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Project Location  

 
Image 1: General location of project (as depicted by the red marker) 

Key messages  
1. This briefing seeks your decisions under section 21 of the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 (the 

Act) on the application from Scarbro Environmental Limited (the applicant) to refer the Drury 
Managed Fill (the project) to the fast-track approvals process. 

2. A copy of the application is in Appendix 2. This is the second briefing on this application. The 
first briefing (Stage 1 – 26-BRF-00458) with your initial decisions annotated is in Appendix 3.  

3. The project is to establish and operate a new managed fill facility, at 362 Jones Road, Drury, 
Auckland.   

4. The project comprises two separate areas of 9 hectares (ha) and 2 ha (including associated 
drains and sediment ponds) on the northern and southern sides of the site with corresponding 
estimated fill volumes of 720,000 cubic metres (m3) and 70,000m3, giving a combined fill 
volume of 790,000m3. The fill will operate for a period of 10 years. At the completion of the 
project the site will be grassed and returned to rural production use. 

5. The applicant seeks resource consents under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA), 
as described in section 42(4)(a) of the Act. 

6. We consider you must decline the referral application under section 21 of the Act because we 
consider the project does not meet the assessment criteria under section 22 of the Act. We 
consider you may also decline the referral application because the project may have 
significant adverse effects on the environment. We seek your decision on this 
recommendation. 
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Assessment against statutory framework 
 

7. The statutory framework for your decision-making is set out in Appendix 1. This appendix 
provides a summary of the key matters in the Act relevant to your decision, but does not 
replace the full provisions of the Act. You must apply the statutory framework when deciding 
whether to accept or decline the referral application and when deciding on any further 
requirements or directions associated with referral of the project. 

8. We have considered if there are any reasons for declining the project and provide our advice 
on these matters below.  

9. You must decline the referral application if you are satisfied the project does not meet the 
criteria in section 22, involves an ineligible activity, or the application does not contain 
adequate information to inform your decision. You may decline the application for any other 
reason, including those listed in section 21(5), whether or not the project meets the section 
22 referral criteria. 

10. However, before making your decision, you must consider the application, any reports, and 
comments provided within the required time frame. This includes the section 18 Treaty 
settlements report (Appendix 4), as well as the comments received from invited parties, 
including the further information received from Auckland Council (Appendix 5) and the further 
information received from the applicant (Appendix 6), which were all obtained within that time 
frame. We discuss these matters and provide our advice below. 

Section 18 Treaty settlements and other obligations report  
11. A Treaty settlements and other obligations report (the report) prepared under section 18 of 

the Act is attached in Appendix 4. 

12. Section 18(2) of the Act requires that the report provide a list of relevant Māori groups, 
including relevant iwi authorities and Treaty settlement entities. The report identifies that 
Auckland has a complex Treaty settlement landscape with many overlapping interests. There 
are groups in the post-settlement phase with others at different stages of the Treaty settlement 
process, including some groups seeking both individual and collective settlement redress. 
Attachment 3 of the report details the Māori groups relevant to the project. 

13. The report states Treaty settlements relevant to the project area include settlement Acts and 
a signed deed of settlement (where settlement legislation has yet to be passed). The report 
identifies the Ngā Mana Whenua o Tāmaki Makaurau Collective Redress Act 2014, Ngāi Tai 
ki Tāmaki Claims Settlement Act 2018, Ngāti Tamaoho Claims Settlement Act 2018, Ngāti 
Pāoa Claims Settlement Act 2025; and Te Ākitai Waiohua Deed of Settlement (signed in 
2021) as the relevant Treaty settlements for this project. 

14. The report notes the Ngāti Tamaoho Claims Settlement Act 2018 provides for a statutory 
acknowledgement over the Otūwairoa Stream and its tributaries. The project area is located 
within the catchment of the Otūwairoa stream. The report states, under the RMA and the 
settlement legislation, a consent authority must have regard to a statutory acknowledgement 
when deciding whether an iwi is an ‘affected person’ for the purposes of notification decisions 
and must provide a summary of any consent applications relevant to the statutory area to a 
statutory acknowledgement holder.   

15. The report considers the process of inviting comment (including providing information about 
the project) from Ngāti Tamaoho Settlement Trust is comparable to the process under the 
RMA and Treaty settlements where local authorities are required to have regard to statutory 
acknowledgements when considering who is an affected person for a consent application. 
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16. The report identifies comments were received from Ngāti Tamaoho Settlement Trust in 
relation to the project. Ngāti Tamaoho Settlement Trust voiced expectations in relation to stock 
exclusion fencing and riparian planting, managing road runoff/culvert discharges, erosion and 
sediment controls, stormwater and sediment treatment, and Ngāti Tamaoho involvement in 
the project. 

17. The report states the Minister for Māori Development and the Minister for Māori Crown 
Relations support referral of the project and encourage the applicant to consider ongoing 
engagement with the relevant Māori rōpū identified in Attachment 3 of the report. 

18. The report has not identified any matters which would make it more appropriate for the 
proposed approvals to be authorised under another Act or Acts. 

Section 16 Effects of Treaty settlements and other obligations on decision-making 
19. No obligations have been identified for consideration as part of this project. 

Written comments received 
20. Comments were received from Auckland Council (AC), including Auckland Transport (AT), 

Watercare Services Limited (WSL), and the Franklin Local Board (FLB); the Minister for 
Economic Growth and the Minister for Building and Construction; and Ngāti Tamaoho 
Settlement Trust (the Trust).  

21. Comments from the Trust are summarised above. The key points relevant to your decision-
making are outlined in Table A, with a summary provided below:  
a. AC states that it has significant concerns with this referral application and its suitability 

for the fast-track process. AC and WSL consider that the project should be declined 
under s21(5)(c) of the Act, which relates to the potential for a project to have significant 
adverse effects on the environment, in this instance the potential for contamination of a 
drinking water supply and road safety.  

b. WSL consider the project may not meet the criteria under section 22(1)(a) of the Act 
given the costs associated with any response to the detection of key contaminants within 
a public drinking water supply catchment area.  

c. AT considers that the project will create significant road safety concerns due to the 
additional traffic volumes being generated on Hunua Road. AT considers the mitigation 
measures proposed by the applicant (i.e. GPS monitoring of trucks and radio 
communications between truck drivers) are insufficient to overcome the geometric 
constraints and safety risks. 

d. the FLB opposes the project being referred and questions whether the project will deliver 
significant regional or national benefits, noting that there are existing fill sites already 
nearby future development sites in Drury and Papakura with capacity and better 
transport connections more appropriate for these managed fill activities. The FLB raise 
concerns with the project being within the catchment of the Hayes Creek Dam, which 
forms part of Auckland Water Supply network. FLB also consider that a managed fill 
activity would potentially have significant negative environmental impacts, raising 
transport and safety issues as being of significant concern. 

e. the Minister for Economic Growth noted that (based on the economic impact assessment 
provided by the applicant) the project has a modest job and GDP impact, however 
considers that the primary benefit of the project is the certainty provided to construction 
businesses and property developers through the availability of construction waste 
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services and stated that this is particularly important in Auckland where construction and 
development is critical in supporting economic growth through housing supply and 
infrastructure delivery. The Minister for Economic Growth observed the project could 
support the momentum of development activity in one of New Zealand’s economically 
significant regions. 

f. the Minister for Building and Construction supports referral of the project based on the 
importance of ensuring adequate managed fill capacity to enable ongoing housing and 
infrastructure development. The Minister notes that Drury is projected to experience 
substantial population growth and considers that the availability of a local managed fill 
facility will have an important supporting role in enabling this growth to proceed efficiently 
and at scale. The Minister concluded the project has the potential to support housing and 
infrastructure delivery in a strategically important growth area and to provide regionally 
significant benefits by addressing an identified capacity gap.  

Further information provided by the applicant and relevant local authorities 
22. The applicant and AC provided further information in response to your request for further 

information under section 20 of the Act. An overview of the responses received are outlined 
in Table A, with a summary provided below: 
a. the applicant confirmed that the project is reliant on roading upgrades being completed, 

including the installation of signage and the improvement of sightlines. The applicant 
considers that these upgrades should be undertaken by AT  

b. AT identified that a series of minor roading upgrades were scheduled, subject to funding 
being allocated by AC. These upgrades relate to resurfacing and do not include road 
widening, enhancement of sightlines or the installation of signage 

c. AC confirmed that the project does not meet the Auckland Unitary Plan’s definition of 
infrastructure, with the Auckland Unitary Plan definition aligns with that in the RMA which 
excludes managed fill sites. We agree with this interpretation. 

23. You must consider all information received within the specified timeframe. We have taken this 
information into account in our analysis and advice, and it is presented in Table A. 

Reasons to decline 
24. You must decline the referral application if: 

a. you are satisfied the project does not meet the referral criteria in section 22 [section 
21(3)(a)] 

b. you are satisfied the project involves an ineligible activity [section 21(3)(b)] 

c. you consider you do not have adequate information to inform your decision [section 
21(3)(c)]. 

25. We consider the applicant has provided sufficient information to enable an assessment of the 
referral application.  

26. You must decline an application if you consider it cannot be accepted under section 22, which 
requires that: 

a. the project is an infrastructure or development project that would have significant regional 
or national benefits; and 

b. referring the project to the fast-track approvals process: 
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i. would facilitate the project, including by enabling it to be processed in a more timely 
and cost-effective way than under normal processes; and 

ii. is unlikely to materially affect the efficient operation of the fast-track approvals 
process. 

27. We consider that you cannot be satisfied the project would have significant regional or national 
benefits.  

28. The applicant points to the considerations set out under section 22(2)(a) and considers the 
project will: 

a. deliver new regionally or nationally significant infrastructure  

b. increase housing supply, address housing needs, or contribute to a well-functioning 
urban environment by enabling housing construction  

c. deliver significant economic benefits, for the following reasons: 

i. $28 million Net Present Value (NPV) of regional economic activity over 11 years 
(including one year of construction), supporting 100 full time job years.  

ii. lower transport costs equalling over $10 million NPV through to 2037  
iii. lower environmental costs (associated with reduced transportation requirements) 

totalling $1.3 million NPV  
iv. directly contributing to the efficient provision of approximately $6 billion (over the life 

of the project) of development value 
v. overall supporting the efficiency and competitiveness of the $8.6 billion per annum 

wider construction industry. 
d. support climate change mitigation, support climate change adaptation, address 

significant environmental issues and be consistent with local planning documents. 

29. Having considered the matters in section 22(2)(a), we do not consider the project meets these 
criteria and, therefore, do not consider it to be a development or infrastructure project that 
would have significant regional or national benefits. Our full analysis of this consideration is in 
Table A, with a summary provided below of the criterion relevant to the project: 

a. deliver new regionally or nationally significant infrastructure – the project does not meet 
the definition of “infrastructure” under the RMA, the Auckland Unitary Plan, or the 
National Policy Statement for Infrastructure 

b. increase housing supply, address housing needs, or contribute to a well-functioning 
urban environment – we consider that while the project may provide indirect benefits to 
the construction sector, it does not itself directly enable housing supply or contribute to 
a well-functioning urban environment  

c. deliver significant economic benefits – we do not consider the project delivers significant 
economic benefits at a regional or national scale. We note AC has queried the 
methodology underpinning the applicant’s economic assessment and the resulting 
estimates and the Minister for Economic Growth has characterised the project’s impact 
on jobs and GDP as modest. 

d. support climate change mitigation or adaptation, address significant environmental 
issues, or be consistent with local planning documents – we do not consider that the 
scale of the benefits identified is sufficient to meet the threshold of significant regional 
benefit under this criterion. 
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30. On this basis, we consider you must decline the application under section 21(3)(a) as the 
project does not meet the criteria in section 22.  

31. You may also decline the application for any other reason under section 21(4). The Act gives 
some guidance on matters you could consider when deciding whether to decline an application 
and these are set out in Table A.  

32. The project has previously been lodged with AC under the RMA. The resource consent was 
notified by AC and received more than 500 submissions, with the majority being in opposition. 
The consent history and the level of public interest suggest there may be an expectation from 
those parties who have submitted that they would be given the opportunity to comment on the 
project. We note the RMA application was placed on hold at the applicant’s request, while they 
elected to pursue the referral application under the Act. 

33. We have considered whether you should direct an expert panel to invite comments from the 
submitters on the AC notified consent. However, we consider that would be effectively 
replicating an RMA process and would not be an effective use of the fast-track process. 
Overall, we consider you should not decline the application on this basis. 

34. Comments from AC (including AT, WSL and FLB) raised concerns that the project would have 
significant environmental effects on road safety and the potential to cause contamination of a 
drinking water supply.  

35. AC’s concerns regarding transport effects centred on its view that the project would require 
significant upgrades to Hunua Road, and that road widening may not be feasible due to 
geometric constraints. AC also notes that such widening works, even if feasible, are not 
currently planned or funded so would need to be funded by the applicant.  

36. The concerns about the effects on the water supply centred around the potential for leachate 
from the fill to contaminate the Hay’s Creek water supply dam via groundwater pathways. 
These concerns are of particular note as WSL considered contamination of the water supply 
may not be able to be effectively mitigated, and the cost of remediating the dam in the event it 
was contaminated would be more than $5 million, with an additional annual operating 
expenditure of $800,000.  

37. There is no consensus between the applicant and AC about the significance of the potential 
adverse effects in relation to water supply contamination or transport. The applicant has 
provided their own assessment of the effects on these matters which are not aligned with AC’s 
position.  

38. We have considered the matters above and this is further discussed in Table A. We consider 
you could also decline the project under section 21(4) and 21(5)(c) on the basis that the project 
may have significant adverse effects on the environment, with regard to road safety and 
potential contamination of a drinking water supply.  

39. This is our consideration based on the available information; however, you retain the discretion 
to agree or disagree with our recommendations and determine the outcome of the referral 
application. 

Reasons to accept 
40. The statutory framework in Appendix 1 sets out the reasons you can accept a referral 

application and refer the project to the fast-track approvals process.   
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41. Our assessment of these matters is detailed in Table A. As noted above, we do not consider 
the project meets the requirements in section 22. If you agree, you must decline the referral 
application under section 21(3)(a) of the Act. 

Conclusions
 

42. We consider the project does not meet the section 22 criteria and you must decline the 
application under section 21(3) of the Act because the project is not an infrastructure or 
development project that would have significant regional or national benefits. 

43. We also consider you can decline the project under section 21(4) and section 21(5)(c) because 
the project may have significant adverse effects on the environment with regard to road safety 
and potential contamination of a drinking water supply.  

Next steps  
44. If you agree with the recommendation to decline the referral application, the Ministry for the 

Environment must give notice of your decisions to the applicant and any parties invited to 
comment under section 17, including the reasons for your decisions, and publish the notice 
on the Fast-track website.   

45. A draft notice of decisions letter addressed to the applicant has been prepared based on our 
recommendation to decline (refer to Appendix 7). Subject to your approval, we will send a 
copy to the applicant, and anyone invited to comment on the application. If you decide to 
refer the application or if any other amendments to the letter are required, we will provide you 
with an updated version accordingly. 

46. Our recommendations for your decisions follow.
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Recommendations  
47. We recommend that you:  

a. Note section 21(3) of the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 (the Act) requires you to decline 
the referral application from Scarbro Environmental Limited (the applicant) if you are 
satisfied that the Drury Managed Fill project (the project) involves an ineligible activity, 
or you consider that you do not have adequate information to inform the decision under 
this section, or if you are not satisfied that the project meets the referral criteria in section 
22 of the Act. 

Noted 

b. Agree that before making a decision on the application in accordance with section 21 
of the Act you have considered: 

i. the application in Appendix 2 

ii. the report obtained under section 18 of the Act in Appendix 4 

iii. any comments and further information sought under sections 17 and 20 of the Act 
in Appendices 5 and 6 (note: all the comments and further information responses 
were provided within the required time frame).  

Yes / No 

c. Note that under section 21 you must decline a referral application if: 

i. the application may not be accepted under section 21(1) (which relates to the 
criteria for assessing a referral application in section 22); or 

ii. you are satisfied that the project involves an ineligible activity; or 

iii. you are satisfied that you do not have adequate information to inform your referral 
decision. 

Noted 

d. Note that you may decline a referral application for any other reason, whether or not 
the project meets the criteria in section 22, including (but not limited to) the reasons for 
decline set out at section 21(5). 

Noted 

e. Decline the referral application under section 21 of the Act, on the basis that you: 

i. agree that the project does not meet the referral criteria under section 22 of the Act 
because it is not an infrastructure or development project that would have significant 
regional or national benefits [section 21(3)(a)]. Specifically, you agree that the 
project will not: 

− deliver new regionally or nationally significant infrastructure or enable the 
continued functioning of existing regionally or nationally significant 
infrastructure; 

− increase the supply of housing, address housing needs, or contribute to a well-
functioning urban environment; 

− deliver significant economic benefits; or 
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− result in any other benefits that would lead you to consider that the project would 
have significant regional or national benefits. 

Yes / No 

ii. agree that the project may have significant adverse effects on the environment with 
regard to road safety and contamination of a drinking water supply [section 21(4) 
and 21(5)(c)].  

Yes / No 

f. Approve the draft notice of decisions letter to the applicant (attached in Appendix 7).  

Yes / No 

g. Agree that the Ministry for the Environment will provide the notice of decisions letter to 
the applicant and anyone invited to comment on the application, as well as publish the 
notice on the Fast-track website.    

Yes / No 

h. Note that should you disagree with our recommendation above and decide to accept 
the referral application, we will provide you with further advice and a revised notice of 
decisions letter, along with our recommendations for proposed directions to an expert 
panel and the applicant.  

Noted 

 

Signatures  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Stephanie Frame 
Manager, Fast-track Operations 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hon Chris Bishop 
Minister for Infrastructure 
 
Date: 
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In addition to the above significant environmental effects, AC questions whether the project has provided sufficient information to appropriately demonstrate whether it will deliver significant regional or national benefits, 
including economic benefits. AC Consider that the project is inconsistent with the Regional Policy Statement and the Auckland Unitary Plan (AUP). 
 
Economic  
AC has raised concerns with the methodology used with the economic assessment, stating that there is little justification for the numbers or references for assumptions used and that aspects such as the environmental 
costs of site development and operation should be included. AC considers that a cost benefit analysis should be required to provide a more robust assessment of net benefits. 
 
Contamination 
AC has raised concerns with the risks associated with water from the site (leachate) and any unexpected contaminants reaching the Hays Creek water supply dam including via groundwater pathways and considers that 
the applicant has not considered the potential effects on the receiving environment.  
 
Watercare (WSL) 
WSL strongly opposes the project and seeks that the project is not referred as it may have significant adverse effects on the environment (as per section 21(5)(c) of the Act). Locating a managed fill facility within a drinking 
water supply catchment raises significant public health concerns.  
 
Technical experts engaged by WSL have identified additional groundwater pathways and have concluded that the potential for water and sediment to move towards Hays Creek Dam from the site cannot be precluded. 
WSL has stated that these experts are not satisfied that the risk of unexpected contamination can be fully mitigated. 

WSL considers the project may not meet the significance criteria under section 22(1)(a) of the Act given the costs associated with any response to the detection of key contaminants within the drinking water supply. It is 
estimated that if per- and poly-fluorinated alkyl substances (PFAS) were found in the raw water at the Hays Creek Dam this would cost approximately $5,000,000 - $7,000,000 for a capital solution to rectify, and an additional 
opex of approximately $800,000p/a. In addition, the Papakura Water Treatment Plant (which treats water from Hays Creek Dam) would be out of service for a prolonged period to allow for the upgrade works. 

Auckland Transport (AT) 
Hunua Road has constrained geometry in several sections and there are significant safety concerns from AT’s road safety specialist due to the additional traffic volumes being generated on Hunua Road by the proposed 
truck-and-trailer movements. Required operating clearances are not achieved, creating residual safety effects for all users. Operational controls such as those proposed are insufficient to overcome the geometric constraints 
and safety risks. 

AT notes significant uncertainty as to whether sufficient physical widening of Hunua Road is achievable to provide compliant clearances for opposing truck-and-trailer movements. There is an absence of supporting 
geotechnical and/or engineering assessment to demonstrate that widening could be delivered. 

AT considers there is a risk of accelerated pavement deterioration from additional heavy vehicle loading. Accelerated pavement deterioration can lead to increased maintenance and repair costs for the Road Controlling 
Authority, reduced pavement service life, and increased safety risks for road users. 

Franklin Local Board (FLB) 
The FLB opposes referral of the project, questions whether the project will deliver significant regional or national benefits. FLB note there are existing fill sites already nearby future development sites in Drury and Papakura 
that have capacity and better transport connections.  
The FLB raise concerns with the project being within the catchment of the Hayes Creek Dam which forms part of Auckland Water Supply network and the risks of having a managed fill and associated contamination in the 
catchment of an existing water supply dam. The Board have highlighted that the site includes flood prone areas, streams, and a wetland that is part of a significant ecological feature and consider that the project will have 
significant adverse environmental effects.  
 
The FLB raised concerns with transport safety issues, particularly regarding Hunua Road which is narrow, has instability issues and a high crash rate. Other concerns raised related to amenity impacts on the surrounding 
properties.  
 
Ministers 
 
Minister for Economic Growth 
The Minister noted that based on the economic impact assessment (EIA) provided by the applicant, the direct development expenditure was estimated to be $500K with related employment of three full-time equivalent jobs 
(FTE) over the one year of construction. Over the 10 years of operations the direct operational expenditure is estimated at $31.6M with related employment averaging at 7.9 FTE. The Minister also noted that other estimates 
provided in the EIA relating to transport costs and the delay of construction.  
 
The Minister concluded that the EIA provides a modest job and GDP impact, however noted that the primary benefit of the project is the certainty that the project will assist construction businesses and property developers 
through the availability of construction waste services. The Minister considers this is important in Auckland where construction and development are critical in supporting economic growth – by reducing the risk of construction 
disruptions, the project could support the momentum of development activity in one of New Zealand’s economically significant regions.  
 
Minister for Building and Construction  
The Minister supports the referral of the project, on the basis of the importance of ensuring adequate managed fill capacity to enable ongoing housing and infrastructure development. The current lack of a nearby, easily 
accessible managed fill site has the potential to become a significant constraint on housing delivery and associated infrastructure development. As construction and development activity increases, the absence of suitable 
local disposal options for clean fill as well as construction and demolition material can add cost, increase transport distances, and delay project delivery.  The Minister believes that this has the ability to be a material risk to 
meeting housing supply objectives if not addressed. 
 
The Minister has noted that Drury is expected to experience substantial growth in residential and associated development and have commented that the availability of a local managed fill facility will therefore play an 
important supporting role in enabling this growth to proceed. On this basis, the Minister considers the proposed project has the potential to support housing and infrastructure delivery in a strategically important growth area 
and to provide regionally significant benefits. 
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The applicant has stated that the application upholds the Government Policy Statement on Housing and Urban Development – November 2025, with one of the five key priorities being to “improve efficiency and competition 
in building and construction – making it cheaper and easier to build. The increased provision of fill sites in suitable locations will assist with reducing travelling costs and increasing available capacity for disposal of construction 
material.  

The Minister for Building and Construction acknowledges the importance of ensuring adequate managed fill capacity to enable ongoing housing and infrastructure development and has noted the growth that Drury is 
expected to experience, along with the corresponding construction and demolition waste volume. AC and FLB question whether the project will deliver significant regional or national benefits, whilst FLB note there are 
existing fill sites near future development sites in Drury and Papakura.  

We consider that the nature of the project does not result in an increase in housing supply or contribute to a well-functioning environment with the project not involving a housing development.   

We acknowledge that the construction industry is supported by managed fill sites, and as the applicant has outlined in the application ‘managed fill sites are essential to enable urban development’. Whilst this may be the 
case, managed fill sites do not directly address housing needs as they do not accommodate the flow-on needs of residents such as community services. In the instance of ‘addressing housing needs’ being interpreted as 
supporting construction, we still consider that this does not apply as there is uncertainty that the project will support new housing development, with waste from any construction site potentially being able to be disposed of 
onsite, or at other available locations.  

Overall, we consider that the project does not meet the criterion under section 22(2)(a)(iii) of the Act.  

Will deliver significant economic benefits [s22(2)(a)(iv)] 
The economic analysis submitted by the applicant estimates that the project could support civil earthworks for a total of 12,000 dwellings over the 10-year project lifespan. The report concludes that ‘based on average 
development and construction costs this would result in a total (direct, indirect and induced activities) impact on business activity within the Auckland region over an 11-year period of around $28 million Net Present Value 
(NPV) and around 100 full time equivalent (FTE) years. Additional qualitative economic benefits for the wider regional market and communities were stated to include potential cost decrease in transportation costs, reduction 
in environmental impacts from reduced travel time and increased efficiency. These are outlined in more detail below. 

1.  Quantified direct and wider economic benefits 
a. $28m Net Present Value (NPV) of regional economic activity generated from the managed fill operations over 11 years (including one year of construction), supporting 100 full time job years. Or around 100 full 

time equivalent (FTE) years over the 2026-2037 project period 
b. conservatively lower transport costs equalling over $10m (NPV) through to 2037 from the managed fill accommodation 
c. lower environmental costs (associated with reduced transportation requirements) totalling $1.3m (NPV) through to 2037  
d. directly contributing to the efficient provision of approximately $6b (over the life of the project) of development value, with an example scenario resulting in potential delay cost reductions of $85m  
e. in turn, this supports the efficiency and competitiveness of the $8.6b per annum wider construction industry. 

 
2. Qualitative economic benefits for the wider regional market and communities 

a. potential cost decrease in transportation costs, which lowers base development costs  
b. reduction in environmental impacts from reduced travel time and increased efficiency  
c. generating additional employment opportunities  
d. facilitating local and regional development at a faster rate. Insufficient disposal capacity can lead to increased construction costs, project delays, and reduced certainty for developers and infrastructure providers  
e. greater growth in local and regional economy  
f. rehabilitation of land. 

 
AC have raised concerns with the methodology used for the economic impact assessment, and have provided a review completed by an economist outlining the concerns with the approach taken. This review recommends 
that a cost benefit analysis be completed. 

The Minister for Economic Growth considered the project has a modest job and GDP impact, but notes that the primary benefit of the project is the certainty that the project will assist construction businesses and property 
developers through the availability of construction waste services. 

We note that the stated economic benefits are over 11 years and consider that the direct project economic benefits are not regionally significant (rather than the inferred values associated with contributions to wider 
development value, which we do not consider to be directly attributable benefits associated with this project). Therefore, we consider that the project does not meet the criterion under section 22(2)(a)(iv) of the Act.  

Will support climate change mitigation, including the reduction or removal of greenhouse gas emissions [s22(2)(a)(vii)] 
The applicant states that civil earthworks operators such as the Scarbro Group are travelling long distances to access sites to dispose of clean and managed fill. The applicant considers the project in its proposed location 
would reduce travel time and assist with the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from vehicles. The applicant has offered to provide an expert report detailing the exact reductions to greenhouse gas emissions as part 
of the substantive process, if this referral is approved. 
 
We consider that the project may achieve minor climate change mitigation benefits as a result of the reduction in mileage, however we consider the project would not be at a scale that would have significant regional or 
national benefits. Therefore, we consider that the project does not meet the criterion under section 22(2)(a)(vii) of the Act.  

Will support climate change adaptation, reduce risks arising from natural hazards, or support recovery from events caused by natural hazards [s22(2)(a)(viii)] 
The applicant states that the range of Scarbro’s civil earthworks and development projects currently includes a range of climate change adaptation measures in preparing sites for the risks of natural hazards and climate 
change in the future. The applicant considers that the project will enable and facilitate these types of projects going forward.  The applicant has also noted that a reduction in travel distance for development located in 
proximity to the project will reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  
 
We consider that the scale of benefits achieved by the project would not be at a scale that would have significant regional or national benefits in relation to this criterion. Therefore, we consider that the project does not meet 
the criterion under s22(2)(a)(viii) of the Act. 
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The project includes an activity that is a prohibited activity under the Resource Management Act 1991 
The project does not involve a prohibited activity. 
 
A substantive application for the project would have one or more competing applications. 
AC have confirmed that there is no record of any competing application/s within the project area. In relation to any proposed approval of the kind described in section 42(4)(a) (resource consents), there are one or more 
existing resource consents of the kind referred to in section 30(3)(a) AC did not identify any resource consents of the kind referred to in section 30(3)(a). 
 
Any other matter 
We have not identified any other matters that would be applicable.  
 
Conclusion  
We recommend that you decline the referral application under section 21(4) and section 21(5)(c) of the Act. 
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Appendix 1: Statutory framework summary 
 

1. You are the sole decision maker for referral applications. If you accept a referral application, 
then the whole or part of the project will be referred to the fast-track approvals process. 

2. If a Treaty settlement, the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011, the Ngā 
Rohe Moana o Ngā Hapū o Ngāti Porou Act 2019, a Mana Whakahono ā Rohe or a joint 
management agreement provides for consideration of any document or procedural 
requirements, you must, where relevant: 

a. give the document the same or equivalent effect through this process as it would have 
under any specified Act; and 

b. comply with any applicable procedural requirements. 

3. You must decline a referral application if: 

a. you are satisfied the project does not meet the referral criteria in s22 

b. you are satisfied the project involves an ineligible activity (s5) 

c. you consider you do not have adequate information to inform your decision. 

4. You may decline an application for any other reason, including those set out in s21(5) and 
even if the application meets the s22 referral criteria. 

5. You can decline an application before or after inviting comments under s17(1). However, if 
comments have been sought and provided within the required time frame, you must 
consider them, along with the referral application, before deciding to decline the application. 

6. If you do not decline a referral application at the initial stage you must copy the application 
to, and invite written comments from: 

a. the relevant local authorities, 

b. the Minister for the Environment and relevant portfolio Ministers 

c. the relevant administering agencies 

d. the Māori groups identified by the responsible agency 

e. the owners of Māori land in the project area (if applicable) 

f. you may provide the application to and invite comments from any other person. 

7. You can request further information from an applicant, any relevant local authority or any 
relevant administering agency at any time before you decide to decline or accept a referral 
application (see section 20 of the Act). 

8. However, if further information has been sought and provided within the required time frame 
you must consider it, along with the referral application, before deciding to decline the 
application. 

 

 




