25.8.25 & Applicant's response 17
Name - - _ .
No. Specialism Required Comments Preliminary Comments Applicants response 01.9.25 September 2025
(Lead) .
Provided
condition in case of adverse Refer to updated consent conditions
environmental effects from activity. dated 12 August 2025, attached as
Attachment C.
33 Laura Env No No Yes Part G - Groundwater Consent Changed as requested. No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Conditions were received by 17 September
Sian G7C - Recommend change Manager 2025.
Farrell to Council.
34 Laura Env No No Yes Part G - Groundwater Consent Changed as requested. No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Conditions were received by 17 September
Sian G10-Recommend change Team 2025.
Farrell leader to Council.
35 Laura Env No No Yes Part G - Groundwater Consent Changed as requested. No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Conditions were received by 17 September
Sian G14 - Recommend change Manager 2025.
Farrell to Council.
36 Laura Env No No Yes Part G - Groundwater Consent No amendment has been made to No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Conditions Condition G1a (now Condition 134(a). were received by 17 September
Sian G14 - Recommend Condition G1a be Quarterly reporting is not feasible, as 2025.
Farrell reported quarterly. All other reporting | groundwater inflow can only be reliably
in section G to remain annually. measured during dry summer
conditions when there is no surface
water runoff entering the pit. It is not
possible to accurately measure
groundwater inflow during winter or wet
conditions.
37 Laura Env No No Yes Part G - Groundwater Consent We have added Condition 162 requiring No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Conditions a Section 128 review to the groundwater were received by 17 September
Sian Recommend add S128 review permit as requested. 2025.
Farrell condition in case of adverse
environmental effects from activity.
38 Laura Env No No Yes Part H - Monitoring and Annual No changes made to the frequency of No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Reporting reporting. Reporting requirements were received by 17 September
Sian Recommend changing annual proposed are in consistent with 2025.
Farrell reporting to quarterly (except for the Stevensons existing Drury Quarry’s
groundwater monitoring and H6-H9). consents.
39 Laura Env No No Yes Part H - Monitoring and Annual Refer to response in row 38 above. No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Reporting were received by 17 September
Sian Recommend separating quarterly, 2025.
Farrell annual and 5 yearly monitoring
reporting.
40 Laura Env No No Yes Part H - Monitoring and Annual Changed as requested. No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Reporting were received by 17 September
Sian H1-Recommend change Manager 2025.
Farrell to Team Leader Environmental
Monitoring
monitoring@aucklandcouncil.govt.n
z.
41 Laura Env No No Yes Part H - Monitoring and Annual Refer to response in row 38 above. No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Reporting H1 - Recommend were received by 17 September
Sian quarterly reporting instead of 2025.
Farrell annually.
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42 Laura Env No No Yes Part H - Monitoring and Annual Condition 69 (a) already requires all No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Reporting monitoring data required under the were received by 17 September
Sian H1 - Recommend including air conditions of consent to be included in 2025.
Farrell quality reporting. the Annual Monitoring Report. This
includes all air quality monitoring data.
Reporting of complaints or breach of air
quality conditions or effects on the
environment are required to be reported
to the Council under the respective
conditions. No changes made.
43 Laura Env No No Yes Part H - Monitoring and Annual No changes made to the frequency of No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Reporting reporting (refer to responds in row 38 were received by 17 September
Sian H3 - Recommend report to be above). 2025.
Farrell submitted quarterly or as agreed
with Team leader Environmental Condition 83(c) has been amended to
Monitoring. Also recommend that refer to a rain event of 25 mm or more,
15mm rain event be changed to excludes surface water flow, and
25mm or more and exclude surface includes a new condition (Condition 83
flow aspect. Recommend condition (d)) on rainfall measurement. We
includes how the rain event will be propose that rainfall be measured using
determined (i.e., an onsite rain gauge the existing on-site rain gauge.
or the nearest Council rain gauge).
44 Laura Env No No Yes Part H - Monitoring and Annual No changes made to the frequency of No additional comments from AC
Scaife & Monitoring Reporting reporting (refer to responds in row 38 were received by 17 September
Sian H9 - Recommend change reporting above). 2025.
Farrell timeframe to 3 months after required
monitoring dates.
45 Laura Env No No Yes Part H - Monitoring and Annual
Scaife & Monitoring Reporting At this stage, we consider that the No additional comments from AC
Sian Recommend adding a condition to existing engagement mechanisms were received by 17 September
Farrell implement a Community Liaison remain appropriate. Stevenson has a 2025.
Group (CLG) for this stage as this dedicated Community Engagement
section of the quarry will back onto person whose role is to ensure
residential housing. Past experience communication with neighbouring
shows that this type of activity residents is maintained and any matters
generates a lot of interest with raised are appropriately addressed.
neighbours. Stevenson is committed to maintaining
open lines of communication with
neighbouring residents and will
continue to respond proactively to any
queries or concerns raised.
Should the level of community interest
increase over time, we would be open to
revisiting the need for additional
engagement measures, including a
CLG, if appropriate.
46 Colin Consents TBC TBC TBC TBC No response required No response required
Hopkins Planner
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As set out in Sections 3.3 and 4.7 of PDP Section and 4.7 of PDP GW + SW Drawdown on perched

GW + SW report (Technical Report L), no | reports only on potential effects on | groundwater as result of pit
drawdowns of shallow groundwater — the perched water table on the excavation (not dewatering):

which supplies water to the surrounding Kaarearea Paa.

Andrew Freshwater | Based on my review of the ecological
Rossaak and documents, a fully informed review of the
(Morphum | Terrestrial | ecological effects and management
) Ecology thereof cannot be made due to the
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September 2025

following gaps in the information
provided:

Terrestrial ecology

An assessment of how the altered water
table will affect the success of existing
and offset native biodiversity vegetation
surrounding the pit.

vegetation —is predicted. The zone of
influence predicted by PDP relates to
the regional groundwater system, not
the shallow or perched groundwater.
Predicted groundwater drawdowns are
confined to the regional groundwater
table, which is located well below and is
hydraulically separate from the shallow
groundwater table.

Section 4.3.3 of the same report
states that “Shallow groundwater
within, and in the vicinity of, the
Sutton Block expansion
area is expected to be affected by
the proposed quarry.” Given that
proposed effects management
planting is to occur between the
paa dome and the quarry wall and
on the eastern and northern quarry
boundaries, there is potential that
the altered perched water table
may affect existing vegetation and
new plantings.

It is therefore considered that this
comment has not been addressed.

As stated in Section 3.3 of PDP GW
+ SW report (Technical Report L),
there is no connection between
the perched or shallow
groundwater and regional
groundwater systems. The
proposed dewatering will not
result in any drawdowns on the
perched water table.

However, as stated in Section
4.3.3 of Technical Report L, pit
excavation (not dewatering) may
intercept shallow groundwater
immediately adjacent to the pit
wall, and predominantly along the
pit's southern extent. Any shallow
water intercepted by the pit
excavation is assumed to
contribute to the total inflow into
the pit sump that is proposed to be
used to augment the NT-1 stream.
Currently, shallow groundwater
south of the pit maintains the
southern tributary (NT-1) Mean
Annual Low Flow (MALF). After
Stage 3, when the pit intercepts
part of the catchment, the stream
MALF will be reduced. To mitigate
this, stream augmentation is
proposed to maintain existing
low-flow conditions, ensuring no
change to baseflow or soil
moisture south of the stream.
Effects of altered perched water
table on existing and proposed
vegetation.

Despite groundwater drawdown at
the Drury Quarry to around RL-45
m (approximately 100 m below
original levels), no effects have
been observed on shallow
groundwater to the south of
Kaarearea Pa, even without
augmentation. Springs on the
southern side of the cone have
also maintained their flow during
quarry dewatering (see PDP 2025,
Section 4.7). In addition, quarrying
directly below Kaarearea Pa on the
southern side, and expansion to
the north and west, has brought
the pit within meters of adjacent
vegetation; yet no signs of water
stress have been observed.
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01.9.25

Applicant's response 17
September 2025

Species such as kawakawa,
mahoe, and taraire, which would
normally show wilting or dieback
under drought, have remained
unaffected over several years of
observation.

The applicant sent the above
response to Mr Kelsey via email
dated 11 September, to confirm
his agreement with the potential
drawdown effects on the perched
groundwater table. Mr Kelsey
replied via email on 15 September.
Based on our interpretation of the
experts' opinions, there is no
substantive difference in opinion
between the experts, and Mr
Kelsey is in general agreement
with PDP on this matter.

52

Andrew
Rossaak
(Morphum

)

Freshwater
and
Terrestrial
Ecology

Terrestrial ecology

An understanding of how the outcomes
will be secured through monitoring and
adaptive management over the 30 plus
year timeframes as the consent will be
discharged once the covenants are
secured in a much shorter period.

YES

No

The proposed consent conditions
require long-term monitoring,
maintenance, and adaptive
management to ensure biodiversity
outcomes are achieved. Conditions
100-112 require 30 years of monitoring
for pioneer planting, with scheduled
reviews at Years 5, 7, 10, 15, 20, and 30,
and contingency actions if targets are
unmet. Pest and weed control is
addressed under Conditions 113-116,
requiring baseline and ongoing
monitoring over 25 years, with progress
reporting at key intervals.

Detailed monitoring targets and
methods are provided in the Residual
Effects Analysis Report — Terrestrial
Ecology (REAR-TE) prepared by
Bioresearches & JS Ecology (Technical
Report C) and the Net Gain Delivery Plan
for planting and pest/weed control
(Technical Report F). Legal covenants
over all enhancement areas will ensure
protection of native vegetation in
perpetuity and pest/weed control over
at least 30 years.

Given these enforceable conditions and
perpetual covenants, the suggestion
that “the consent will be discharged
once the covenants are secured in a
much shorter period” is not correct.

The maximum duration of a
consent is 35 years, the period
requested in this application. As
some planting is planned for year16
or later (stages 4 and 5) after works
commencement, this may reduce
the monitoring period available
within the consent and there is
potential that offset will not be
monitored for final achievement,
assuming consent is granted foe 35
years.

It may be prudent to ensure effects
management is undertaken within a
sufficient period within the
consented period even if the
impact stage has not commenced.

Refer to the legal memo dated 17
September 2025 attached as
Attachment E.

Mr Rossaak comment that ‘some
planting is planned for year 16 or
later (stages 4 and 5) after works
commencement’is incorrect.
Refer to the Net Gain Delivery
Plan: Planting Plan (JS Ecology
February 2022) (Technical Report
E) for planting schedules. In
summary:

e Allplanting will be complete
by Year 16.

e Complexforest types (WF9
and WF7), including Phase 2
canopy and understorey
enrichment, will be completed
by Year 13,
allowing 22-30 years of
monitoring and management
(see NGDP Section 8, Table
16, p41).

e VS2 (kanuka scrub/forest) will
be planted in Years 10-16,
providing at least 19 years of
monitoring. This type is self
sustaining within 20 years and

does not require enrichment
planting.




a location just above the confluence of

stream 4 are important and flow
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e 85% of the offset planting is
proposed to occur in advance
of vegetation loss (Table 2,
p11).
The proposed planting schedule is
considered to be highly prudent,
ensuring maximum monitoring and
management within the consented
period and appropriately tailored
to each ecosystem type.
53 Andrew Freshwater | Freshwater streams YES No Any existing covenanted offset sites | do not concur with this approach. | Refer to the legal memo dated 17
Rossaak and An assessment of the risks to existing within the wider SAL wider landholdings September 2025 attached as
(Morphum | Terrestrial | covenanted offsets within the quarry will be required to be protected and The existing offsets were consented | Attachment E.
) Ecology zone/site, particularly downstream of maintained in accordance with the on the basis that there were no Buiier sremescd seea
stream 4. This should include, but not be relevant resource consent conditions. plans for expansion of the quarry ol (e o U Eier
limited to, a detailed monitoring and Specifically, for the offset downstream (2018). This offset is on the stream consent conditions attached as
adaptive management plan to of Stream 4, associated with the that is fed by the entire catchment
demonstrate how this offset (ecological Northern Expansion of the Drury Quarry, that is to be reclaimed by the ARETIIEa eI
. . L. . . September 2025) that relate to
values) will not be compromised by the Condition 32 of Consent BUN60325729 proposed quarry expansion. ltis e
proposed works. (LUC60325732 & LUS60325733) therefore subject to the potential e e T S
requires SAL to monitor the Stream adverse effects of the activities include:
Ecological Valuation (SEV) of the offset proposed in this application. | e Erosion and Sediment Control
stream. This monitoring is to occur at consider that this application must "
five and ten years post-completion of ensure that existing offsets reliant el CQndltlons Plres
instream enhancements and riparian of water quality and quantity are * Ecologlgal L FLET
planting, or until the predicted SEV not adversely affected but the (Conditions 33.'36).' .
values are achieved. Should monitoring proposed works. This would be e Sutton Bloc.k' Riparian Planting
indicate that the SEV value (0.7) is achieved through a monitoring and Plan (Condition 48-49).
unlikely to be met or has not been responsive management plan. * Sutton Block Stream Diversion
reached within ten years of completion, and Enhancement Plan (NT 1
a Further Enhancement Works Plan In addition, it is possible that the Stream) (Conditions 55-56).
must be prepared and submitted to effects are not immediately noticed | ® Freshwater monitoring - Pre-
Council for approval within six months throh the existing consent SEV Augmentation Baseline
of the monitoring. monitoring, however the effects of Monitoring of Temperature
Therefore, additional monitoring and the proposed activity may be and Dissolved Oxygen
adaptive management plans to apparent after the existing consent (Condition 141).
demonstrate compliance with existing has closed and the in perpetuity e Water Temperature and
consent conditions are unwarranted. offset is degraded. Dissolved Oxygen (Conditions
Furthermore, and in accordance with 142 -144).
longstanding case law, Council must e Stream Flow Monitoring Sites
assume that the applicant will act NT-1 (Conditions145(a) and
legally and in compliance with the 146).
conditions of consent and the terms of e Stream Flow Maintenance and
the management plans. Recommended Augmentation
Programme for NT-1 Stream
(Condition 148 -154).
54 Andrew Freshwater | Freshwater streams YES No To maintain baseflows in Stream 4 from | This response does not address the Refer to the legal memo dated 17
Rossaak and The application material states that Stage 3 onwards, once potential comment. September attached as
(Morphum Terrestrial | streams (stream 4) will be augmented to drawdowns are predicted, clean water Attachment E.
) Ecology maintain flows, however, it is unclear how from the pit sump will be pumped up to The augmentation of flows to
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Applicants response

Council comments 25.8.25 &
01.9.25

Applicant's response 17
September 2025

this will be achieved and assured in
perpetuity.

the Stream 7 and Stream 2 catchments,
at the head of Stream 4. The proposed
pit plan water management system,
including this pumping system, is
detailed in drawing ESCP-Sutton Blk-
H20, attached to the Erosion and
Sediment Control Report (Technical
Report R). This drawing notes that as the
pit develops, the pit pumps discharge
location will move further upstream in
consultation with the Freshwater
Ecologist. The stream flow maintenance
and recommended augmentation
programme for Maketu and NT-1
Streams which includes Stream 4), is
set out in the proposed consent
Conditions 148 and 149. Condition 148
(a) requires augmentation if the flow at
the Mangawheau monitoring station
falls below 160 /s. This augmentation
will continue for as long as quarry
dewatering results in drawdown effects.

monitoring should be at the point
where the proposed
streamworks/diversions end and
flows are into the existing natural
watercourse.

The request particularly relates to
the likelihood of continued stream
flow augmentation with clean
water, and given that the adverse
effects are permanent, the
augmentation requirements and
monitoring in the long term are not
addressed. Flow augmentation
appears to be required for at least
the duration of the quarry works (50
years), and potentially in
perpetuity. Given the maximum
consent duration is 35 years, how
will this stream augmentation
pumping from the quarry bed
(below the invert of the stream) be
maintained for 50, 100 or 200
years? How would this be ensured
and current and proposed offsets
maintained?

Augmentation based of flows 6 km
away from the site, in a separate
catchment is not considered to be
an appropriate effects
management action, as it will lack
the sensitivities required.

The reclaimed seep and gulley
wetlands play an important role in
the hydrology of the streams in the
catchment proposed to be quarried
and therefore it is considered that a

sound baseline on the flows from
this catchment would be a critical
part to maintaining downstream
hydrology.

New consent conditions (158-161)
are proposed, requiring the
consent holder to be registered to
require the ongoing augmentation
of NT-1 stream. Refer to revised
consent conditions attached as
Attachment A.

55

Andrew
Rossaak
(Morphum
)

Freshwater
and
Terrestrial
Ecology

Freshwater streams

The Ecological Impact Assessment (EclA)
does not address how the loss of stream
extent is managed through the effects
management hierarchy - the proposal has
a net loss in stream length (it is noted
stream values are accounted for through
the use of the Stream Ecological
Valuation (SEV) method).

Site visit Preliminary
Required Comments
Provided
YES No

There is a disagreement between
experts on this point.

This is not addressed.

It is noted that the applicant’s
ecologist has provided for both
value and extent as separate
effects management actions in the
current Fast Track Application for
Kings Quarry. It is acknowledged
the above SEV and ECR
calculations account for the loss of

Refer to Ecology and Legal
memorandums dated 17
September attached as

Attachment D and E.
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https://www.fasttrack.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0018/5076/Appendix-21-Freshwater-Residual-Effects-Analysis-Report.pdf
https://www.fasttrack.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0018/5076/Appendix-21-Freshwater-Residual-Effects-Analysis-Report.pdf
https://www.fasttrack.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0018/5076/Appendix-21-Freshwater-Residual-Effects-Analysis-Report.pdf
https://www.fasttrack.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0018/5076/Appendix-21-Freshwater-Residual-Effects-Analysis-Report.pdf
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Name

(Lead)

e The planting of only one
side of a stream as offset
for stream loss does not
represent the values lost of
the streams to be
reclaimed.

e The planning up of less
than 20 m of stream bank.

e Theplanting ofa
straightened or artificial
watercourse to offset
catchment headwater
streams is not like for like.

e Lowland streams are not
considered like to like
when the reclaimed
streams are catchment
headwaters.

Wetlands:

e Aflood bankon the
Waikato river is not
considered like for like for
hill seep and gulley
wetlands reclaimed. The
impact wetlands have
current and potential
ecological attributes that
relate to sediment
management, hydrology,
habitat provision and
biodiversity that are very
different to a floodplain on
North Islands largest river.

e Offsets should be located
closer to the impact site ,
such as the Peachhill
offset proposed.

Andrew Freshwater | Freshwater streams YES No Proposed Consent Condition 11 The proposed amendments to Refer to the legal memo dated 17
Rossaak and There are no details in the EclA for the requires submitting a Sutton Block condition 56 are noted. September 2025 attached as
(Morphum | Terrestrial | culvert proposed on stream 4 or the Stream Diversion and Enhancement Attachment E.

) Ecology diversion. It would be anticipated that Plan to Auckland Council prior to However, insufficient detail is
details on the diversion stream such as commencement of construction. provided to be able to assess if the
instream structures that have been Condition 56 set out the requirements diversions will alter the current
proposed, riparian planting in both long of this plan, which include outlining the values or potential values of the
and cross section plans and SEV would construction and riparian planting watercourse.
be provided. In addition, culvert details details for the NT1 Stream, including the
and how fish passage will be achieved are flow path, design drawings, It is also noted that the proposed
also not noted. construction methods and timing, and location of the pond diversion
details of ecological enhancements like stream is on a steep slope, a

meanders, a low-flow channel, riffles, location where a natural stream is
pools, boulders, and riparian planting. unlikely to exist. There is

In addition, proposed consent
Condition 58 (iii) (Sutton Block
Stream Division and Enhancement
Plan SDEP) has been amended to
require details on ‘the culvert
design, which must be a stream
simulation culvert that replicates
the natural streambed,
incorporates appropriate
substrate, and is sized to provide
for natural hydraulic and
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58

Andrew
Rossaak
(Morphum
)

Freshwater
and
Terrestrial
Ecology

Freshwater streams

There is no streamworks management
plan to provide detail on how and where
the rock (and large wood) proposed to be
installed in the streams as part of the
offset of values will be undertaken.

YES

No

The culvert will be designed and
installed to ensure fish passage for
climbing species, as referenced in

Section 5.3.6 of the EclA report.

Refer to amended Condition 56.

As stated in Section 5.3.3 of the EclA
(Technical Report A), the diversion
channel will be designed collaboratively
with the project engineers and the
project ecologists to provide a
naturalised channel with meanders,
variations in hydrology and large
boulders, similar to the current stream
reach, with no loss in current SEV
values or stream length. The design
drawings to be prepared and submitted
as part of the Sutton Block Stream
Diversion and Enhancement Plan
(SDEP) must, among other things,
illustrate ecological enhancements -
such as riffles, pools and boulders —in
accordance with proposed consent
Condition 56(b). The effectiveness of a
diversion channel was checked by the

practicality risk that the proposed
stream features may not be able to
be implemented, and riparian
planting may not be able to be
secured.

This request is not addressed.

Section 3 of the E9:9 Net Gain
Delivery Plan: Riparian Planting
report provides proposed measures
for offset stream enhancement.
There is insufficient detail to
provide an assessment of this
proposed enhancement (what and
where).

Itis considered that as a minimum,
long sections of the proposed
enhancements and a streamworks
management plan are provided.

ecological processes, including
fish passage’.

Also, refer to ESC Drawings,
specifically drawing reference
ESCP-DQSB-P-01 attached to
Technical Report R for further

information on the culverts.

Refer to applicant's initial
response. We consider sufficient
detail, accompanied by consent

conditions, has been provided.




EclA sets out the current ecological
values of the streams and wetlands.
Section 5.3.2 of the EclA report sets out
the stream and wetland potential value
for aquatic habitats within the Sutton pit
area assuming good land use practices
within the current land use. The uplift in
values considered include ecosystem
health (Value 1 in Appendix 1A).
Human Contact (Value 2 in Appendix
1A) is considered negligible. The
impacted stream and wetlands are
small non-swimmable streams located
within an active quarry site. They do not
support, or previous had the potential to
support, recreational activities (such as
boating, water skiing or swimming).
Threatened species (Value 3) is
considered in Section 3.4 of the EclA, as
part of the assessment of assessing
stream and wetland habitats and
values. The only At-Risk species
identified was the Longfin Eel, which
has been considered in the potential
value assessment.

Mahinga kai (Value 4) has also been
taken into account in Section 3.4 of the
EclAreport.

National Policy Statement for
Freshwater Management 2020
(amended October 2024 (NPS:F)
provides, in the definitions, the loss
of value in relation to rivers, and
specifies the following existing or
potential values:

i. ecosystem health

ii. indigenous biodiversity

iii. hydrological functioning

iv. Maori freshwater values

v. amenity values

The assessments do not provide a
complete assessment of the above
for the current nor the potential
values.

Further to this:

The potential evaluation of the
impact wetlands is not undertaken
in the same manner as the
potential evaluation of the offset
wetland. For example, the impact
wetland potential excludes any
weeding or planting, yet this is the
primary action to increase the
potential of the offset wetland. This
results in inconsistent offset
assessment when considering the
potential of both sites.

This means that incorrect values
have been used in the BCM model
used for the offset calculation.

The values used in the BCM for the
offset wetland value cannot be
assessed as there is no evidence
presented as to how this is
calculated. Considering the
exchange and the location the

S67 Comments Site visit Preliminary Council comments 25.8.25 & Applicant's response 17
Name A . A .
No. Specialism Required Comments Preliminary Comments Applicants response 01.9.25 September 2025
(Lead) .
Provided
project engineer and ecologist. against
a stream in a similar position that has
been successfully diverted at Blemont
Quarry. The detailed design is not
currently available but will include
design features similar to those in the
E5:9 REAR Report Figure 13 (Technical
Report D).
59 Andrew Freshwater | Wetlands YES No This response is based on the Not addressed. In particular, the Refer to Ecology and Legal
Rossaak and The assessment of potential values does Compulsory Values set out in Appendix | biophysical components (water memorandums dated 17
(Morphum Terrestrial not meet the assessment of values 1A of the NPS-FM for freshwater quality, quantity, habitat, aquatic September 2025 attached as
) Ecology required under the NPS:F management units. Section 3.3 of the life and ecological processes). The Attachment D and E.
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offset potential value appears
inflated.

It should be noted that both the
BOAM and BCM require benchmark
sites (physical or theoretical) and
that the BCM required sound
evidence to support the values
used. Forthe above reasons the
BCM has not been implemented
correcty

60

Andrew
Rossaak
(Morphum

)

Freshwater
and
Terrestrial
Ecology

Wetlands

Wetland hydrology may be impacted for
wetlands 2a south, 3 and 8 given the area
of influence provided the Ground and
Surface Water Report. An assessment for
the potential loss of hydrology on these
wetlands and adaptive monitoring is
expected.

YES

No

The proposed dewatering is not
expected to cause adverse effects on
the hydrology of wetlands (refer to
Section 3.3 and 4.7 and Figures 6 and 7
of Groundwater and Surface Water
Report (Technical Report L).

This is because the wetlands are
sustained by shallow and perched
groundwater systems that are
hydrogeologically separate from the
deep, regional greywacke aquifer
proposed to be dewatered. The zone of
influence relates only to the regional
groundwater table in the greywacke.

Potential effects on the shallow or
perched groundwater are predicted to
be limited to areas immediately
adjacent to the pit, where shallow
groundwater may be locally intercepted
by quarry cuts along the footprint.
Wetlands 3 and 8 are set back from the
quarry footprint, therefore, no effects on
these wetlands shallow groundwater
systems are anticipated. Wetland 2a
adjoins the southern extent of the
wetland, and it's possible the pit
excavation will intercept the shallow
groundwater system. To mitigate the
effects on Wetland 2a hydrology, an
augmentation programme is proposed
for Stream 4 and Wetland 2a (refer to
Sections 9.9.3 and 9.97 of the AEE
Report). In addition, ongoing
assessment and monitoring of the
hydraulic conductivity between wetland
2a and the upper portions of the pit
slopes is proposed and required under
consent Condition 30(d). This will
inform setback adjustments or

Not sufficiently addressed. See
response to #51.

There is no effects management
provided should the monitoring
show the wetlands are being
subjected to hydrological changes.

These changes could occur long
after the activity has concluded -
and itis unclear how the
augmentation or any other
proposed actions would be
maintained.

Refer to Applicant's original
response and legal memo dated
17 September 2025 attached as

Attachment E.
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01.9.25

Applicant's response 17
September 2025

groundwater barriers along the
wetland’s northern edge to mitigate
dewatering of this wetland (refer to
Section 9.3.2 of AEE report).

In addition, shallow groundwater within
and outside the quarry catchments will
be monitored using 10 shallow
piezometers (as outlined in Proposed
Conditions Appendix 1: Schedule A
Groundwater Monitoring Bores and
Trigger Levels) to identify and mitigate
any potential adverse effects on shallow
groundwater and associated wetlands.

61

Andrew
Rossaak
(Morphum
)

Freshwater
and
Terrestrial
Ecology

Offsets

There is uncertainty that the offsets are
possible and meet additionality. Request
evidence that the proposed offset sites
are consistent with the additionality
concept (eg. Letter from te Waikato River
Authority and Hingaia Island has capacity
as there are already numerous offsets
consented at this location).

YES

No

Refer to Table 3, REAR-TE (Technical
Report C) confirms no other parties
have planned or committed to the
proposed revegetation or enhancement
actions at either offset sites:

1. Tuakau Site: Owned by
Stevenson Aggregates Limited
(Section 2.2.1.1.3, REAR-TE),
with full control over proposed
works.

2. Hingaia Island: Identified
through iwi consultation as a
priority for full revegetation (and
with consideration to existing
offset commitments for which
we have coordinated with DoC
and iwi on).

Both sites therefore meet the
additionality criterion, with documented
ownership, absence of overlapping
projects, and alignment with national
biodiversity offsetting principles.

Itis understood that Hingaia has
been removed from the offset
package.

No additional information has been

provided on how the removal of
offset that would have been
located in Hingaia is to be
addressed.

Refer to the Hingaia (Drury) Island
Offset Revegetation Update dated
14 August 2025 attached as
Attachment F.
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Hillary Stormwater
Johnston , Industrial
Trade
Activity
(SWWWITA
team)

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN OR
REPORT

The application does not include a
standalone stormwater management
plan or stormwater management report.
Instead, relevant information in respect of
stormwater management is dispersed
across the AEE and supporting technical
assessments.

Why is this Information Essential? - The
absence of a consolidated stormwater
management plan or report limits the
ability to clearly understand how
stormwater will be managed across the

The initial stages of the expansion
(approximately 3 years) will be
traditional earthworks operations with
site runoff to be treated by GD05
compliant devices. Once the pit has
been formed, all site runoff and water
will fall back into the quarry pit, which
has an abundance of storage. Once
water is within the pit it will be managed
and discharged by the existing
consented stormwater system.

Section 6.1.1.6 and Section 6.2.2 of
the AEE outline that ‘clean water’
will be pumped and discharge
directly to Stream 4 - Please clarify

In the absence of a standalone
stormwater management plan or
report, it is recommended that the
Quarry Management Plan is
updated to include information on
the management and treatment of
stormwater runoff.

Refer to Applicant's response to
row 73. Consent is sought for the
discharge of groundwater and
surface water (‘clean water’) into
NT-1 stream (Stream 4) as part of
the proposed groundwater take
and diversion permit sought.

Further proposed consent
Conditions 20-21 (refer to updated
consent conditions attached as
Attachment A dated 17 September
2025) provide for a ‘NT 1 Stream
Water Quality Monitoring and
Management Plan’ (WQMMP) to




S67 Comments Site visit Preliminary
Required Comments
Provided

various stages of the quarry, how dirty
versus clean water is measured,
monitored, and separated, the treatment
standards applied, and how compliance
with GD01/GDO05 is achieved. A technical
stormwater report or management plan
would provide necessary clarity on water
flow, device capacities, stormwater
measurement and/or monitoring, and
performance of proposed treatment
devices.

Preliminary Comments

Applicants response

Council comments 25.8.25 &

Applicant's response 17

01.9.25 September 2025

outline the water quality
monitoring requirements for the
NT-1 Stream during Construction
Works.

QMP updated to include
information on stormwater
management and treatment of
stormwater runoff (refer to Section
4.2.2). See updated QMP attached
as Attachment C dated 17
September 2025.
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Hillary Stormwater
Johnston , Industrial
Trade

Activity

(SWWWITA

team)

WATER QUALITY MONITORING
Description of Missing Information

While the Application proposes
conditions to monitor groundwater levels
and quality, it does not propose any
conditions to monitor the quality of other
discharges from the site or to monitor
water quality within the receiving
environment (i.e. Stream 4/NT1). There is

The existing Drury Quarry water
treatment system has been set up and
is managed in a manner that allows
discharges to be controlled. If turbidity
within the pit was poor, the water is
simply held in the quarry pit prior to
discharge to the lamella and off site.

For the stage 1 works (the traditional
earthworks stage and where GD05 SRP

Itis not suggested to monitor the
turbidity of SRP discharges.
Monitoring of the quality of
discharges from the site and
specifically of water quality within
the receiving environment (i.e.
Stream 4/NT1) would be usefulin
determining the effects of the
activity.

New conditions 20-21 are
proposed (refer to updated
consent conditions attached as
Attachment A dated 17 September
2025), requiring stream water
quality monitoring and
management of NT-1 Stream. This
condition requires water quality
monitoring during construction,




Stage 5 maximum groundwater
drawdown contours within the 7.5
kilometre zone of influence, incorporating
cumulative drawdown effects from
consented Drury and Hunua quarries.

Why is the Information Essential?

The requested information is required to
determine the effects on existing
groundwater bores and streams, plus
verification of proposed monitoring for
groundwater and surface water.

Name S67 Comments Site visit Preliminary Council comments 25.8.25 & Applicant's response 17
No. o Specialism Required Comments Preliminary Comments Applicants response 01.9.25 September 2025
(Lead) .
Provided
no monitoring framework or subsequent and devices will be used), Turbidity Upstream and downstream including testing for turbidity, pH
trigger-response approach proposed. standards on SRPs should not be monitoring for water quality, and TSS.
imposed as the devices operate on an including turbidity, pH, and TSS are

W!"V'S this Info.rmatlon E.s.sentlal? - efficiency system. Turbidity standards | common on other quarry consents

Without conditions requiring water quality are not any “standard”GDO05 SRP’s in within the Region.

monitoring at discharge points and within any project in Auckland. GDO5 design

the receiving environment, there is no

. . . cannot guarantee a standard. Auckland
mechanism to verify that discharge . . .
. . . . Council knows this and that is why a
quality remains consistent with the . . i
L . turbidity standard is not specified.

Application and associated assessments.

Thereis no mecha.nism to detectand Stage 1 will take approximately 3 years.

respond to potential adverse effects over After Stage 1 all construction water is

time. Monitoring is particularly important managed via the pit and will be

given the large-scale earthworks, controlled via turbidity controlled

proposed stream reclamation, and pumps.

sustained discharges of both treated and

untreated water from the pit system.

76 Philip Groundwat | A - Regional Groundwater Drawdown No No Refer to Groundwater Memorandum Supplementary Request for Missing Refer to PDP memo dated 5
Kelsey er and Predictions dated 12 August 2025 attached as Information contained within Philip September 2025, attached as
dewatering | Missing Information Attachment E. Kelsy memo dated 22.8.2025 Attachment B.

Earth Tech has reviewed PDP
response memo attached as
Attachment B, dated 5 September
2025, and has requested further
information as of 12 September
that the applicant is yet to respond
to.
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Specialism

S67 Comments

Site visit Preliminary
Required Comments
Provided

Preliminary Comments

Applicants response

Council comments 25.8.25 &
01.9.25

Applicant's response 17
September 2025

80 Philip Groundwat | C - Groundwater Supply Bores No No Refer to Groundwater Memorandum Supplementary Request for Refer to PDP memo dated 5
Kelsey erand Missing Information dated 12 August 2025 attached as Missing Information contained September 2025, attached as
dewatering | Specific assessment of in-well drawdown Attachment E. within Philip Kelsy memo dated Attachment B.
effects (incorporating pump depths and 22.8.2025
water supply demands) on existing water Earth Tech has reviewed PDP
supply bores within the zone of influence. response memo attached as
Attachment B, dated 5 September
Why is the Information Essential? 2025, and has confirmed this
matter has been resolved as of 16
e Predicted groundwater drawdown on September 2025.
existing water supply bores is high
and up to 120m. Existing PDP bore
effects assessment based on
predicted groundwater drawdown
and bore depths only. This is
insufficient to assess quarry
drawdown effects on existing bore
owners.
e Existing bore database presented in
Appendix H includes many
investigation bores which are not
water supply bores, and possibly
many that are no longer used. These
need to be removed.
81 Philip Groundwat | C - Groundwater Supply Bores No No Refer to Groundwater Memorandum Supplementary Request for Refer to PDP memo dated 5
Kelsey erand Missing Information dated 12 August 2025 attached as Missing Information contained September 2025, attached as
dewatering | |dentification of potentially affected water Attachment E. within Philip Kelsy memo dated Attachment B.
supply bore owners, including those with 22.8.2025
consented takes. Earth Tech has reviewed PDP
response memo attached as
Attachment B, dated 5 September




Name

(Lead)

Specialism

S67 Comments

Site visit Preliminary
Required Comments
Provided

Preliminary Comments

Applicants response

Council comments 25.8.25 &

01.9.25

Applicant's response 17
September 2025

Why is the Information Essential?

Predicted groundwater drawdown on
existing water supply bores is high
and up to 120m. Existing PDP bore
effects assessment based on
predicted groundwater drawdown
and bore depths only. This is
insufficient to assess quarry
drawdown effects on existing bore
owners.

Existing bore database presented in
Appendix H includes many
investigation bores which are not
water supply bores, and possibly
many that are no longer used. These
need to be removed.

2025, and has confirmed this
matter has been resolved as of 16
September 2025.
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Name

(Lead)

Specialism

S67 Comments

Site visit Preliminary
Required Comments
Provided

Preliminary Comments

Applicants response

Council comments 25.8.25 &
01.9.25

Applicant's response 17
September 2025

105

Bin Qiu

Noise &
Vibration

Description of Missing Information

The blasting activity may not be included
in the applicant's noise assessment
report, as this activity does not appear in
MDA report and its noise data of quarry
equipment listed in Appendix B.

Why is this Information Essential?
Blasting can generate significant noise
and vibration, which are likely to be the
highest level of noise and vibration for the
proposed quarry operations, without the
assessment, it will be difficult to
determine the compliance with the
relevant standards and to evaluate its
effects and the appropriateness of the
proposed mitigation/management
measures.

No

No

No response required

Bin has provided a memo dated
20.8.25 where he states he has
reviewed the revised draft
conditions and provided comments
re conditions 88 and 91, including
recommended amendments

Have updated conditions 88 and
91 to reflect the requested
amendments see updated version
dated 17 September 2025,
provided as Attachment A.
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115

Angela
Fulljames
— Chair:
Franklin
Local
Board

Franklin
Local Board

No

No

Yes

Notes:

e TheLocal Board does not
have a formal decision-
making role, but can
provide local insights on
community impacts,
transport, open space,
mana whenua engagement,
and infrastructure
alignment.

e Thereis norequirement for
applicants to respond to
Local Board feedback, but
it can be considered by the
Expert Panel.

Noted, no response required.

No additional comments from AC
were received by 17 September
2025.
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116 Angela Franklin No No Yes Consideration should be given to the | Referto responseinrows 5 to 10 above. No additional comments from AC
Fullijames | Local Board access routes proposed for the | The existing quarry has been operating were received by 17 September
— Chair: quarry expansion. The current for over 80 years in this location. The 2025.
Franklin access includes Maketu Road, which | surrounding transport network has been
Local runs through a significant new and | designed to accommodate Drury Quarry
Board growing residential area. traffic volumes, while still achieving
Assessment should be made on the | safe and efficient travel for all users and
impact of the increased truck visitors to the Dury South area. The
movements in these areas, and proposed Sutton Block operation is an
consideration should be given to extension in the duration of the
using the alternative route to State operation of the existing Drury Quarry
Highway 1 through the new Industrial | activity. It is not anticipated to result in
Area. If access to the expansion area anincrease in the range of traffic
can be gained in the future through | movements currently anticipated by the
alternative rural roads, consideration existing quarrying activity.
should be given to the impact on In addition, the properties along the
these roads and to the safety of the current main access route—Maketu
communities using the roads. Road and Bill Stevenson Drive—are
subject to covenants relating to quarry
traffic and other quarry-related
activities.
117 Angela Franklin No No Yes The Board has concerns about the | Rows 91-104 contain Auckland Council No additional comments from AC
Fulliames | Local Board noise and dust mitigation and | Air Quality/Discharge expert Ms were received by 17 September
—Chair: recommends an independentreview. | Boamponsem review comments of the 2025.
Franklin air quality assessment. In row 95, Ms
Local Boamponsem confirms that with
Board appropriate implementation and
ongoing monitoring, the air discharge
effects of the expansion are expected to
remain minor and well-controlled and
that she supports the application.
In regard to noise, Marhsall Day Noise
Effects Report (Technical Report |,
Volume 2 to the AEE report) concludes
that the predicted noise levels from the
Sutton Block will comply with the
relevant AUP limits at all receivers. A
range of mitigation measures are
proposed to manage and mitigate noise
on sensitive receivers, including noise
monitoring as required under Conditions
87 and 88.
For these reasons, we disagree that an
independent review is required.
118 Angela Franklin No No Yes Environmental impact, including A comprehensive ecological off-set No additional comments from AC
Fulljames | Local Board water and loss of existing package is proposed as part of the were received by 17 September
— Chair: environment-wetlands and flora and Project. This package will provide 2025.
Franklin fauna. Again, recommend ecological offset over time through
Local independent review and mitigation. creation of new habitat and
Board enhancement of existing habitat




residential building.

developmentis not anticipated to result
in offsite stormwater issues. Concerns
regarding stormwater management
across the wider Drury area is not
relevant to this application.
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Name - - _ .
No. Specialism Required Comments Preliminary Comments Applicants response 01.9.25 September 2025
(Lead) .
Provided
through buffer planting, riparian
planting, and pest
control, which will enhance ecological
connectivity across the wider SAL
landholdings.
We disagree that an independent review
is required.
119 Angela Franklin No No Yes Stormwater effects on the Drury area As part of the Project a robust No additional comments from AC
Fullijames | Local Board — concern around the effects of stormwater management system is were received by 17 September
— Chair: stormwater on the catchment area — | proposed which predominantly relies on 2025.
Franklin which includes the Drury area the use of existing and already
Local undergoing significant expansion in | authorised water management system.
Board commercial, industrial and The proposed Sutton Block




