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DECISION MADE BY THE PANEL: DRURY QUARRY EXPANSION - SUTTON
BLOCK

PART A: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is an application by Stevenson Aggregates Limited (SAL / Applicant) for
approvals to develop, in stages, an extension known as the ‘Sutton Block expansion’ to
the existing Drury Quarry (Project).

Drury Quarry is New Zealand’s largest aggregate quarry, established over 80 years ago
and located south-east of Drury in South Auckland. Currently the quarry produces
around 3.5m tonnes of aggregate per year and, based on current estimates, has
around 20 more years of supply. The Sutton Block expansion would sega new quarry
pit developed to the northeast of the existing pit, over five stages (

quarry).

The Sutton Block expansion for the Drury Quarry has been sh weR the
relevant planning documents for some time, including havin ecCialgpurpose Quarry
Zoning over most of its areal extent since the Aucklan came operative
in part nearly a decade ago.

The Sutton Block covers an area of approxima
landholdings at the Drury Quarry (Site / Su
have a maximum pit depth of around -6
approximately 50-year period. The S y is anticipated to be able to

n the existing 515ha SAL
he Sutton Block quarry will

provide approximately 240m tonnes o for residential, business,
infrastructure and road construcig RqUui s. Importantly, the Sutton Block
quarry will be serviced using @ Yy Quarry infrastructure and facilities,
including the existing Frontgf

The Project comprises licgfons uNder the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 (FTAA)
for:

(@) Resougce ts for the construction and operation of the new Sutton Block
ancillary activities under section 42(4)(a) of the FTAA, which
have been applied for under the Resource Management Act

(b life approval under section 42(4)(h) of the FTAA, to authorise acts or
omigkions that would otherwise have been an offence under the Wildlife Act
(WA53); and

(¢) Archaeological authorities under sections 42(4)(i) and 42(9)(b) of the FTAA,
being a general authority to modify or destroy archaeological sites and approval
of person(s) to carry out activities under that authority, that would otherwise
have been applied for under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act
2014 (HNZPTA).

! Approximately 108ha adjacent to the existing Drury Quarry (located southeast of Drury, Auckland) at
121 MacWhinney Drive and 1189 Ponga Road, Drury, and Ponga Road, Papakura.
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Together, these form the Application. The resource consents, wildlife approval and
archaeological authorities are jointly referred to as “the approvals sought”, where
necessary.

The Application was included as a listed project in Schedule 2 of the FTAA, with the
substantive application being lodged on 30 April 2025. The substantive application was
comprised of a very large number of documents, including detailed descriptions of the
Project and the approvals sought, assessments of the actual and potential effects on
the environment including expert technical assessments and reports, records of
engagement and consultation (including with iwi and the community), cultural values
assessments, and assessment against the various requirements of the FTAA, RMA,
WAS53 and HNZPTA. The Panel commends the Applicant for the extremely high
standard of this material.

On 13 August 2025 this expert panel was appointed to determine
(Panel). The Panel has visited the Site, and invited and recei
Application, including a response from SAL to those comme
under section 51 of the FTAA from Heritage New Zealand Po
Department of Conservation. Further information req
responded to. Expert conferencing was held in relaig
related groundwater matters of concern.

ed all of the information
ve essed the Application
, and the statutory and
ample, through the linked provisions
provals sought.?

In evaluating the Application the Panel has cqggful@lrevi
provided to us through the above chann
applying the relevant statutory criteria
regulatory material referenced in the

having considered all relevant matters, the
the FTAA. The Project secures the future supply of

w Zealand’s powerhouse. Ensuring the availability of aggregate
d enable the provision of infrastructure and growth in the region,

larly without the costs that would inevitably flow from out-of-region
suppl, is of significant regional, and likely national, benefit.

10.3 The Sutton Block quarry will be an expansion to a quarry that has been in
operation for over 80 years. The development of the Sutton Block in particular
has been provided for within the planning regime since before the Auckland
Unitary Plan, giving a long period of notice of the Site’s intended use. Further,
the Project benefits from the site-specific knowledge and experience gained from

Guided particularly by sections 3, 81 and 85, and Schedules 5 (for resource consents, and especially
clause 17), 7 (for wildlife approvals, especially clause 5) and 8 (for archaeological authorities,
especially clause 4) of the FTAA, and the referenced provisions of the RMA (including the subordinate
planning hierarchy), WA53 and HNZPTA.



10.4

10.5

10.6

10.7

operation of the existing Drury Quarry, and many of the methods proposed for
the development and operation of the Sutton Block quarry are ‘tried and tested’.

The Panel accepts that quarrying is, inescapably, not without actual and
potential adverse effects on the environment, including off-site effects. In the
Panel’s view the Applicant has undertaken a significant amount of work to
ensure that those adverse effects are fully described and appropriately avoided,
remedied and mitigated, or offset where avoidance is not possible. The
Application was of a very high standard, responses to comments and the reports
received have been detailed and careful, and all of the Panel’s requests for
further information have been comprehensively addressed.

. There is
eserving of

Quarrying must also be located where the resource naturally occ

resources within the Site and surrounds.

The Panel endorses in particular the steps thg
consultation and engagement with mana to pr@ect the Karearea Pa.
This includes complete avoidance of its Acgtind the slopes below,
and the proposed restoration and enh
association with the Pa site and s

ure that (a) the full extent of actual
ere described and understood by us,
and (b) conditions were nsure the outcomes promised will occur
(particularly ecologi ¥ the extent lawfully possible and without
of further brief explanation:

nel is comfortable that the ecological ‘net-gain’ and ‘no-net-loss’
outcomes described in the Application will be achieved, or at the very
least, the outcomes will be commensurate with the loss of values, type,
and extent within the Site. We are also satisfied that there are
appropriate checks and balances to ensure outcome delivery. While we
have given due scrutiny to which of the available ecological models or
methodologies have been used for assessment, we have not been
particularly concerned with whether the actions proposed are most
accurately described as mitigation, offsetting, compensation or something
else. In this decision we have applied - to the best of our knowledge -
the current understanding of these terms.

(c) The ecological offsetting or compensation steps proposed are not
experimental, and nor do they involve particularly large numbers of rare
or threatened species, where more detailed conditions and assurance of
process, outcome, deliverables and contingencies may have been
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necessary. In the Panel’s view, the ecological offsetting that has been
proposed is (primarily) comprised of fairly standard planting and pest
control, which is low risk and reasonably certain to achieve the planned
outcomes.

(d) Further, the reports and plans provided with the Application included
detailed descriptions of the planning, management, actions and
monitoring steps that are to be taken and the outcomes that are to be
achieved. These documents are all referenced in the conditions
(particularly the resource consent conditions, but also those relating to
the wildlife approval).

10.8 Importantly, the Panel has sought to address the concerns raisedb
whenua. The Panel was grateful in this regard for the detaileg
direction afforded by the Cultural Values Assessments provid

mana
gtion and

impacts to Te Taiao. We have taken that direction s ust noted
above, have done that.

10.9 Mana whenua also emphasised the importan
SAL, including to enable the exercise of kaj#
assurances that it too, understands the 4
connections, and that it will take step iInue engagement and build on its
relationships with mana whenua,
the Sutton Block quarry. To thef#xten el is able, through the conditions
included on the grant of the app so@ght, we have sought to ensure this
outcome.

relationship with
e Applicant has given

posed conditions appropriately respond to
address under the RMA, WA53 and HNZPTA, and

Agpbe the wildlife approval conditions, and the conditions for the archaeological
au ities gre contained in Appendix C.

This decision is made in accordance with section 87 of the FTAA, and covers all of the
approvals sought under the Application. This decision document includes:

12.1 The Panel’s decision - throughout, particularly Parts D (resource consents), E
(wildlife approval) and F (archaeological authorities), and summarised in Part I;

12.2 The Panel’s reasons for the decision - throughout Parts D to F;

12.3 The conditions imposed on the grant of the approvals sought - Part H and
Appendices 1 to 3; and
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12.4 A statement of the principal issues that were in contention and the Panel’s main
findings — Part G and Parts D to F.

PART B: OVERVIEW OF THE APPLICATION AND PROCEDURE

APPLICATION

Applicant

Stevenson Aggregates Limited / SAL is the Applicant, and the authorised person under
section 42 of the FTAA for the Drury Quarry Expansion — Sutton Block project.

Site and surrounds

Sutton Block LOQ extent

==y SAL Landholdings

—  AUP Special Purpose Quarry Zone §

Figure 1: Adopted from Figure 1.1, page 3 of AEE.

The Applicant provided a detailed description of the Site and surrounds in its
assessment of effects on the environment relevant to the application for resource
consents. That assessment was entitled ‘Application for Resource Consent and
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Assessment of Environmental Effects’ by Tonkin + Taylor dated 31 March 2025 (AEE).?
As the AEE is required to be comprehensive in relation to effects on the environment,
including effects on wildlife and archaeological matters, the AEE has also been of
assistance to the Panel in relation to the wildlife approval and archaeological
authorities that were contemporaneously sought.

The Sutton Block consists of a broad valley, defined by a sequence of connected ridges
and landform, and slopes towards its centre. The Sutton Block LOQ comprises
approximately 108ha, and sits within SAL’s 515ha landholding.

The Site is located approximately 5km south-east of Drury township, broadly framed
by MacWhinney Road and Sonja Drive to the north, Peach Hill Road to the south and
Fitzgerald Road to the west. Primary access is via Bill Stevenson Drivegnd Maketu
Road, with State Highway 1 (SH1) access from the Ramarama interg g%

a haul road connecting the FOH area to the Site wil
stages. The present FOH facilities, which are subjg

proposed to service the Sutton Block pit, and
part of this Application.* Key parts of the F

18.1 The front gate and access road Il St
administrative offices and labor

rive), transport office,

18.2 Mechanical workshop, @ lge and truck wheel wash;
18.3 Truck and carparkidf areas,
18.4 Aggregate s e s a tockpiles;

18.5 Primar al and tertiary processing plants;

18.6 S regte, Asphalt aggregate, Concrete, Asphalt and Perlite plants

onstruction at the time of the Application); and

1 mella and filter press (quarry process water sediment removal devices),
and g¥sociated sediment ponds.

The majority of the Site is reasonably hilly, and rolling in parts, pastoral land. Itis
currently mostly in pasture utilised for grazing, supported by two farm dwellings and

See section 3 of the AEE. The technical reports accompanying the AEE also summarised the Site and
surrounds, in more detail, in relation to aspects relevant to each area of expertise.

The Applicant confirmed, by way of memorandum to the Panel dated 25 August 2025, that the existing
consent for the FOH (BUN60359817 granted 7 October 2020) does not contain any implied terms that
would either limit the duration or the extent of aggregate resource such that the FOH consent cannot
be utilised to process the aggregate resource from the Sutton Block (at paragraphs 6.6 to 6.8). There
are also specific consents held for particular plant located within the FOH.
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two sheds. The existing, operating, terraced Drury Quarry pit is located immediately
to the south.

Although pasture forms the primary vegetation type, the gullies contain pockets of
indigenous vegetation, as well as a series of linear wetlands and local streams which
ultimately flow into the Hingaia Stream, to Drury Creek and into the Manukau Harbour.

The LOQ contains nine un-named streams (or stream systems), all being upper
tributaries to the Hingaia Stream. Three stream reaches are permanent and the
remainder intermittent. There are fourteen, mainly exotic, areas of wetland within, or
in close proximity to, the LOQ. All of these wetlands are currently unfenced and
subject to stock access. An artificially constructed pond (a dam pond) is located in the
southwest corner (or ‘pan-handle’) of the LOQ, and is approximately 1 in length.

LOQ, comprising broadleaf podocarp forest (7.33ha),
and a small section of naturally uncommon rock forg

The pasture, vegetation, streams and w
for example:

23.1 Macroinvertebrate diversi .
high variability, with th @

and the lowest at Sty

epresepd¥d by the number of taxa present, of
number of taxa recorded at Stream 4 (18 taxa)

23.2 The presence of
only). Fish in the Sutton Block are naturally restricted due to

23.3

23
s confirmed present within the Site. It is possible that additional lizard
specil¥s are present, but poor habitat quality indicates limited capacity to support
e lizards (geckos and skinks).

23.5 To detect the potential presence of Hochstetter’s frogs three eDNA samples were
collected in March 2024 at the lower reaches of the water catchment within the

Environmental DNA, eDNA is genetic material that is shed by organisms as they move in, though, and
around their environment, and is obtained through environmental sampling.

The Panel notes that these terms reference the New Zealand Threat Classification System, a national
system used to assess the conservation status of species found in the wild in New Zealand. The
system is administered by the Department of Conservation and complements the International Union
for Conservation of Nature Red List system.
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Sutton Block. No records of Hochstetter’s (or other) frog species were
identified.

23.6 One ‘Threatened’ or ‘At Risk — Declining’, bird species was confirmed as present
within the Site, being a lone pipit. The Sutton Block is not expected to support
any other ‘Threatened’ or ‘At Risk’ species but does support a range of common
birds generally tolerant of degraded and highly modified environments. No
wetland bird species were detected during bird surveys, with a single faint
recording that was possibly an Australasian bittern (‘Threatened - Nationally
Critical’) call noted during an initial survey, but not confirmed in follow-up
recordings.

23.7 Four bat surveys were undertaken between 2020 and 2024, withgne bat pass

this, long-tailed bats are a very high value species kno
and vegetation within the Site has the potential to su

pto ®oal Measures and
I with overburden

major geological units, being Waipapa Group greyw.
Bombay Basalts (volcanic basalt lava). These unj
materials consisting of Pleistocene deposits. T,
west of the Sutton Block and forms the west
operations. The Drury Fault is located oy

Me existing Drury Quarry
extent (to the south) and is

istorical significance. There are deep
h this land and environment, as eloquently

of immense cultural, spiritual,
and enduring mana whenu

This includes the Kg s surrounds, which is located to the south of the
Sutton Block LOQ#E d from quarry development. As we note in more detail
later in this deci port, Karearea Pa is “wahi tapu of the highest order”.”

The Pa ed from development, to varying degrees, since the late
1940s, w cent RMA protection under the AUP:OP extending the area

re . e quarry expansion area was originally proposed to cover the
ndagth western slopes of Karearea Pa, this was amended after work between
SA d mgha whenua. The agreement reached has seen the LOQ shift northwards
away he Pa, but as a result slightly out of the SPQZ. The Panel unreservedly

considers this shift to have been appropriately made.

Karearea Pa is also an archaeological site, R12/278 (Te Maketu - Burials, Stonework,
Earthworks, Pa), as relevant to the HNZPTA. Other archaeological sites include:

28.1 R12/723 (Terraces, Stonework, Cultivations? (sic)); and

‘Ngati Tamaoho Drury Quarry Expansion Cultural Values Assessment ~ by Ngati Tamaoho Trust dated
Mahuru 2024 at paragraph 6.2. Other iwi expressed similarly strong connections and concern for this
area and site, and the Panel regrets only being able to select one example for this decision report.
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28.2 R12/724 (Plants, Fence, Stonework, Earthworks). This site is now considered to
originate post 1900, and accordingly is not protected by the HNZPTA.

Outside the Site, the areas to the north-west and north-east are predominately rural
residential lifestyle blocks, with dwellings located along MacWhinney Drive located west
/ northwest of the Sutton Block. The nearest dwelling is located approximately 130m
northwest of the LOQ. To the north, and at higher elevation, are the dwellings located
along Sonja and Laurie Drives, with the nearest dwelling there approximately 715m
distant from (and to the north of) the LOQ.

Land use to the west of the existing Drury Quarry is predominately industrial, with the
Drury South Crossing business park located past the FOH. Beyond the Business and
Industrial zone land to the west and north is more distant residential lagd. Drury

xed Rural (and a
tiny sliver of Rural Production) zoning.® The land hg for quarry uses
for some time now, being also zoned for quarry

District Plan.?

There are three relevant Significant Ecolggs s s) identified in the AUP:OP
being:

32.2 SEA_T_ 1177, lo
consists of b

32.3 A third

ated within the immediately surrounding landscape, being
QL/tside and to the south of the LOQ. This SEA contains the
Kgrearea as well as rock forest on a volcanic boulder field with pdriri forest,

THeere 4 an area identified as Outstanding Natural Landscape (ONL), located
im iate[@to the north of the LOQ and the proposed northern bund. The Project
does tend into the ONL.

The Karearea Pa (site R12/278) is a scheduled Category B site on the Historic Heritage
Overlay (Schedule 14: ID 00693) in the AUP:OP. It has a defined Historic Heritage
Extent of Place (693) and is also a Site of Significance to Mana Whenua (111). No

The Panel notes the presence of a small area of land, in the south-eastern corner of the LOQ, which is
not owned by SAL and which is understood to be a paper road (or equivalent), see Figure 1 after
paragraph 14 above, where the area appears as a white ‘leg in’ to the yellow line of the LOQ extent.
This property ownership matter is not of direct relevance to the Panel’s decision-making, but will need
to be resolved by the Applicant in due course.

A table outlining all of the applicable zoning and planning notations is included in Table 8.1 of the AEE.
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works are proposed within the defined Extent of Place or within the Site of Significance
to Mana Whenua.

Relevant AUP:OP overlays are shown on Figure 2 below:

STEVENSON = Qutstanoing Natural Landscapes DRURY QUARRY
4 { i | 2 Boundary [ JHigh-Use Aguifer Management Areas. o
MAM&‘“O J| T special Purpose Quarry Zone ty-Si Unitary Plan Overlays

3 y Aguiter Figure 3
0t Ecological Areas. [E2 Sites ana Praces of Significance to Mana Whanua  Dase: 25 March 2025 | Revision: B

Fan prepuased by St Mabel Limited
o Mwnagpe Sarchoeps GamgurRtastarrahd o e | Qv S | Chechect S¥o

Re

THE Su quarry, being an expansion to the existing Drury Quarry, will involve
a deflelopment (expected to occur over five stages), across an area of

approgi ly 108ha. The maximum pit depth is -60m RL, with a maximum vertical

height of approximately 320m. The layout has been selected by SAL to maximise the
extraction of both brown and blue greywacke rock while ensuring that the majority of
the LOQ is located within the existing SPQZ. It also assists to reduce the extent of the
loss of streams and wetlands outside the SPQZ, infringement on Karearea Pa is
avoided, and the ONL is avoided.

Unsurprisingly, the details to establishing and operating a quarry are reasonably
complex. The AEE contains an overview of the Project and its proposed layout, the
general construction sequence and programme, the mitigation and monitoring
proposed, ecological offsets to be provided, and proposed conditions of consent. Many
of the operational matters and construction strategies proposed, including important
environmental mitigation measures to avoid, remedy and mitigate effects, draw on
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experience gained from the existing Drury Quarry, with enhancements as to be
expected with the passage of time.

Staging for the development of the Project is also generally described in the
Application, AEE and technical reports. The documents acknowledge that there may be
some fluidity to the stages described, and that the indicated time periods are subject
to change (quarrying will inevitably be based on market demand). Five broad stages
have been used for assessment purposes:

39.1 Stage 1 encompasses creation of the haul road to the Sutton Block and the
associated stream diversion, establishment of sediment control devices,
overburden removal, and establishment of the northern bund.

39.2 Stage 2 and Stage 3 of work involve quarrying proper with thg
development, beginning with the removal of additional over8
the creation of stockpiles.

39.3 Stages 2, 3 and 4 are ‘operating quarry’ stages, and
progressive widening and some deepening of thg

39.4 The final stage of work, Stage 5, reflects t offthe quarry pit (LOQ)
over a 50-year period, and is predomin ofPit will be progressively

deepened.
The resource consents sought under th@f' RM thorise a range of necessary
activities for the establishment and op offhe Project,'® including for example:

40.1 Establishment works (i
existing FOH to the

40.2

40.3

40.4

4 dwater dewatering (to a maximum rate of 19,426m?3/d during Stage 5)
and gligmentation of streams.

40.6 Vegetation removal (loss of approximately 16.78ha of indigenous vegetation of
moderate to high value and loss of approximately 5.25ha of negligible value).

40.7 Reclamation of streams and wetlands, along with stream diversion, resulting in
the loss of approximately 3,341 linear meters of permanent and intermittent
stream reaches, as well as around 1.88ha of wetlands.

10

Section 8 of the AEE outlines the resource consent requirements, while Appendix D to this decision
report outlines the resource consents required.
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40.8 A comprehensive mitigation and offset package, including revegetation, native
forest enhancement through pest control, and restoration of stream and wetland
habitat.

Matters relevant to the Panel’s decision making on the resource consents are outlined
in Part D of this decision report. Conditions relevant to the resource consents are
included in Appendix A.

Wildlife approval
The wildlife approval aspect of the Application seeks authority under the WA53 to
salvage and release particular native lizards (skinks and gecko), subject to compliance
with a Lizard Management Plan, and to nominate authorised personnel for those
activities. Absent the approval being in place, works undertaken to estghblish the
Project could result in breaches of the WA53.

are giitlined in
e included

Matters relevant to the Panel’s decision making on the wildlife rove
Part E of this decision report. Conditions relevant to the wilg#ffe ap#rov
in Appendix B.

Archaeological authorities
The archaeological authorities aspect of the Applj
authority sought in relation to potential archa
proposed to be affected by the Project), and
related archaeological work.

the archaeological authorities are
ns relevant to the archaeological

Matters relevant to the Panel’s decisio
outlined in Part F of this decisiong®®
authorities are included in ApR @

Application documentati

4 s appendices were included with the application document, addressing
suc atters as the FTAA checklists, consultation requirements, section 30
en notice from Auckland Council, indicative construction sequence and
programme details, and iwi and community engagement reports.

46.3 Information to support the resource consent applications including an application
form and the AEE.

46.4 The AEE addressed the matters expected (and required) for such assessments
under the RMA, including for example a full description of the Project and
proposed activity and the existing environment, identification of the resource
consents required, a description of the actual and potential effects of the Project,
details on alternative methods for proposed discharges, a record of consultation
undertaken and outcomes, and the required statutory assessment. Ten
appendices were included, including the drawings set, Cultural Value



13

Assessments, a draft Quarry Management Plan, and draft proposed conditions of
consent.

46.5 Technical reports A through to V were also provided (and formed Volume 2 of
the AEE), including:

(@) A suite of documents relating to ecology, as well as a guide and overview
to these documents, including an Ecological Impact Assessment and
accompanying maps, an Ecological Management Plan, and numerous
subservient reports (for example residual effects analyses and ‘net-gain’
delivery plans).

(b)  An assessment of noise effects.

(c) A blast vibration and noise study.

(d)  Air quality assessment.

(e) Landscape effects assessment.

(f) Groundwater and surface water eff

(9) Preliminary site investigation, d
characterisation investigati
and Remedial Action Plan

stigation, soil
ated Site Management Plan
(h)  Geotechnical asses

() Erosion and s n ssessment report.

() ent.
(k) ssment
) £d transportation assessment.

46.6 DeWQled majgrial was provided relating to consultation, including in relation to
at en by the Applicant with relevant Ministries and Auckland Council

n 30 FTAA), and overviews of community engagement. Importantly,
manggwhenua engagement was described and summarised in some detail, and

ral Values Assessments were provided from five mana whenua entities.

46.7 Documents specifically addressing matters relevant to the Panel’s assessment of
the wildlife approval and archaeological authority applications, including draft
conditions.
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PROCEDURE

The following matters of procedure are relevant for this decision report, noting that
these are also described in the various Minutes issued by the Panel.

Appointment and Site visit
The Panel was appointed on 13 August 2025 and undertook a site visit on 14 August

2025.

The Site visit included a tour by vehicle through the existing Drury Quarry FOH area
and around the existing Drury Quarry pit, and then into and across the Sutton Block.
The Panel also walked around the vicinity of the constructed pond / upper dam on

Road and Fitzgerald Road. Visits were also made td
Precinct area, and through the State Highway 1 gfftercf
Great South Road.

Section 18 Report

The Panel had the benefit of a detailed
Act 2024 - Treaty settlements ang

FTAA-2503-1037 Drury Quarr
Panel Convener by the Mini

AA Report, ‘Fast-track Approvals
ns (Section 18) report: Project Name:
tton Block’ prepared for the
onment and dated 18 June 2025 (Section

Treaty settlements relevant to the Project were recorded as being the Ngai Tai ki
Tamaki Claims Settlement Act 2018, Ngati Tamaoho Claims Settlement Act 2018; Nga
Mana Whenua o Tamaki Makaurau Collective Redress Act 2014, Ngati Paoa Deed of
Settlement, and the Te Akitai Waiohua Deed of Settlement.

The Ngati Tamaoho Claims Settlement Act 2018 was referred to us, and includes a
statutory acknowledgement over the Hingaia Stream and its tributaries, with the Site
being located entirely within the Hingaia Stream catchment. The statutory

11

See Minute 2 and Appendix 1 to that Minute.
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acknowledgement requires consent authorities to provide a summary of any relevant
applications to the holder of the statutory acknowledgement (Ngati Tamaoho
Settlement Trust), and the consent authority must have regard to the statutory
acknowledgement when making notification decisions under the RMA.

The Section 18 Report noted that panels under the FTAA act as the consent authority,
and that it was considered this obligation may be met through the section 53 process.

Clause 5 of Schedule 3 to the FTAA provides a direction to the Panel that we must
comply with the arrangements in the legislation (here, the Ngati Tamaoho Claims
Settlement Act 2018), “as if [we] were a relevant decision maker (such as a local
authority ...)”. We have had regard to the statutory acknowledgement in making our
decisions under section 53, and the Ngati Tamaoho Settlement Trust wag accordingly
invited to comment on the Application.?

58.1

58.2

Sec

p under it to “act in a manner that is consistent with - the obligations
arnG existing Treaty settlements”. There is then section 7(2), which states
that ™ tion (1) does not apply to a court or a person exercising a judicial power or

performiing a judicial function or duty”. We find this to be potentially contradictory to
later sections, such as 82(3) and 84(1), though we note that those sections only apply
where there is a Treaty settlement that is ‘relevant’ to an approval. The Section 18
Report has provided the Panel with helpful direction on the relevant Treaty settlements
for this Application.

As noted further below, the Panel directed the EPA to seek comment from the Minister
for Maori Crown Relations: Te Arawhiti and the Minister for Maori Development under
section 72 of the FTAA.

12

Ibid.
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Section 51 Reports

Department of Conservation - wildlife approval

The Department of Conservation (DOC), on behalf of the Director-General of
Conservation, provided the Panel Convener with the report requested by her under
section 51 of the FTAA. That report was entitled ‘Fast-track Approvals Act wildlife
approval report: Section 51(2)(c) wildlife approval report for FTAA-2503-1037 Drury
Quarry Expansion — Sutton Block’ and dated 10 September 2025 (DOC s51 Report).

The DOC s51 Report raised some issues regarding this aspect of the Application.
Primarily (but not exclusively) these related to the contents of the Lizard Management
Plan provided by the Applicant, and whether the Plan would provide appropriate
protection to salvaged lizards. A query was also raised regarding the term sought.
The Report did however recommend that approval be granted, subje dressing
the matters of concern.

Heritage New Zealand - archaeological authorities
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT) also provi anel¥onvener
with the report requested by her under section 51 of the ort was
entitled ‘Section 51(2)(d) Fast-track Approvals Act 204" Quarry - Sutton
Block Expansion [FTAA-2503-1037]" and dated 10 S\gtemberW025 (HNZPT s51
Report).

The HNZPT s51 Report confirmed agreement e dgguments provided by the
Applicant, including importantly the Ar i ssment, Archaeological
Management Plan and proposed condi al®been provided by the Applicant.
ical authority be granted (subject to

same notification provisions as the RMA) number of neighbouring
ences in our invitation.

ThisS™was bgllause the AUP:OP, for the Drury Quarry and Sutton Block SPQZ, includes
rever sitivity rules through a 500m buffer zone (Quarry Buffer Area Overlay).!3
The intent of this overlay is to avoid reverse sensitivity effects on quarries that can
result from subdivision, use and development in close proximity to them. Within this
overlay there are for example restrictions on new dwellings (controlling matters such
as their location and orientation, and noise attenuation and vibration mitigation for
example). The Panel therefore invited comments from residences that were within the
Quarry Buffer Area Overlay relevant to the Sutton Block.

13

See D27 Quarry Buffer Overlay, AUP:OP.
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Responses to the Panel’s invitation were due on 24 September 2025. Comments were
received on time from the following:

68.1 Auckland Council

68.2 Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga
68.3 Department of Conservation

68.4 Auckland Conservation Board

68.5 Ministry for Culture and Heritage!*
68.6 Minister for Arts Culture and Heritage?®
68.7 Minster for Infrastructure

68.8 Minister for Resources

68.9 Minister for the Environment

68.10 Te Akitai Waiohua Settlement Trust; an

68.11 Eight comments from individuals /, e nd upiers of land, who had been
invited to comment by the Pane

Three late comments, also from j ual ers and occupiers of land, which were
delayed by only a matter of d accepted by the Panel as recorded in Minute 5.

dum provided a brief overview of the outcome of the overall
oun sment of the application, based on an objective assessment of the
tion material as of 24 September 2025. The summary also included
analy®is under section 85(3) FTAA, examining whether adverse impacts were
iently significant to be out of proportion to the Project's regional or national
benefits.

4 This comment deferred to HNZPT's statutory role and expertise.

15 The correspondence received advised that the Minister had no comments.
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70.3 The memorandum also recorded the status of discussions between the Applicant
and Council, including in relation to requests for information (between the
Council and Applicant)® and draft conditions.

70.4 Sixteen annexures were included, being Council memorandums that had been
received and which had informed the overall statutory planning assessment.
The annexures were in relation to Ecology (Freshwater and Terrestrial);
Auckland Transport matters; Economics; Groundwater; Regional Earthworks and
Streamworks; Heritage; Landscape and visual; Stormwater; Discharges to Air;
matters relating to Parks; Noise and Vibration; Contaminated land matters;
Regulatory Engineering; Planning; matters relating to Watercare; and Franklin
Local Board comments.

The Panel would like to thank all participants who commented for thg ibutions.

The broad topics raised in the comments included:

72.2 Ecological effects, including in relation t
including impacts on these where out
extent and values within the footpg
of native vegetation, such as ra
indigenous flora and fauna, and

ial ecology (including the loss
ology, and habitat for

72.3 Effects on groundwa wdown effects on ecological matters, other
r users;

72.4 Landscape a , including effects on amenity and character, effects

on public de on private views. Related matters included requests
for screen ugh the use of vegetation and / or bunds;
72.5 earthworks, including the control of sediment discharges and
746 effects, from construction and quarrying (including blasting), and including

concgns related to the hours of operation;

72.7 Vibration effects (from blasting), including requests to undertake pre-condition
building surveys;

72.8 Air quality effects, particularly arising from dust (for example, deposition on
structures and personal property), and including concerns regarding long-term

16

While these were described in places as ‘section 67’ questions and a section 67 ‘tracker table’ was
provided, in fact these did not arise under section 67 of the FTAA (i.e. they did not arise from Panel
requests), but rather resulted from proactive work that had occurred between the Applicant and the
Council before the Panel’s appointment, and which continued post our appointment. That work
significantly reduced the number and scope of issues remaining.
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health and wellbeing (for example, through potential inhalation of dust and from
deposition on roofs used for drinking water collection);

72.9 Effects arising from works on contaminated, or potentially contaminated, land;

72.10 Quarry safety effects, including in relation to quarry engineering, slope stability
and the like;

72.11 Effects on local roads, including for example increasing congestion and delay,
and the potential for physical damage to roads and infrastructure caused by
heavy vehicles associated with quarrying and the sale of aggregate and related
products from the quarry;

72.12 Cultural effects, due to impacts on the whenua (land), awa (
(forest) and including impacts on the significant Karearea P&

d ngahere

addressing these;
72.14 Queries about the nature and scale of eco

regarding the addition of a fifth stage o

extent without apparent increased berf@g

72.15 The need for monitoring, reportifg an ent; and

72.16 Effects on property values dingyre d requests to adopt a ‘Property Value
Protection Plan’.

Applicant’s response omm S

On 1 October 2025 the nt vided responses to the comments received on the
Application.

The Panel ha ed the Applicant’s responses, and, where appropriate, refers to

these response Parts D to F of this decision report.

Appgi

O30 mber 2025 the Panel noted its intention to appoint Mr Jon Williamson as a
tec¥™cal agliser to provide the Panel with a peer review report on hydrogeology.'’

This appointment was made under clause 10(3) of Schedule 3 of the FTAA. The Panel
wished to obtain further expert advice in relation to the scale of potential hydrological
effects arising from the groundwater take and drawdown, and how those might impact
on surface water features (for example, wetlands and streams), other quarries, and
other groundwater (bore) users.

Mr Williamson’s formal appointment, and ability to undertake the necessary work, was
delayed for a period of time. This was during suspension of the Application, when it
was understood that no work could be carried out, even procedural matters (such as

17

See Minute 5.
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issuing Minutes, commissioning of technical and special advisors, and provision of
information to panels from the EPA).

Mr Williamson'’s report, entitled ‘Fast Track Approvals Act (FTAA): Drury Quarry
Expansion — Sutton Block. Hydrogeological Review’ dated 4 November 2025 was
circulated to the participants by way of our Minute 9. Comments were sought on or
before 11 November 2025.

The Applicant and Auckland Council responded to Minute 9 on 12 November 2025.

Appointment of special advisor

On 22 October 2025 the Panel appointed Mr David McMahon as a special adviser, to

provide the Panel with additional support for the drafting of documen uding parts
of the decision and conditions. This appointment was made under
Schedule 3 of the FTAA.

Further information

The Panel issued three requests for further informatio 7 of the FTAA,
by way of Minutes 3, 4 and 7. These were requests pplicant, with the
latter request including one item also for Aucklang, CO &h of these were

ouncil. We refer to key
aspects of the requests and responses, as n
report.

Conditions (including comments o

We have discusse s taken in relation to the draft proposed conditions
for the wildlife ¢ aeological authorities.

to'the draft proposed conditions for the resource consents. These
eady working on the conditions prior to the Panel’s appointment,
conditions were well-advanced.

Council
partigi

receipt of updated conditions from the Applicant dated 10 October

e Panel requested, by way of Minute 7, that the Applicant and Auckland
Council prepare a table setting out any resource consent conditions that were not
agreed between them. For each condition that was not agreed, the Panel sought that
the particular text that each party sought be outlined with brief reasons / explanations
provided. This was provided on 5 November 2025.

The Panel thanks the Applicant and Auckland Council for their proactive and
collaborative work on conditions.

18

Provided to the Panel on 16 October 2025.
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In accordance with section 70 of the FTAA the Panel reviewed and amended the three
sets of proposed conditions (being for the resource consents, wildlife approval and
archaeological authorities) and provided draft conditions to the Applicant and persons
invited to comment on 13 November 2025 (Minute 10). Responses were required by 27
November 2025.

The Panel received responses on the draft conditions from:

88.1 The Applicant;

88.2 Auckland Council;

88.3 Te Akitai Waiohua Settlement Trust;

88.4 HNZPT;

88.5 DOC;

88.6 The Auckland Conservation Board; and

88.7 Mr MacWhinney.

On 4 December 2025 the Applicant provided se tothe above comments on
conditions (including an amended set of conditions), and to some
f the Panel. The Panel raised

Applicant’s response t quired under section 70 FTAA. We have
amended the condijgd opriate. The Panel has addressed and responded
to the key com A\g0ns throughout this decision report, particularly in
Parts D and

AA the Panel invited comment from the Ministers for Maori Crown
Arawhiti and Maori Development on 13 November 2025.

No co ents were received from the Ministers.

Hearing and expert conferencing

The Panel has been mindful of the emphasis on time limited decision-making in the
present process, the purpose of the FTAA in section 3, to facilitate the delivery of
development projects with significant regional or national benefits, and the procedural
principles in section 10 FTAA that require us to take all practicable steps to use timely,
efficient, consistent, and cost effective processes that are proportionate to the Panel’s
functions, duties or powers.
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No need for a hearing
The Panel has exercised its discretion not to require a hearing on any issue under
section 56 FTAA.

Save in relation to the matters put to expert conferencing and which we describe
below, the Panel considers that:

95.1 We were able to adequately consider all of the issues based on the information
available including the Application, comments received, responses to comments
and the further information provided by the Applicant, Auckland Council, DOC,
HNZPT, and invited persons.

95.2 The material issues involved were comprehensively addressed in

taken seriously too the very strong direction given
Assessments provided,'® to carefully assess imp

Waiohua Settlement Trust.

The Panel was therefore particularly ¢
understanding of the possible impacts

at expert conferencing may be required, including in
tters. In Minute 7 we directed that expert conferencing be

®le for this, in some haste, with all participants invited to have
nd. The Applicant and Auckland Council were also invited to have
Th nel giftlined, in Appendix One to Minute 7, the core agenda items on which we

wishe btain further information and / or clarity.

Expert conferencing was held on 31 October 2025, with the experts ultimately
attending being:

100.1 Groundwater experts: Mr Jon Williamson (Panel technical advisor); Mr Parviz
Namjou (for the Applicant); Mr Philip Kelsey (for Auckland Council); and

19

See Combined Cultural Values Assessments included as Appendix G to Consultation section of Application
documents.
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100.2 Ecologists: Ms Treff Barnett, Mr Chris Wedding and Ms Jennifer Shanks (for the
Applicant); Mr Andrew Rossaak (for Auckland Council); and Dr Fleur Maseyk (for
DOCQ).

While the expert conferencing was an iterative process, and reasonably informal, it did
provide the Panel with a level of comfort on the issues that had been of concern.
Several matters were able to be agreed, and these were recorded in notes that were
made during conferencing. In particular, three summaries of agreed positions were
able to be collated. The Panel provided the experts with the opportunity to correct the
notes, by way of Minute 8.

We discuss relevant outcomes from the expert conferencing in more detail in Part D of
this decision report.

2025. These broadly responded to, or
Application material, the commen
est responses, the comments on
conditions process and finalisi ; resource consent conditions.

Further Panel correspo tions and decision-making occurred via email
and tele/video-conferen ing review, drafting and commenting on drafts of the
proposed conditio t ion report.

Timing of t decision

In accordance wNA th&Panel Convener Minute dated 29 July 2025 the time frame for
the Pane decision documents under sections 79 and 88 was 27 November
20 in d of 45 working days).

Th plicgllon was briefly suspended, as recorded in Minute 6, for a period of ten
worki s. As described in Minute 7 processing resumed from (and including)
21 October 2025. As a result of this suspension the Panel’s final decision must be
issued by 11 December 2025.

PART C: LEGAL CONTEXT

Referral to Panel

SAL'’s substantive application was deemed complete on 21 May 2025, with the EPA
confirming that the Application (lodged on 30 April 2025) complied with the
requirements of section 46(2) of the FTAA. The EPA also confirmed, on 5 June 2025,
the absence of any competing application or existing resource consent under section
47 of the FTAA. The Application was thereafter referred to the Panel Convener, who
appointed this Panel from 13 August 2025.
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Section 81 pathway and FTAA Schedules 5, 7 and 8
Section 81 of the FTAA, and the FTAA schedules cross-referenced in that section,
provide the Panel with a clear pathway for the task before us.

As decision-making under the FTAA is relatively new, and this Panel must be careful to
apply the correct legal tests, we set out section 81 in some detail here. That section
relevantly states:

81 Decisions on approvals sought in substantive application

(1) A panel must, for each approval sought in a substantive application, decide whether

to—
(a) grant the approval and set any conditions to be imposed on the approval; or
(b) decline the approval.

(2) For the purpose of making the decision, the panel—

(a) must consider the substantive application and any adyicée

68, 69, 70, 72, or 90:

(b) must apply the applicable clauses set out in su
relation to the weight to be given to the purpose en making the
decision):

(c) must comply with section 82, if applicaj

(d) must comply with section 83 in setting

(e) may impose conditions under sectj

) may decline the approval only i ection 85

3) For the purposes of subsection (2)(b), as follows:
(a) for an approval describe i (resource consent), clauses 17 to

.(.i-) for an approval degari 42(4)(h) (wildlife approval), clauses 5 and 6

(6)) for an appro ction 42(4)(i) (archaeological authority), clauses
4 and 5 of. S

(4) When taking purgose W@his Act into account under a clause referred to in
subsection th nel m¥t consider the extent of the project’s regional or national
benefits,

Section 81(2)di is Panel to the matters that we must consider, apply and
comply with, we may impose. It also notes the application of section 85,
which wgwill co ter. Section 81(3) links the Panel to the relevant clauses of

b , Eand F. For now, suffice to note that the schedule clauses provide
three impggfant directions to us:

111.1 First, they advise the Panel of the matters we must take into account. These
are matters that we must directly consider, and give our genuine consideration
to.20

111.2 Second, they advise the weight to be given to the purpose of the FTAA in our
decision-making. The purpose of the FTAA is “to facilitate the delivery of
infrastructure and development projects with significant regional or national

20

See for example Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society of New Zealand Inc v New Zealand Transport
Agency [2024] NZSC 26.
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benefits”, per section 3. For each of the approvals sought in relation to this
Project the FTAA's purpose is to be given the greatest weight.

111.3 Third, they set out the provisions of the RMA, WA53 and HNZPTA that are to be
applied (as relevant to the approvals sought).

We understand the phrase “take into account” as requiring us to directly consider the
matters so identified and to give them genuine consideration; rather than mere lip
service, such as by listing them and setting them aside: Royal Forest and Bird
Protection Society of New Zealand Inc v New Zealand Transport Agency [2024]

NZSC 26.

The requirement to give the greatest weight to the purpose of the FTAAJS ‘legislatively

Wharf and Fergusson North Berth Extension and thg
guidance provided in the Enterprise Miramar decjg
We agree with the Panel’s summation of the
We have further adapted that guidance, to r isvdecision report also includes
our decision on archaeological authoritie

ry as to the
o apply to the FTAA.%!

(d) on an indivi
weighting in
[53].

to standing back and conducting an overall
the specified direction: Enterprise Miramar [52] -

the FTAA is not logically relevant to the assessments otherwise
er RMA, WA53 or HNZPTA. For example, assessments of
| effects (RMA), or matters relating to protected wildlife (WA53), or
archaeological value (HNZPTA). None of those matters become
ant, insignificant, or less than minor simply because of the purpose of the

FTAZN What changes is the weight to be placed on them - they may be

eighed by the purpose of facilitating the delivery of infrastructure and
development projects with significant regional or national benefit, or they may
not: Enterprise Miramar [55].

Section 85 FTAA (when approvals must or may be declined)

Section 85 of the FTAA sets out the limited circumstances when approvals must or may
be declined.

21

See page 33 onward of the Record of Decisions of the Expert Panel under Section 87 of the Fast-track
Approvals Act 2024, Bledisloe North Wharf and Fergusson North Berth Extension Expert Panel, dated
21 August 2025.
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Alongside the decision-making directions provided by section 81(2) and the weighted
criteria in the relevant clauses of Schedules 5, 7 and 8, this section provides a key
difference to ordinary decision-making under the RMA, WA53 and HNZPTA. It is worth
setting out in full:

85 When panel must or may decline approvals
When approval must be declined
(1) The panel must decline an approval if 1 or more of the following apply:
(a) the approval is for an ineligible activity:
(b) the panel considers that granting the approval would breach section 7:
(c) to (h) [not applicable]

(2) [Not applicable]

Approval may be declined if adverse impacts out of proportion to regional or national

benefits
(3) A panel may decline an approval if, in complying with section 81 the ™@mel forms the
view that—
(a) there are 1 or more adverse impacts in relation to t
(b) those adverse impacts are sufficiently significant t lon to the

under section 81(4), even after taking into acco

(i) any conditions that the panel may sgia
impacts; and

(ii) any conditions or modification
propose to avoid, remedy, rgi
adverse impacts.

4) To avoid doubt, a panel may not form
threshold in subsection (3)(b) solely e adverse impact is inconsistent
with or contrary to a provision of y other document that a panel
must take into account or othe i i mplying with section 81(2).

may agree to or
r compensate for those

Overse impact meets the

(5) In subsections (3) and (4), ad mp@t means any matter considered by the panel
in complying with sectio,

117,
gional or national benefits;

117.4 after taking into account any conditions that we may set in relation to
those adverse impacts; and any conditions or modifications that the Applicant
may agree to or propose to avoid, remedy, mitigate, offset, or compensate for
those adverse impacts.

117.5 To avoid doubt, we may not form the view that an adverse impact meets the
threshold (to be able to decline consent)) solely on the basis that the adverse
impact is inconsistent with or contrary to a provision of a specified Act or any
other document that a panel must take into account or otherwise consider in
complying with section 81(2).

The legal test that results from section 85 appears different to that developed over the
years under the RMA, culminating with the King Salmon decision (Environmental


https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2024/0056/latest/whole.html#LMS943262
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2024/0056/latest/whole.html#LMS978159
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2024/0056/latest/whole.html#LMS978159
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2024/0056/latest/whole.html#LMS978159
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2024/0056/latest/whole.html#LMS978159
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Defence Society v The New Zealand King Salmon Company Limited & Ors). The King
Salmon case was very clear and direct. The approach of adopting an overall broad
judgement to environmental decision making under the RMA was unlawful.

Ultimately the Panel does not need to make further enquiries or assessment here:
119.1 The section 85 ‘proportionality test’ is not in play.

119.2 The Application would in the Panel’s view have ‘passed the test’ under the
traditional RMA, WA53 and HNZPTA processes in the normal course of events.

119.3 We therefore do not need to weigh, in a proportionality sense, any adverse
impacts against the significant regional or likely national benefits of the Project.
Given the very significant regional benefits - an aggregate q on the
doorstep (actually, closer) to the largest consumer and hi centre
for that resource (Auckland) - the adverse effects on th
have needed to be significant indeed to overcome th
words, to un-balance the scales that otherwise tip to

FTAA apply to the Application or the Project.
resource consents, wildlife approval and arc
section 85 were not in operation. In parig

verse impacts are not sufficiently
regional benefits.

Onsents sought, in addition to section 81(2), we must also apply
22 of Schedule 5.

Clause™T7(1) of Schedule 5 is key, and provides:

For the purposes of section 81, when considering a consent application, including conditions in

accordance with clauses 18 and 19, the panel must take into account, giving the greatest

weight to paragraph (a),-

(a) the purpose of this Act; and

(b) the provisions of Parts 2, 3, 6, and 8 to 10 of the Resource Management Act 1991 that
direct decision making on an application for a resource consent (but excluding section
104D of that Act); and

(c) the relevant provisions of any other legislation that directs decision making under the
Resource Management Act 1991.
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In accordance with clause 17, the relevant matters we have taken into account
comprise:

124.1 The purpose of the FTAA, being “to facilitate the delivery of infrastructure and
development projects with significant regional or national benefits.” When
assessing this criterion we must consider the extent of the projects’ national or
regional benefits. This criterion is to be individually assessed as part of a
clause 17(1) assessment, and then, when conducting an overall assessment, is
to be given the greatest weight.

124.2 Part 2 of the RMA, including section 5 (sustainable management purpose);
section 6 (matters of national importance), and section 7 (other matters).

124.3 Part 3 of the RMA, and in particular section 9 (restrictions on

adverse effects).

124.4 Part 6 of the RMA, and in particular section 8
(information required in applications for r ), section 104
(consideration of applications), sections a = 07 (matters relevant to
certain aspects of the Application incl trictiols on grant); and sections
108 to 109 (relating to conditions

under the RMA
Application.

n draWwnh to our attention as being relevant to the

SECTION 3 ET

Regiongl or na a®enefits of the project

e A states that the purpose of the Act is to facilitate the delivery of
development projects with “significant regional or national benefits”.

the Project meets the criteria set out in section 22(1) of the FTAA, which includes as
the first of two required limbs that “the project is an infrastructure or development
project that would have significant regional or national benefits” (section 22(1)(a)). In
assessing section 22(1)(a), the Minister was able to consider a range of matters,
including whether the project:

127.1 will deliver significant economic benefits;

127.2 will support development of natural resources, including minerals; or
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127.3 is consistent with local or regional planning documents;
and “any other matters the Minister considers relevant”.

There is otherwise no specific definition of significant regional or national benefits in
the context of listed projects.

Section 81(4) of the FTAA specifically requires the Panel to consider the extent of the
Project’s regional or national benefits.

The Panel addresses the regional and national benefits of the Project in more detail
below under the heading ‘Positive effects’, but briefly note our finding here that the
Project clearly has significant regional, and likely national, benefits. Thease include:

130.2 Assisting to meet anticipated growing demand f; critical resource

for infrastructure and development;

130.3 The provision of aggregate within Auckl centre for aggregate,
with a large and growing population a ‘s economic hub, saving on
transport costs (with flow-on impljgi ability of aggregate) and

reducing transport-related effec ment;
130.4 Enabling and facilitating Ay ic growth, through efficient and
aggregate; and

130.5 Providing efficie ce us® (compared to the need to obtain aggregate from
a new quarryg region) through utilisation of the existing Drury
’ as the established FOH, and at an experienced

s reviewed all the documentation and the further information provided by
and the participants and summarises the resource consents required

The Panel agrees with the Applicant that, in terms of the AUP:OP, overall the
application for resource consents is a non-complying activity. While the proposed
works require consent as a non-complying activity overall under the AUP:OP, the
Application is not subject to a section 104(D) RMA assessment (the gateway test) as
provided under clause 17(1)(b) of Schedule 5 to the FTAA.

EXISTING ENVIRONMENT

The Panel adopts the description of the existing environment included as section 3 of
the AEE.
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EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT

Clause 5(4) of Schedule 5 to the FTAA requires a consent application to provide an
assessment of an activity’s effects on the environment covering the information in
clauses 6 and 7. The AEE provided a full assessment of these matters, and
participants who commented also raised a range of actual and potential effects.

The following categories of actual and potential effects on the environment, which we
list in no particular order, have been identified as requiring the Panel’s especially close
attention and care, during our assessment of the Application. These effects relate to,
or are involved in, the principal issues in contention that we address in Part G of this
decision report:

135.1 Positive effects (regionally significant aggregate resources, e enefits,
ecological offset).

135.2 Ecological effects, including effects on:

(a) Terrestrial ecology (particularly in relatio egetation, and

to native fauna); and

(b) Freshwater ecology (loss of strea nd we abitat, stream diversion,
effects on freshwater fauna, se enjg@lion eff€cts, effects on stream
volumes and fish passage).

135.3 Noise effects, and effects from ise and vibration), including effects
from construction activitie

135.4 Air quality (amenity TEalth effects and potential cumulative

effects).

135.5 Landscape a effects, including natural character effects.

135.6 Effects on values, including on wahi tapu and taonga sites, awa (water
ways), rings) and warepo (wetlands).

In this d rt we have elected not to address all of the categories of effects
th eb vant to our FTAA and RMA assessment in regards to the resource
caise ght. Instead, in this Part D of the decision report we:

136.14qigiss in some detail the key effects on the environment (listed above at

paragraph 138); and

136.2 Discuss in briefer detail those effects requiring attention with regards to the
conditions to be imposed to ensure that they are appropriately avoided,
remedied and mitigated. (We list the effects that fall into this category below at
paragraph 141).

Where this decision report does not address a particular effect on the environment, we
record that the Panel has concurred with the conclusions of the AEE (if not for all of the
reasons specified), and the accompanying technical reports including the draft
conditions proposed by the Applicant and agreed with the Council (subject to
occasional, and more minor, amendments from the Panel).
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The effects addressed more briefly in this Part D are:

138.1 Archaeological effects (nhoting that similar matters are addressed in Part F of this
decision report in relation to the archaeological authorities sought).

138.2 Groundwater effects (including effects on regional groundwater resources,
neighbouring groundwater users, shallow groundwater, streams and freshwater
habitats).

138.3 Geological effects (site suitability, slope stability).

138.4 Traffic and transportation effects.

Positive effects

Quarries are a necessary part of modern life. They provide the
constructed environment - a secure and reliable supply of a
economic and social well-being of Auckland’s people and c

found naturally in situ. Quarrying’s location
presence of accessible resource.

The existing Drury Quarry is one of thqmaj
produces around 3.5m tonnes of ggare
Auckland’s current aggregate regf ent e greywacke resource at Drury Quarry
is of high quality and, by comf8 Mmather quarries, the resource at Drury is
relatively well exposed wi Xaratively low stripping and overburden ratio. The
quarry is, and the Sutt will also be, well located, being within Auckland

rc®s of aggregate within Auckland. It
per Anum, meeting over a quarter of

average, each new house requires approximately 250t of
ction of 1km of two-lane highway requires approximately

ion aggregate. Large-scale projects, such as infrastructure and
mmercial and industrial development, will require access to

s of aggregate (for example, the City Rail Link, Watercare’s Central
nnel, Auckland Airport’s terminal and airfield upgrades and expansions,

The AEE also noted that it is estimated that the required infrastructure investment in
Auckland is approximately $20bn - $30bn, with a number of existing large, funded
infrastructure projects from a range of central and local government agencies (such as
NZ Transport Agency Waka Kotahi, Ministry of Education, Watercare, Auckland
Transport and Eke Panuku).?? In addition to the funded projects, various other central
and local government agencies have numerous ongoing and planned projects to
improve the region. This, combined with the expected future growth, will likely
increase the demand for aggregate within Auckland.

22

Refer to EcIA, page 9.
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Aggregate plays a critical role in various construction and civil engineering applications.
Some of the applications include concrete production, road construction and rail road
ballast, building foundations, three waters construction (stormwater, wastewater and
water supply), and in landscaping.

The Application and AEE were accompanied by an Economic Impact Assessment,
prepared by m.e consulting and dated 20 February 2025, with an updated version later
provided dated 23 October 2025 (EcIA).

Despite being New Zealand’s largest city, and an economic hub (Auckland generates a
disproportionate share of New Zealand’s GDP, contributing 37% of the national
economic value),?® over the last decade Auckland has consistently produced a lower
amount of aggregate on a per-capita basis, relative to the other regiong, There is a

equal to a 17.4% increase. While there are potential future
and some existing quarries have been expanded (or o o)
expand),?® a shortfall is still predicted.

d for consent to

The scenarios outlined in the EcIA show dema
with the shortfall ranging from 4.26m to 4.6 5, and predicted to grow
to between 6.9m tonnes and 20.4m ton e Sutton Block quarry would
be able to meet some of that shortfall, i uce at least the 3.5m tonnes per
year currently produced by the existin rry. The Panel notes that the

anges from around twice the current

ckland-based) supply,

Drury Quarry output to nearly,
high growth rates, and the hat there is sufficient, readily accessible,

irements.

Aggregate is a hig ue product, and is expensive to transport. For
aggregate extra mical, it needs to be located proximate to the areas
within which it i d, and closest to the areas with the highest demand.
Accordingly, ase in demand predicted, the retention of existing aggregate
extracti rig future supply, is important to ensure that there is sufficient
cilitate regional growth, and to ensure the cost of aggregate

Theé™inerall and Petroleum Resource Strategy for Aotearoa New Zealand: 2019-2029
has, of its action areas, securing an affordable supply of resources, such as
aggregate, to meet New Zealand’s future needs.

23
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Ibid, page 7.
Ibid, page 21.
Ibid, page 10.

The EcIA recognised newly consented capacity at Brookby Quarry, and potentially Hunua and Flattop
Quarries which are listed under the FTAA, which may see production rise in Auckland. Page 20.

EcIA page 20.
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The economic costs and benefits, assessed in the EcIA, are associated with both direct
effects, such as price increases, and indirect effects, including factors like emissions
and social costs. These effects are predominantly influenced by changes in
transportation related to the location of aggregate production. A key benefit of the
Sutton Block quarry is not just its location next to the existing Drury Quarry pit (and
ability to utilise the existing FOH infrastructure), but its location within Auckland.
According to the cost and benefit analysis set out in the EcIA, aggregate extraction
from the Sutton Block would save (compared to the alternatives used in the EcIA)
around $10.3m to $24.5m per million tonnes of aggregate produced, based on
transport, environmental and social costs.

The EcIA further noted:?8

“Expanding aggregate supply faces numerous additional challenges in the
landscape. Some key issues are listed below.

- There is a large lead in time to procure the necessary equip.
machines or obtain new ones. For some equipment, this ti 12 and 24
months.

- The tight labour market and lack of workers with t, > ake finding new or
replacement staff difficult.

- Energy grids are under strain and raising o) @Fsible in some scenarios.

These issues all add complexity to productign. y make it harder to respond to
changes in demand, entrenching the s [

The EcIA concluded:?°®

w

Given the importance o dieentor Auckland’s economy, Auckland’s built future is
] able sources of aggregate. Aggregate extracted from
o a key component of Auckland’s sustainable supply.

effectively reliant upon
the Sutton Block expa

The Sutton Block wi on to provide a significant amount of high-quality aggregate
for the Aucklag nable prices. The volume enabled by the consent would be
able to accq ant proportion of Auckland’s demand, providing aggregate across

E in the construction of housing, roads, infrastructure, high rise buildings
arehouses. The presence of the aggregate and the ability to utilise it
tes significantly to the economic wellbeing of Aucklanders. ...

act of @ygregate extends significantly further than just the construction sector -

e grofth is in part related to urban development and expansion, meaning that the
the economy is linked to the sustained availability of aggregate. Ensuring local
te companies can provide aggregate to market at a cost-effective price, helps ensure
remains affordable, that businesses seek to expand within Auckland rather than

e, and that large infrastructure projects are able to be delivered on time and to budget.

Therefore, based on the above analysis, the Sutton Block extension of the Drury Quarry will
generate significant economic benefits for Auckland Region and New Zealand.”

The AEE noted a number of positive ecological effects, including:
153.1 Revegetation planting and forest enhancement (pest and weed control)

proposed to mitigate and offset the removal of vegetation. Restoration and
enhancement planting, including proposed pest control, will provide for positive

28
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Ibid, page 11.
Ibid, pages 31-32.
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terrestrial benefits through habitation creation, biodiversity gains, and
enhancing connectivity to existing habitats surrounding the Sutton Block.

153.2 Proposed ecological enhancements at the Tuakau Site including stream
enhancement with riparian planting and fencing, modification or removal of a
floodgate to allow for fish passage, and wetland restoration, including creation of
wetland habitat.

The proposed planting is anticipated to result in an overall ‘net-gain’ in ecological
values. The proposed wetland restoration will also have positive effects in the form of
creating additional habitat and ecological connectivity to the Waikato River and its
tributaries.

The AEE concluded that the Sutton Block expansion would result in f
significant positive effects, including:3°

155.1 Ensuring a consistent supply of high-quality aggregatgfor kla ver the
next 50 years, enabling and supporting Auckland’s po ng th and
development.

155.2 Economic benefits for Auckland region whi enabling people and

cll-being.

155.3 Environmental benefits associated g nsport distances in
comparison to if the aggregate outside the region.

aggregate resources wi as been identified under the AUP:OP for
mineral extraction.

Comments received a
A number of the cogsms M¥d noted the positive effects of the Project, and the

t “for projects that deliver positive outcomes for New Zealand, including
the ury Quarry Expansion — Sutton Block project.” The support given was “a
ction of the Government’s economic growth and infrastructure priorities”.

156.2 Comments from the Minister for Resource, the Hon Shane Jones. These
comments:

(@) Referenced the release of the Government’s Minerals Strategy, which
emphasises the production of aggregate as strategically important, and
New Zealand’s Critical Mineral List which recognises aggregate as critical
due to its high level of economic importance to New Zealand, and the

30

AEE, section 9.2.4.
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regulatory constraints limiting new supply opportunities particularly close
to the major demand centre in Auckland.

(b) Noted the importance of quarries being located near demand centres, and
the “common industry short-hand estimate” that the cost of aggregate
doubles after the first 30km it is transported.

(c) Noted also that the Government has a significant public infrastructure
pipeline in the Auckland region, which requires a stable and affordable
supply of aggregate. At 4.8m tonnes of aggregate able to be produced
per year, the Sutton Block was considered to be able to contribute
substantially to meeting growing demand for aggregate in the Auckland
Region.

(d)

(e) In summary, it was considered that apg

The Auckland Council comments inclu
dated 19 September 2025. While con

157.2 The benefits of
underlying dg

bly foreseeable costs arising from the Project that were not
the EcIA, such as potential environmental costs from the operation
quarry.

While ing the avoided costs are “probably still large”, the author of the Technical
Specialist Memo noted that these benefits must be balanced against the costs that the
Project would impose, and that these costs had not been considered. It was
considered “difficult to come to any conclusion as to whether the Proposed Consent
represents a net benefit from a welfare perspective. It is plausible that the Proposed
Consent represents a significant regional benefit for Auckland as described in the FTAA,
but again since the benefits have, in my opinion, been overstated and the costs have

31

The Panel expressly notes that these figures have been changed / corrected in the EcIA released since
the Minister’'s comments. The amended figures (shown with tracked figures) are “Based on the above
transport, environmental and social costs, extraction from the Sutton Block would save around $29-4

10.3 million to $65-2 24.5 million per million tonnes of aggregate produced. "
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not been considered I find it difficult to conclude that the net present value of the
Proposed Consent is large.”

The Applicant responded to the Auckland Council comments on 1 October 2025. That
response included a table prepared with input from the Applicant’s expert economist,
and responded in a detailed way to each of the concerns and issues raised in the
Technical Specialist Memo. In the Panel’s view the response fully addressed the
economic impact matters that had been raised. In particular, the Panel is comfortable
that the costs identified in the Auckland Council comments as ‘missing’ (for example,
particularly environmental costs) have been properly accounted for in our decision-
making, even if they did not form part of the technical analysis underpinning the EcIA.

Two more minor matters should also be addressed:

160.1 In the process of responding to the Council’s comments on
was identified and corrected by the Applicant. Subsequ
was provided to the Panel.3?

160.2 The Applicant’s response included the stated vi

The Panel also needs to be satisfied a
national benefits. Helpfully, thos
context of this Project. Further,
assessment of the costs (being, ntly, the adverse effects on the

environment arising from and operation of the Sutton Block

The Panel’s findings on

In light of all the infor i ceive® and considered (including comments), the Panel
concurs with the Apgiy ents and the EcIA regarding the positive effects of
the Project, as sed above. As we have stated, the Panel finds that
the Project will hY% g mﬁcant reg|onal and I|kely natlonal beneﬁts There are no

heir nature are placed where the resource is located. While some design
vailable, often the location of the sub-surface resource and the
requireMents for pit design and access constrain the ability to avoid surface features,
including ecology.

32
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This related to a model error that applied urban emissions costs to entire journeys (rather than an
appropriate rural/urban split). Reapplying the urban/rural split in the model lowered the lifecycle
benefits from $2.5- $5.4b to $0.9b - $2.0b (real, PV, 5%) for the Sutton Block programme. See
footnote above.

Page 17 of Table 1 Invited Parties: Auckland Council, titled ‘Table 1.3: 05 Economist comment received
25/09/25 summary and applicant response’, included in the Applicant’s response to comments dated 1
October 2025.

Conditions to ensure delivery of the positive ecological outcomes (‘net-gain’) are addressed elsewhere
in this decision report.
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The Sutton Block is located in an area that would have once been native forest and
has, like many other parts of Auckland over many decades of native timber logging,
scrub clearing and farming, been converted from a native-dominated forest system to
an exotic pasture-dominated grassland system.

The Site supports predominately exotic pasture grassland, with surviving or regrown
fragments of indigenous forest present that are similar to the extensive areas of
remaining original or secondary regrowth native forest that still surround the Site.
While most terrestrial ecology values in terms of rare plants, birds, lizards, frogs,
invertebrates, and bats would have been considerably affected by this historic
clearance and conversion to pasture, there are aspects of indigenous vegetation and
wildlife that may have survived. These have formed the basis of the investigations by
the Applicant.

AEE
The Applicant undertook extensive investigations of the terres

collected from the site on terrestrial ecology values.
of the investigations was not queried by other partig

addressing the expected (and required) mat
standard by relevant experts with the n

166.1 'Proposed Sutton Block, Drury > E. Ecological Impact Assessment’
dated 28 March 2025 (EI

166.2 : E3:9 Ecological Management Plan’ dated
166.3 , Dy Quarry: E4:9 Residual Effects Analysis Report:
11 February 2025 (REAR-TE).
166.4 W Sutton Block: E6:9 Net Gain Delivery Plan: Planting Plan’ dated
16 - Sutton Block: E7:9 Net Gain Delivery Plan; Pest and Weed
/” dated March 2025 (NGDP:PWC).
Value effects

Key findings from the terrestrial ecology surveys were:

167.1 The presence of four areas of indigenous terrestrial vegetation, which belong to
two main types: taraire, tawa podocarp forest and kanuka scrub/forest. Rock
forest, which is a specialized variant of taraire, tawa podocarp forest was also
mapped on the Site. Some forest within the Project is listed as SEA. All areas of
native vegetation are heavily impacted by ongoing farming practices including
herbicide spraying on the edges and stock access throughout;

167.2 The presence of small areas of exotic plantation forest (pines) and exotic scrub
(gorse and other agricultural weeds);
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167.3 The absence of species of invertebrate of conservation interest, and the absence
of native frogs;

167.4 The presence of the native copper skink; other native skink or gecko species
that are recorded from the local area surrounding the Sutton Block were not
detected at the Site;

167.5 The presence of a wide suite of common, ‘Not Threatened’ native birds, as well
as a range of exotic bird species. The ‘At Risk’ listed pipit was recorded from the
Site;

167.6 The absence of native wetland birds of conservation concern including bittern,
dabchick, fernbird, crake, or shag;

167.7 The absence of recorded bat activity within the Site, althoud
recorded near to the existing Drury Quarry Pit (outside
on occasion, of the Site by bats was considered possi

Potential or actual adverse effects arising from the Proj
indigenous wildlife or their habitats are noted in the

168.1 The removal of indigenous vegetation t ling, 16%
within an SEA overlay), including:

(1) 0.65ha of rock forest;

(2) 7.33ha of taraire, t docgr est; and

(3) 8.8ha of kanu

168.2 The loss of solit re tre®s within pasture areas. These number 130 trees
including indjg

bitat, and potential injury or death of native copper skinks, and
of up to four other species of native skink or gecko also being
t within these habitats;

168.5 ect effects on native forest adjoining the Site caused by the removal of
vegetation within the Site that will create a new edge that is open to the drying
effects of sun and wind, and to invasive weed incursions.

In order to address adverse effects on terrestrial ecology values, the Applicant
proposes to undertake a range of mitigation measures to salvage, relocate or minimise
adverse effects on the ecology values of the Site. The Applicant will also undertake an
extensive programme of revegetation planting across 62.38ha adjoining the Site that is
currently in pasture grassland, and undertake animal and weed pest control within
108ha of existing indigenous forest located within land owned by SAL around the
periphery of the Site.
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The mitigation measures are laid out in the EMP and include (for terrestrial ecology):
170.1 The salvage and relocation of native lizards;
170.2 Checks of the Site for native nesting birds prior to habitat clearance;

170.3 Survey for bats prior to tree felling, and the installation of artificial bat roosts if
bat roosts on the Site are discovered during vegetation clearance; and

170.4 The management of edges created by newly cut borders of indigenous

vegetation.
The EMP includes approaches and methods that are standard practice. ments by
DOC on the practices proposed by the Applicant for lizard salvage ag ion, in

removed is proposed to be undertaken at a site under the c at Tuakau on
the margins of the Waikato River, as well as on the prg
Site. The Tuakau location is proposed as the primar. shwater ecology

enhancement works (see the Freshwater Ecologygec decision report), and
supports wet environments suited to replace ’
kahikatea. Dryland tree species proposed as Mantings for solitary trees
are proposed for the Sutton Block planti

t the Drury Creek Islands Recreation

Reserve which is in the Drury Es i ely 6.5km to the northwest from the
Site. The plantings proposed onents of offsetting for the loss of
indigenous vegetation withj anewalso for the loss of some species of solitary
native trees at the Site. to the Application being lodged, the Applicant
advised the Panel® th ry Ci€ek Islands Recreation Reserve was no longer
available as an offsgims il and that only the Tuakau location and the Sutton

The 62

the creat

Si

Sig i ithin similar forest types to those that will be removed.

The a f planting, and requirements of the planting programmes including species,

spacing, and post-planting management, and the area proposed for animal pest control
within existing forest, form the basis of the biodiversity offset accounting models
created for this Site. The Biodiversity Offsets Accounting Models (BOAM) account for
biodiversity losses through the Site development, and gains through planting and
enhancement works. The REAR-TE provides the background and analysis basis for the

35

Attachment F to further information supplied by the Applicant on 25 September 2025, being the
memorandum from Bioresearches dated 14 August 2025, titled ‘Hingaia (Drury) Island offset
revegetation’.
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use of the BOAM offset models, and summarises the predicted outputs in terms of ‘net-
gain’ enhancements to biodiversity values over time from the offset actions.

Details of the offset planting and pest control programmes including staged timing,
planting, pest control works, maintenance, monitoring, assessment against offset
targets, and contingency responses should monitoring report under-performance, are
contained within the NGDP:PP and the NGDP:PWC.

Between the mitigation works within the Site, and the ecological restoration and
enhancement works proposed by the Applicant for revegetation planting adjoining the
Site, pest control within existing forest adjoining the Site, and revegetation planting at
the Tuakau location, the Applicant concludes that the extent and values associated
with terrestrial ecology at the Site will be mitigated, or offset to a ‘net-gain’ state, over
time.

Site visit

The Panel’s Site visit looked at areas of the existing farm wggRing as areas, and
exotic and native vegetation. One Panel member walked th he {g¢o mature
forest blocks in the eastern part of the site to view the st,

he®th. The Site visit
of the existing

regeneration, stock impacts, and overall vegetation
enabled the Panel to appreciate the extent, locatj
indigenous vegetation within the Site, and to
areas and pest control enhancement forest ini he Site.

182°T The ghderlying assumptions applied to the use of the BOAM offset models;

182.2 A desire to keep the Drury Creek Islands Recreation Reserve (Nga Motu o
Hingaia) as an offset planting location for this Project;

182.3 Concern that there will be a reduced ‘net-gain’ benefit for terrestrial ecology
outcomes if the planting proposed at the Drury Creek Islands Recreation
Reserve is not included in the offset package;

182.4 Concern over the potential for loss to native species including geckos and long-
tailed bats; and

182.5 Insufficient mitigation and offsetting generally compared to the loss of values
within the Site.
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In addition, material was received from Auckland Council,*®* and comments from DOC,3”
with concerns raised on matters of terrestrial ecology regarding:

183.1 Why the rock forest had not been avoided;

183.2 Whether there would be a reduced ‘net-gain’ benefit for terrestrial ecology
outcomes if the planting proposed at the Drury Creek Islands Recreation
Reserve was not included in the offset package;

183.3 The need for greater detail in the conditions in relation to objectives, information
requirements and quantitative targets for management plans;

183.4 Parts of the offset being located distant from the Site;

183.5 The altered water table affecting the success of existing and'§ e
biodiversity vegetation surrounding the pit; and

183.6 The need for contingency conditions that address situ wh monitoring of
the offset areas reports under-performance co to icipated
ecological gains and enhancements.

Expert conferencing
After consideration of the information suppli y Applant and invited parties,

and the correspondence and requests b cklag# Council and the Applicant, the
Panel issued Minute 7 to convene conf n ecological and hydrogeological
experts.

The topics of interest to the P i in Appendix 1 of Minute 7 and directed
discussion of the nature an ct effects on ecology values (especially in
g of soils and vegetation), the way in which the
various parts of the eff
compensation, and

ed to experience adverse effects from quarry dewatering.

186.2 experts could not agree on the parts of the ecological effects management
package that are classified as mitigation, offset or compensation. The specific
disagreement relates to aquatic ecology matters; that is discussed in the aquatic
ecology section of this decision.

36
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This material was provided to the Panel as a result of discussions between the Applicant and Auckland
Council, and was dated 25 August 2025. While described as section 67 information, it did not flow from
any request by the Panel, but rather reflected proactive engagement between the Council and
Applicant.

Section 53 comments dated 24 September 2025.

Stevenson Aggregates Ltd: Sutton Block expansion. Notes on ecology and groundwater expert
conferencing dated 31 October 2025.
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186.3 In relation to a financial bond to cover ecological works, the Applicant presented
a case for not requiring a financial bond given the structure and long-term
requirements of the consent conditions that provide assurance of delivery for the
ecological works to a set standard, and over a long time period. This is accepted
by the Panel.

Key matters
After review of the available material, comments, information request responses and
expert conferencing, the Panel is satisfied that:

187.1 The proposed loss of rock forest within the Site is unavoidable given the design
of the Sutton Block quarry LOQ and access to the pit, including the desire by the
Applicant to avoid (in accordance with the views expressed stro by mana
whenua) impacts upon nearby culturally sensitive sites;

187.2 The assumptions underlying the BOAM models are robu

e Drury Creek
e a predicted
clear ‘net-gain’ for terrestrial ecology if those Drury Creek

Islands Recreation Reserve do not eventu

187.4 The pre-clearance surveys required in ditions¥and EMP will safeguard
native lizards and bats and preve

Conditions
The overarching dog
EMP (for mitigatjg

conditio

A ough additions, deletions and edits over the period from receiving
pa comments, through to the Applicant’s response to comments, and
revisi ade by the Applicant following expert conferencing.

With regard to terrestrial ecology, the key areas of change to the conditions proposed
by the Applicant have been in relation to the proposed planting on the Drury Creek
Islands Recreation Reserve, and the addition of more detailed requirements for
targets, standards, reporting, monitoring frequency and duration and adaptive
management responses for the revegetation planting and ecological enhancement
works proposed as offset.

The comments on conditions process did raise matters relating to conditions relevant
to this area (terrestrial ecology). We address key matters in Part H of this decision
report, below.
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The Panel’s findings on ecological effects — terrestrial ecology
In light of all the information received and considered (including comments), the Panel
is satisfied, and finds, that:

192.1 The Project’s actual and potential adverse terrestrial ecology effects have been
appropriately assessed; and

192.2 With the conditions imposed, any actual or potential adverse terrestrial ecology
effects can be adequately addressed, will be acceptable, and do not preclude or
count against a grant of consent.

Ecological effects - freshwater ecology

Context
For a proposed new quarry or quarry expansion, the physical area g

with wetlands and watercourses, or indirectly through modi
catchments, surface flows, or groundwater.

overland flow and groundwater to the waterc

seeps, throughout parts of the catchm hin he Site is located.

t veloged to support habitat for aquatic

organisms, of which native fresg i acroinvertebrate communities are a
mmassessment of these aquatic values and the

potential adverse effects , and upon the communities that live within them,

was the focus of fulso : §s by the Applicant.

The Applicant u ive investigations of the aquatic ecology of the Site
over several uding watercourse classification, fish surveys,

macroinverteb Amunity surveys, and overall stream health assessment (using
assessed using the delineation protocols which form part of
the i idgllce to the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management.

informed by five key technical reports regarding aquatic ecology,
addressi e expected (and required) matters, which were prepared to a high
standa y relevant experts with the necessary technical expertise and experience.
These included the EIA and EMP discussed in the ecology section above, and:

197.1 Drury Quarry - Sutton Block: E5:9 Residual Effects Analysis Report: Stream and
Wetland Offset; dated 26 March 2025 (REAR-SW).

197.2 Drury Quarry - Sutton Block Extension: E8:9 Net Gain Delivery Plan: Wetland
Planting; dated 28 March 2025 (NGDP:WP).

197.3 Drury Quarry - Sutton Block Extension: E9:9 Net Gain Delivery Plan; Riparian
Planting. dated 20 January 2025 (NGDP:RP).
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Values and effects
Key findings from the aquatic ecology surveys were:

198.1 13 streams or stream reaches were recorded from the Site,3® comprising four
permanent streams, seven intermittent streams, and two streams that hold
parts of both stream types. The quality of the streams range from very low
through to moderate quality, depending upon stock access and pugging, and the
degree of riparian cover (and how that influences instream health).

198.2 14 wetlands or discretely separate parts of wetlands were recorded from the
Site. The quality of the wetlands ranges from low through to moderate. Most are
associated with the margins of streams, are damaged by stock grazing and
pugging, and are dominated by exotic plant communities.

ithin streams in
bl species are still
g the freshwater
explanation for the

kokopu and freshwater mussels have been fo,
the Sutton Block. The Panel assumes that

surveys for this Project (the Applicant
absence of these species from the

199.1 The progressive r val o eams and wetlands over the stages of the Project,
with some recla iop@Mot occlrring until 30+ years after the commencement of
the Project

199.2 Over the e quarry, the length of stream that will be removed

| be 2,902m of intermittent stream and 439m of permanent
tal@®,341m of stream).

I

19 of part of Stream 4 to provide for the haul road crossing culvert,
e reconstruction of part of Stream 4 in the location of the existing dam
pon he length of stream diversion will be 115m and stream reconstruction

tion once the existing dam pond is removed) will be 128m.4°

199.4 Over the life of the Sutton Block quarry, the area of wetland that will be
removed (reclaimed), will be 18,758m? (ca. 1.88ha).

199.5 The loss of the streams, flow paths and wetlands will result in actual and
potential aquatic ecological effects of:

39
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E5:9 Residual Effects Analysis Report: Stream and Wetland Offset: Table 3.
As cited in E2:9 EIA section 4.2.2.
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(@) Loss or degradation of freshwater habitats;

(b) Diversion and alteration of freshwater habitats;

() Death and injury to freshwater fauna;

(d) Sedimentation; and

(e) Loss of freshwater volume and connectivity.
Not specifically addressed in the EIA were the potential for effects from sediment
discharge to watercourses, or the potential indirect effects of groundwater drawdown
and surface water diversion or catchment area change on streams and wetlands.
Here, potential effects on streams and wetlands both adjoining the

downstream from the Site were of concern to the Panel.
in this section.

Wt later

In summary, in order to address adverse effects on aquatic es, the
Applicant proposed to undertake a range of mitigation _ age, relocate or
minimise adverse effects on the aquatic ecology val he Applicant also
proposed to undertake an extensive programme planting across

restoration works at on offsite location.
Proposed mitigation measures
The details of the proposed mitigation reSgare laid out in the EMP and include

(for aquatic ecology):

n freshwater fauna, including fish, koura,
i), if found);

202.1 The recovery and rel

o be *fish-friendly’, where practicable; and

ian planting in the Sutton Block to mitigate the loss of
e via expected catchment reductions.

e planting corresponds to the aquatic features along the southern edge of
the LOQ and appears to include the margins of Streams 2, 3 and 4, and Wetlands 8, 3,
2b, and 2a south, and is therefore substantial in length and area.

In order to address residual adverse effects on aquatic values after mitigation, the
Applicant proposes a programme of stream enhancement, and wetland creation and

enhancement.

The programme includes the following parts:4!

41

E5:9 Residual Effects Assessment Report: Stream and Wetland Loss.
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205.1 Riparian planting and protection to enhance existing degraded streams at Drury
Quarry on SAL owned land, comprising Peach Hill Road Tributary 1 (148m
stream length), Peach Hill Road Tributary 2 (164m stream length), Peach Hill
Road Tributary 3 (290m stream length), and Davies Road stream (451m stream
length). Together these comprise 1,053m linear meters of stream restoration
and protection.

205.2 The creation of 148m of new stream within the middle reaches of Stream 4
adjoining Stage 1 and Stage 2 of the Pit, in place of the existing dam pond.

205.3 Riparian planting and protection to enhance existing degraded streams at a site
under the control of SAL at Tuakau on the margins of the Waikato River. That
site supports wetlands and streams that can be restored. The strgam restoration

wetland. This will be achieved through
lowering an existing bund** to create

Biodiversity offset modelling was appli

that the above list of stream enhance is, excluding wetland offsetting, and

excluding the creation of new str g ) makes to the achievement of ‘no-
net-loss’ of stream values imp oject. ‘No-net-loss’ was assessed using
the Stream Ecological Valug$i @nodology, which is a standard tool applied in
the Auckland region to a ream impact site losses and restoration site gains.

The application of the this Site takes into account all of the
assumptions usuall odel, including a predicted future state for
impacted strea ultiplier to address time lags, uncertainty and risk in
offset delivery

The out odel are that ‘no-net-loss’ of stream values removed within
the Site be addlessed by the restoration of streams at Peach Hill Road and Davies
Ro f the streams proposed for restoration at Tuakau. Because the SEV
m quires a minimum restoration of stream length (c.f. only area), the result
is t aII ofthe 3,040m of stream length at Tuakau is required to be restored. Once

this a al stream length is taken into account, the amount of stream bed that will
be restored as a result of the stream offset programme will be 16,882m? compared to
around 1,698m? of stream bed that will be reclaimed at the Site.

Overall, the Panel has summarised the aquatic effects management programme as
resulting in the following relative to ‘no-net-loss’, ‘net-loss’ or ‘net-gain’.

42
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E8:9 Net Gain Delivery Plan: Wetland Planting. Page 3.

As shown on the existing wetland habitat map for the Tuakau site provided with the Applicant’s
response to Minute 4 from the Panel, dated 1 October 2025.

E8:9 Net Gain Delivery Plan: Wetland Planting. Section 1.2.1.
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208.1 In regard to loss of stream length, the Project will result in the loss of 3,341
linear meters of stream, and the effects management programme will result in
the creation of 128m of new stream. This constitutes a ‘net-loss’ of stream
length of 3,213m.%

208.2 In regard to loss of stream values, the minimum modelled stream enhancement
(3,870m?) required to address loss of values associated with 3,341m of stream
within the Site is exceeded by the area of stream bed enhancement proposed at
the offset sites at Peach Hill, Davies Road and the Tuakau location (combined
16,882m?). This constitutes a considerable ‘net-gain’ for stream ecological

values.
208.3 In regard to loss of wetland extent (area), the removal of 1.88h wetland
from the Site will be addressed by creating 3.57ha of new we in the

Tuakau site. This represents a substantial ‘net-gain’ outcom

g 1.88 ha
of 0.5 ha of

er time that at least
analysis indicates that

enhancements can deliver biodiversity
balance those removed at the Sutton
the area of wetland enhancement

animal pest control) are likely t ubstantial ‘net-gain’ outcome.

Details of the stream riparian and planting and pest control programmes
including staged timing, pl ol works, and maintenance and monitoring
Q) are contained within the REAR:SW, the NGDP:WP
and the NGDP:RP. Tar nviroMmental quality are not provided in those plans,
for example SEV t restoration or BCM targets for wetland restoration.

works proposed within the Site, the ecological restoration and
oposed by the Applicant for riparian planting adjoining the Site
it nd wetland creation and enhancement at the Tuakau site, the

Sitewisit

The P Site visit looked at areas of the existing farm workings, pasture areas, and
exotic and native vegetation. Stream 4 at the existing dam pond was observed
carefully with Panel members traversing riparian margins downstream through existing
planted areas. Streams and wetlands within the LOQ were observed from afar.

The Tuakau location was not visited by the Panel; however, one of the Panel members
has experience of the type of environment proposed by the Applicant through work on

45

The Panel notes that Applicant’s legal position is that the loss of stream length can be addressed
through the SEV methodology. We understand that this is based on a High Court ruling ([2024] NZHC
3794) that is currently under appeal. For this Project we have applied a lay interpretation of loss of
physical length/ area of a feature compared to the loss of values within a feature.
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a nearby down river margin that is under similar management to the Tuakau location
proposed for revegetation planting.

RFI and Applicant’s response
Further information on aquatic ecology was requested by the Panel in Minute 4.46

The Applicant provided responses to the Minute 4 ecology requests on 1 October 2025.

Taking into account the Applicant’s responses, the Panel held concerns over two
remaining matters:

215.1 The extent to which the proposed effects management package of stream and
wetland restoration works provided a comprehensive balance to loss of

215.2 The extent to which the potential for hydrological effect es and
wetlands adjoining the LOQ, and up to 7.5km distant ively
addressed in the ecology-related technical reports an upplied by the

nature and magnitude of potential effects on
potential effects may be addressed throug
plans.

nd how any
d managed through

Comments received and Applicant’s resp,
A number of neighbouring residents w
Part B of this decision report. Those th
relevant to this category of effec

mment, as we have discussed in
comments raised a nhumber of points
hout limitation):

fects management is located at the Tuakau
utton Bock and in a separate hydrological

216.1 The principal offset sj
site which is dista ro
catchment;

216.2 A lack of et measuring the achievement of stream and wetland
restoratio

Ingaddj omments were received from Auckland Council*’ and DOC,*® with
conterns rgiked on matters of aquatic ecology regarding:

217.1 The principal offset site for aquatic effects management is located at the Tuakau
site which is distant from Sutton Block and in a separate hydrological
catchment;

46 Minute 4 issued by the Panel dated 17 September 2025.

47

48

Information provided to the Panel by Auckland Council dated 25 August 2025.
Section 53 response dated 24 September 2025.
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217.2 Flow augmentation is proposed for potentially affected streams from
groundwater drawdown; however, there appears to be no response or
contingency if augmentation fails to preserve aquatic values;

217.3 The need for greater detail in the conditions in relation to objectives, information
requirements and quantitative targets for management plans; and

217.4 The need for contingency conditions that address situations where monitoring of
the offset areas reports under-performance compared to the anticipated
ecological gains and enhancements.

Expert hydrology advisor
The Panel considered that we lacked sufficient information regarding the.potential for
hydrology effects on watercourse and wetlands adjoining and distanj e Site. To
address that gap, the Panel requested that the EPA appoint an ind8 pert
hydrologist to assist the Panel.

As noted above, Mr Williamson was appointed, and reviewe forpgation provided
in the Application as well as the further information re Applicant and

correspondence from Auckland Council to the Appli mc¥er. His report was
provided and circulated to the participants for co were received on

12 November 2025 from the Applicant and Au

Mr Williamson also attended the expert
incorporating his opinions regarding th@hydr
conferencing.

lined below), with his report
ters addressed at that

Expert conferencing

After consideration of the i S led by the participants, the Panel issued
Minute 7 to convene exp ing with the ecology and hydrology experts.

The topics of intereg ere listed in Appendix 1 of Minute 7 and directed
discussion of the e of indirect effects on ecology values (especially in
relation to the pd for dewatering of streams and wetlands), the way in which the
various parts fects management package relate to mitigation, offsetting or

compen her a financial bond is required to guarantee the delivery of

es proposed by the Applicant.

THR r f the conferencing are summarised in the conferencing notes,*° and
addressed jese points, with regard to aquatic matters, as follows:

223.1 The relevant experts agreed that Wetland 2a - South (which is an early warning
location for potential effects on Wetland 2b) immediately adjacent to the LOQ
has potential for hydrological drawdown. This wetland is proposed to be
monitored and augmented with water if monitoring indicates this is required;

49

Stevenson Aggregates Ltd: Sutton Block expansion. Notes on ecology and groundwater expert
conferencing dated 31 October 2025.
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223.2 The relevant experts agreed that there are no other potential drawdown impacts
in the shallow groundwater / perched system that may affect other wetlands, or
vegetation, because of hydraulic disconnection;

223.3 Streams will be subject to a separate augmentation and monitoring regime. The
augmentation regime will also support any connected wetlands, if needed;

223.4 In terms of the deep groundwater system, there was uncertainty amongst the
experts in terms of where the effects may manifest because of faulting and
compartmentalisation of the groundwater flow within the greywacke. The
experts considered that this uncertainty can be managed by including conditions
that require gauging stations to measure baseflow trends, in conjunction with
existing groundwater monitoring bores.

223.5 Mr Williamson recommended that an additional groundwate bore be
installed further to the west of the LOQ,*° in order to pr of the

223.6 The Applicant agreed to propose a ne
regard to monitoring of potential

iddress the following, with
down effects:

(a)

( TheQendWon will be supported by review conditions that clearly describe
the stibs that will be taken if groundwater drawdown effects on aquatic
y values are confirmed.

223%7 Thergwas detailed discussion amongst the Panel, Applicant team and associated
rts regarding the Applicant’s approach to addressing the loss of stream
extent at the Site. While not wishing to report unduly on what occurred during
conferencing, we consider it fair to summarise the discussion as follows:

(@) The Applicant stated that it regards the loss of stream and values to be
addressed through improvements to the existing degraded streams that
comprise its effects management package for stream loss (reclamation).

(b)  Other experts present for participants were of the opinion that loss of
stream extent can only be addressed through the creation of new stream

50 See Figure 3 of Mr Williamson’s Hydrogeological Review dated 4 November 2025.
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length, such as through daylighting piped streams, or re-meandering
straightened streams.

(c) Following on from this, the experts could not agree on the parts of the
ecological effects management package proposed, and whether they were
best (or most appropriately) classified as mitigation, offset or
compensation.

(d) To the best the Panel can determine, the specific disagreement relates to
the extent to which parts of the aquatic ecology effects management
package should or should not be classified as a biodiversity offset (as
defined in the NPS-FM), or instead constitute ecological compensation
(that is, not meeting the requirements of a biodiversity of]
matter was not resolved.

(e) The Applicant stated that if the Applicant’s overal

223.8 With regard to conditions, the experts cou S the level of detail that
perts advocated for a
greater level of detail in the condition requirements, and

quantitative targets and standard

less detail in the conditions withgetail within the management plans
referenced in, and required by, ns. We return to this point in more
detail in Part H of this decj re we respond to key matters raised

in participant comment
under section 70 of

223.9 Following confe
the Applican

d set of conditions was provided to the Panel by
er 2025, and a further set dated 11 November

224.2 Although there is a risk that groundwater drawdown may affect streams and/or
wetlands near to or further away from the Site, the groundwater bore
monitoring stations and regime proposed by the Applicant, accompanied by
appropriate conditions, will provide adequate forewarning of the potential for
effects on aquatic values;

224.3 The uncertainty over whether wetlands very close to the southern boundary of
the LOQ will be subject to dewatering can be adequately addressed by wetland
monitoring, and conditions that trigger contingency actions, if needed;
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224.4 The location of the Tuakau site that provides offsets for most of the aquatic
effects management is not a key matter for the Panel. Although locating offset
sites within the same hydrological catchment would be ideal, there is a long
track record of consent authorities approving offset sites as valid despite their
being remote to the impact location. That approach appears appropriate and
sensible to the Panel. For this Site, the Panel recognises that the Applicant has
attempted to locate as much of the aquatic offset work within the Sutton Block
catchment as it feasibly is able. The works proposed at the Tuakau site will have
great benefits, albeit they are remote from the Sutton Block catchment;

224.5 There will be a 'net-loss’ of stream extent arising from the Project. Although the
Project will restore 148m of stream extent, it will result in a permanent loss of
3,213m of stream that will not be replaced following mitigation.

stream restoration works proposed at that sitg
overall benefit for aquatic ecology will res

commensurate with the loss of stream w

Site.

224.7 Additional bores do not need to inc e conditions set now, even
though they may be required in ur@ with the conditions of consent
requiring:

(@) (Conditions 124/(a . SQEP assessment of the adequacy of the
monitoring e ngt , and particularly in relation to deep monitoring
bores;

(b) (Coglt 121 ? That the consent holder install additional bores as
recumg@Mded by the SQEP should the review undertaken identify that

effects extend in a direction not adequately covered by the
exi g work.

ing documents for the management of aquatic ecology effects are the EMP
n within the site), the NGDP:WP and NGDP:RP (implementation of the
wetla d stream planting and enhancement programmes). These three documents
are variously referred to in the consent conditions relating to aquatic ecology.

The draft set of conditions submitted by the Applicant with the Application has been
modified by the Applicant through additions, deletions and edits over the period from
receiving participant’s comments, through to the section 53 response from the
Applicant, and further revisions made by the Applicant in response to expert
conferencing.

With regard to aquatic ecology, the key areas of change to the conditions by the
Applicant has been to add requirements for monitoring of potential groundwater
drawdown effects to wetlands close to the LOQ.



228

229

230

231

232

233

234

53

In addition, the Applicant has added monitoring targets for stream restoration (SEV
targets), and stated revegetation targets for riparian and wetland planting
programmes.

Following receipt of the revised condition set from the Applicant following expert
conferencing, the Panel made a series of changes, in particular to:

229.1 Clarify the process of review of groundwater monitoring, and to provide clearer
direction as to the steps that must be taken if drawdown effects are confirmed;

229.2 Direct that if the results of monitoring of stream-flow augmentation records
values above the set threshold, that immediate steps must be taken, so that the
ecological values of the receiving environment are protected; ang

229.3 Ensure that groundwater used for stream augmentation will Mpropriate

In light of all the information received and ¢
is satisfied, and finds, that:

(incding comments), the Panel

231.1 The Project’s actual and potenti rse@hquatic ecology effects have been
appropriately assessed; a

ual or potential adverse aquatic ecology
essed, will be acceptable, and do not preclude or

Quarries are @ t operations that inevitably raise concerns regarding actual and
enity values, within which we include noise, vibration and air

e effects can arise during construction of quarry projects, but also
their operation. While termed ‘amenity effects’ here, the Panel
es that effects in this category do have the potential for more

ects than simply a reduction in amenity values, including for example

Quarries are unlike many other forms of development in the sense that they are
almost continually under construction throughout their operating life, with the pit
expanding and deepening over time as aggregate is extracted. While there are some
construction-proper activities that will occur for the establishment of the Sutton Block
pit (for example, the creation of haul roads and the northern bund), most of the actual
and potential effects in this ‘amenity effects’ category will continue, to varying degrees,
for the life of the quarry.

Three additional factors also need to be recognised:

234.1 The existing Drury Quarry has already been in operation, at some level of
intensity, for 80 years and the Sutton Block quarry may operate for a further 50
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or so years. The need for appropriate management of off-site effects could not
be starker.

234.2 Helpfully, the established nature of the existing Drury Quarry, and the methods
that have been developed and refined over time to manage these effects,
provide the Panel with a significant degree of comfort that they can be
appropriately avoided, remedied and mitigated as required under the RMA.

234.3 There is the potential for cumulative effects to occur, for the period within which
the existing Drury Quarry and the Sutton Block quarry are either (a) operating
and being constructed at the same time, or (b) in operation together. Further,
there are some parts of the receiving environment that ‘overlap’, or potentially
overlap, i.e. there are receivers that may experience effects arisipg from both
the Drury Quarry and the Sutton Block quarry.

AEE / specialist reports
The Application included detailed assessment of noise, vibr

effects on the environment and proposed mitigatio
were also included to address amenity effects.
The AEE was informed by three key technica

required) matters, which were prepared
the necessary technical expertise and

236.1 ‘Drury Quarry — Sutton BIg
Acoustics dated 26 Marg @

236.2 ‘Stevenson Aggregéles - D
Study’ by Orica ed Dece

Quarry Expansion Blast Vibration and Noise
ber 2023 (BVNS); and

236.3 ‘Sutton B, QU Assessment’ by Pattle Delamore Partners Limited
dated (AQA).

Assess cts

The ANE e existing sound environment for the Sutton Block quarry and

th ted (modelled) day-time and night-time noise levels based on

exgec ivity over the five stages of quarrying and anticipated machinery types.

r maps were created and used to assess effects on receivers. Overall the

237.1 Importantly, the day-time and night-time noise limits set out in the AUP:OP
would be complied with at all receivers. The noise criteria for the Rural - Mixed

51

52

53

See AEE sections 3.5.1, 3.5.5 and 3.4.4 in particular.
See AEE sections 4 and 5.
See in particular sections 6.2.1, 6.2.5, 6.2.6, 6.3, 9.4, 9.13 and 9.14 of the AEE.
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Rural Zone and Special Purpose — Quarry Zone are set out in sections E25.6.3
and H28.6.2.1 of the AUP:OP respectively.>*

237.2 The Sutton Block quarry would result in a noticeable change in daytime noise
levels for some receivers in upper MacWhinney Drive, Peach Hill Road, Drury
Hills Road and Davies Road, particularly in Stage 3. Worst-case Sutton Block
quarry noise levels within notional boundaries could increase by up to 3 to 7dB
for upper MacWhinney Drive properties. It is generally accepted that 3-4
decibels noise level change is “just perceptible change”, while 5-8 decibels is
“appreciable to clearly noticeable change”. It was noted that these changes
would occur slowly, over a long time period (30 years), and would therefore
have less impact than an immediate change that occurred over days or weeks.

y single quarry

Sonja Drive) would change, however the con
i for modelling purposes

source would be low, and controlled by m

this plant would move around the qua
or better shielded.

ouldvften be further away and /

237.5 Natural screening by the existin in \@as relied on, and that screening needs
to be retained as the pit dg egPrthern bund would also provide useful
shielding to dwellings ng @

e pi Stages 1 to 4 but would be removed in
cct compliance.

237.6 Noise from cons
northern bu
section E

mple construction of the haul roads and the
comply with the construction noise provisions in

237.7 Overal

The ANE ed thajJoperation would occur 24 hours per day, with activities scaled

do ne ring night-time hours to comply with AUP:OP noise levels.
Th P:Onoise limits were not considered (by the AQA author) to be needed as
cons ditions, however the following conditions were recommended to ensure

compliance with those rules, and to manage effects in accordance with the best
practicable option:

239.1 The existing ground levels at RL215.3 and RL217.1 in the northwest corner,
between coordinates 1776965 / 5890479 and 1777028 / 5890528, shall be
maintained to provide pit edge (terrain) screening for 359 MacWhinney Drive.
Refer to Drawing BM210632_32 for the approximate location.

54
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See Table 2, page 10 of the ANE.
See Appendices D and E of the ANE.
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239.2 The consent holder shall establish two permanent noise monitoring sites around
Sutton Block - one to the west (i.e. near upper MacWhinney Drive) and one to
the north-east (i.e. near Sonja or Laurie Drive) of the proposed development.

239.3 The consent holder shall develop a Communication Plan which outlines how
neighbours are informed of the activities and timing associated with Sutton
Block development.

Blast Vibration and Noise Study
The BVNS was prepared by experts with a history of involvement (over 20 years) with
blasting activities at the existing Drury Quarry, with blasting being a necessary

quarrying activity that occurs one to two times per week on average. That average is
expected to remain similar for the Sutton Block quarry.

Blasting can lead to effects from resulting vibration (for example,
damage to structures) and ‘air blast’. ‘Air blast’ refers to the
compressed air generated during detonation, which is a byp

surrounding area.

This specialty area uses technology such as elec
through timing manipulation and bespoke sof
with managed loading practices to manipula
arising.

The BVNS summarised the methodolo evelop a field vibration site law for

future blasting that will be requirg Block quarry. This was based on
current blast vibration recordig$ ' Isting pit, with similar rock types and
distance. The use of a sitegw npre enables a 95% confidence interval for
predicting vibration, bas e and the charge weight used.

With distance and weights playing a key factor in determining
vibration output i eed waveforms were noted to be capable of being used

d therefore predict) blast vibrations. The site law and seed
d currently are for the existing Drury Quarry) applied to blast

to accurately
waveforms ca

designs the effect of blasting at neighbouring properties, and to ensure
complian ting criteria standards, while at the same time ensuring

pr ity quarry operation.

Th NS gted the importance of calibration. The model used should be calibrated
over ncluding as vibration changes due to blast location within the future Sutton

Block quarry. Currently, for the existing Drury Quarry, the correlation between
predicted and actual received vibration (at existing monitoring stations) closely aligns,
with an average variance of around 6%. As the vibration predictions for blasting to
date have consistently fallen well below levels considered uncomfortable for humans
there has not been a need to implement absolute control of the maximum
instantaneous charge (MIC).

The BVNS considered that the current pit’s requirement to comply with the German
Industrial Standard DIN 4150-3:1999 ‘Structural Vibration - Part 3. Effects of
Vibration on Structures’, which has been adopted into the AUP:OP (H28.6.2.2), should
be achievable for the Sutton Block quarry. The German Standard was considered to be
appropriate to assess potential structural effects from continuous vibration. However,
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it was considered less suitable for assessing potential amenity effects associated with
blast-related activities.

Instead, Section ] of the Australian Standard AS2187.2-2006 was stated to be
comprehensive, containing limits for ground vibration and air overpressure levels for
maintaining human comfort, together with limits for preventing cosmetic damage to
structures. The BVNS author considered that the Australian Standard was the more
acceptable to be adopted for the Sutton Block quarry, but assessed vibration and noise
from blasting under both standards. Limits for both standards were noted to be
similar, with a peak particle velocity (PPV) of 5mm/s being the prominent figure.

The BNVS estimated that vibration levels from the Sutton Block quarry would be
similar to that experienced at 151 MacWhinney Drive (one of the closegiresidential

been as close as 160m or so to Karearea Pa. While
historically never been monitored for vibration, b,

Block quarry was stated to be likely to be at
blast design. With blast vibration contrg
5mm/s could be achieved as a maxim
important site.

ation techniques were noted as being
luded recommendations that:

A number of blast vibration a
available to minimise effec

250.1 The consent con®gi elatin®to blasting should use the Australian Standard
rather than

250.2 Permanen onitoring stations should be established at the closest
neighb Qi operties and historic site. Calibrated vibration monitors should
h levant blasting standards (AS2187.2:2006). A vibration
d data management system should be used to measure blast
tion. Data from the instrumentation should be uploaded at each of
nitoring locations for analysis and modelling of future blasts.

250.3 Karearea Pa has not been monitored for vibration or noise from blasting in
the past, more recent monitoring has been conducted. Monitoring on the
boundary would give an indication of what ground vibration and noise has been
received for the past 20 years of blasting. However, effects within the centre of
the Site will differ based on natural barriers and a greater distance to the blast.

250.4 Seed holes should be completed once the Sutton Block quarry has reached the
solid rock mass and before production blasting begins. The model used will
need to be updated and calibrated to ensure that there are no unforeseen
conditions such as geological strata (although this was considered unlikely based
on core drilling samples and geological studies).
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250.5 Vibration estimates should be run for each blast. The Monte Carlo vibration
prediction tool in SHOTPlus™6 was considered to be an accurate form of
vibration prediction. Simulations were stated to be able to be run to generate
estimates, as well as a vibration prediction map to see where vibration
generation is located. These should be used to predict the vibration at the given
monitoring sites based on the blast design being used.

250.6 It was noted that, as the Sutton Block pit progresses vibration attenuation may
change at different RL levels and locations within the pit. Data collection over
time would help to update and calibrate the model to ensure accuracy. More
seed holes could also be fired to keep waveforms updated in different rock
types, or as activity moved to deeper locations within the pit. Further, a set of
seed holes may be required during wet winter months as this m Iso have an
impact on the vibration attenuation.

Air Quality Assessment
The AQA described the Site’s topography and meteorology,

overburden, removal of rock and aggregate extractig
transportation), along with actual and potential i
nearest dwelling is located approximately 140
pit extent for the Sutton Block.

The AQA included an assessment of th
Sutton Block quarry. This principally r

orks, including construction of the haul roads, vegetation
remova al of overburden, construction of erosion and sediment controls
tioMpof bunds;
25 vation and processing;
253575 Opegirion of vehicles on the haul roads;
253.4 Conveyor belts;
253.5 Wind erosion of working areas;
253.6 Placement and contouring of overburden to form the northern bund; and
253.7 Rehabilitation of completed areas.
The AQA noted that actions undertaken by SAL would have a direct influence on all of
the above activities to generate (or not) dust. Also relevant were the elevations

between quarrying activities and receptors, and the presence of existing and proposed
replacement vegetation screening which can reduce dust effects. The main risk for
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nuisance dust effects was stated to be likely to arise during (a) overburden stripping
near the northwest boundary of the LOQ, and (b) the placement of overburden to form
the northern bund near the SPQZ boundary. Once quarrying is below the surrounding
ground level and the northern bund is formed, dust emissions should be contained
within the Site.

Some of the generated dust was noted to fall into the category of PMi (and PM.s).
PMio is regulated under the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards
for Air Quality) Regulations 2004 (NESAQ). The AQA explained that experience at
other quarry sites is that PMyo is generally not measurable above background levels
within a few hundred metres of the processing plant. The AQA concluded that average
concentrations would be below the NESAQ assessment criteria, and that human health
impacts from the discharge of dust would likely be low because:

255.1 PMjo and PMy s are generally not significant components of tNgdust geferated
from quarrying activities, and therefore any dust gener gepgrally in
the inhalable fraction;

ribution from
d well below the

255.2 Given the low background PM;, concentrations,
quarrying total cumulative concentrations wo® )
NESAQ criteria; and

255.3 Suppression of dust also suppresses

crystalline silica (a risk for the
dust generated by quarrying, with
issions. Conservative screening

wand relating to similar discharges to air, to
jial for effects. The AQA concluded that the

nt is required. A 200m buffer zone requirement results, and

has pote tion to the use of mobile crushing plant.

THR a jon of the AUP:OP’s Quarry Buffer Area Overlay was also described, which
surtounds @e SPQZ, and imposes reverse sensitivity rules on subdivision, use and
devel t in close proximity to the quarry and proposed quarry.

It was noted that the Site holds existing earthworks consents (R/LUC/2015/2419 and
R/REG/2015/2420) to undertake land disturbance and earthworks activities at and
around Drury Quarry over an area of 315ha, including across the majority of the LOQ.
Additional earthworks activities outside the scope of those existing consents, which
consent was noted to be sought for, include earthworks within the SEAs and streams,
development of the northern bund and aggregate extraction from the Sutton Block. As
well as these land disturbance and earthworks activities, the current Drury Quarry pit
and FOH activities have an existing air discharge permit. The current Application was
noted not to affect the overall extraction rate, the fixed processing plant, nor the
stockpile areas within the existing quarry.
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Mitigation measures are well understood for dust (described generally through sections
5.1 to 5.5 of the AQA), and are included as conditions of consent for the existing Drury
Quarry, particularly within the existing Dust Management Plan (a copy of which was
provided to the Panel). Dust monitoring was also described, including the provision of
appropriate triggers within the Dust Management Plan. The AQA considered that these
matters would be appropriate to apply to the Sutton Block quarry.

The AQA concluded that there is some potential for unmitigated air discharges to cause
off-site effects, primarily at the end of MacWhinney Drive due to the height of the
proposed works and less dense vegetation at this border of the Site. However, a
number of mitigation measures, which SAL already utilises at the Site, if appropriately
implemented, would most likely minimise dust emissions to within 50 to 100m of the
source. The AQA further concluded that there is a low likelihood of off-gite dust effects
at nearby receptor locations for all stages of the Sutton Block quarry ation.

This was based on:

261.1 For the majority of the time, receptors being either t ar Pcated
within areas where dust would not reach.

eyWrive would only be
@rcent of the time. As
en lower probability of
as_ alst transporting wind speeds

261.2 Based on meteorological data, receptors along
downwind of the proposed works between
dust emission rates could be quite vari
high emission rates occurring at the s
occurring in the required direction

261.3 With a network of dust monitor ce,¥¥ dust emissions were to occur these
would be detected early a durgti f any dust event would be minimal.

261.4 Based on the orientajg € ng Drury Quarry and the Sutton Block there
located downwind from both locations at a
cumulative effects. The Karearea Pa is an

e affected by dust from both quarries, though not

distance that is
exception to

at the sa uld result in a higher frequency of dust effects at this
location.

Request, inf®mation and Applicant’s response

The Pane ticipaid that effects in this category would be of key concern to

nts, and a critical area for assessment.

Th nel refore requested further information to ensure that our understanding of
the n and scale of these effects was correct, to clarify possible inconsistencies in
the application documents, and to ensure that, should consent be granted, appropriate
conditions were included.

We issued this request by way of our Minute 3. This included a number of queries
relating to the contents of the ANE, BVNS and AQA, and to the Applicant’s proposed
conditions of consent.

Our requests were satisfactorily responded to by the Applicant on 8 and 26 September
2025, and a set of amended proposed conditions was provided by the Applicant (dated
10 October 2025).
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Comments received and Applicant’s response

Neighbouring residents were invited to comment, as we have discussed in Part B of
this decision report. Those that provided comments raised a number of points relevant
to this category of effects, including (without limitation):

266.1 Concerns about the level of effects already experienced from the existing Drury
Quarry, arising from noise, vibration / blasting, and dust emissions (the latter
particularly in summer). Descriptions were provided of the noise and vibration
experienced from existing blasting activities, with homes and windows shaking
and vibrating.

266.2 The need to require compliance with applicable standards and guidelines (and to
have in place trigger levels and corrective actions) in relation to ggise and
blasting, and to ensure that permanent monitors are installed
locations.

included
actigty (and
tigng very late in

266.3 Seeking limits on operating hours, and on weekend
the presence of ‘beeping’ machinery through the nigh
resultant effects) starting very early in the morng
the evening (close to midnight).

266.4 Suggestions were made, or amendmen ing:

(@) The need to offer independ itj@” building surveys
(photos/video and struct ellings within an agreed radius
prior to blasting, and to r on request after significant blast
damage were also suggested.

(b) / gutters to be offered, to remove
rry operations, noting that water tanks were in

would, the Panel assumes, be in place for many

ing of all windows and / or doors to double glazing to minimise
ide residences due to the close proximity of work being carried

)sufficiency of the 200m buffer zone, and the northern bund being
insufficient (with a need for that bund to extend towards the west).
Further, to move the western boundary (LOQ), which is close to the
properties for example at 337 and 369 MacWhinney Drive, to provide a
wider buffer.

(e) Adoption of a Dust Management Plan, for example requiring water
carts/misting; wheel-wash; sealing of internal haul roads near
boundaries; stockpile management; wind-triggered shut-down or
relocation of dust-generating activities. Exceedance protocols were
needed along with complaint response timelines.

(f) Installation of PM monitors at the sensitive receptors / boundaries most
exposed to prevailing winds, with data published in monthly summaries.
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266.5 Concerns were also raised regarding chronic exposure to “the pollution and small
dust particulate matter”, including long-term health and wellbeing.

The Auckland Council comments included technical, specialist, review of the ANE, BVNS
and AQA, including:

267.1 ATechnical Specialist Memo - Noise and Vibration’ dated 19 September 2025.
This memo supported the Application overall, agreeing with the author of the
ANE that compliance with the AUP:OP noise standards rendered the noise effects
reasonable, and noted that the recommended conditions were appropriate. The
BVNS was noted and the memo similarly found that noise and vibration effects
could be managed to a reasonable level.

267.2 A 'Technical Specialist Memo - Air Quality’ dated 17 Septembg
memo noted that background monitoring shows very low le

residences and a culturally significant site, mighjg8 APodelling was
noted to indicate that acceptable health thre et, and
cumulative impacts were expected to be my bss these risks, SAL was
noted to have committed to implementi
Plan. The author considered the air df
supported the Application subject

to be minor, and
nsent conditions. No edits

Site visit
The Panel’s Site visit was a's uarrying activities only. In terms of our
experience of the effects rgj 1 s, we did not experience anything close to
puld be like to live nearby the quarry. We visited
saw first-hand the proximity of some existing

f the intervening topography and how that would

neighbouring and near
residences. We alsg

appeared well-managed, with an orderly flow to the works
he Site was well-laid out, signage was clear and directive, and

iment deposited on local roads and no visible dust emissions at the time

. Water trucks were also in operation, and stockpiles and earthworked
areas appeared well controlled. The noise from the existing Drury Quarry, where
quarrying was in progress, was nhoticeable while we were outdoors on the Site, but as a
background ‘hum’ rather than being particularly distinctive. Blasting was not required,
nor undertaken, while we were on-site.

Conditions

Unsurprisingly, reasonably detailed conditions are proposed to manage noise, vibration
and air quality effects arising from the establishment and operation of the Sutton Block
quarry. These are based on, but (inevitably) updated and expanded from, the
conditions currently in place for the existing Drury Quarry.
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It is not possible to outline the conditions in full detail, but they may usefully be
summarised as follows:

271.1 The overarching document for management of these effects is the Quarry
Management Plan (QMP) (conditions 82-83). This sets out the practices and
procedures to be adopted at the Site to ensure compliance with key operational
requirements. The QMP must address management and monitoring of:
construction noise and vibration, operational noise, and operational blast
vibration and noise. A Draft QMP was provided with the Application (dated 28
March 2025), and an updated Draft QMP was later also provided to the Panel
(dated 17 September 2025).

271.2 Other management plans include the:

(a) Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan ((%g

(b) Blast Management Plan (conditions 47-48); an e

(c) Dust Management Plan (conditions 41-4

271.3 The Panel has included the requirement, i ¥ that all management
plans must be consistent with the mateyg i glhe Panel through this
FTAA process, including the document$g e table included in
condition 1. They must also accog
relevant to the subject matter offthe nt plan.

271.4 More specific conditions i

the operational noise condition, based on
Operational blast vibration and noise levels are

(a)

e Construction Noise and Vibration Management
per the AUP:OP rules E25.6.27 and E25.6.30.

(b) it"@ 109 requires the establishment of noise monitors as

assocted noise monitoring requirements. Vibration monitoring stations,
onitoring requirements, are outlined in condition 120. Monitoring
and reporting requirements for the air discharges are included in
conditions 165 to 167.

(c) Condition 108, which requires the retention of particular existing ground
levels as recommended in the ANE.

(d)  Conditions 117 to 119 reference the recommendations of the BVNS
relating to completion of seed holes once the pit reaches the solid rock
mass, and the updating and calibration of the blasting model.

Condition 120 describes in more detail the blast monitoring stations and
how the blasting model will be updated and calibrated to maintain
accuracy, and how data collected from monitoring must be used for the
analysis and modelling of future blasts, to ensure compliance with consent
conditions.
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(e) Conditions 156 to 169 contain conditions specific to the air discharge
permit:

(1) Conditions 156 to 160 are the limit conditions and include the
requirement to adhere to the Dust Management Plan. These
include specific limits on discharges that may for example cause
“noxious, dangerous, offensive or objectionable” effects beyond the
boundary of the Site. Further, there must be no hazardous air
pollutant caused by discharges from the Site present at a
concentration that causes, or is likely to cause, adverse effects to
human health, ecosystems or property.

(i) Condition 161 adopts the AQA’s recommendation ingelation to the
200m buffer for existing and future dwellings lo
MacWhinney Drive.

(iii)  Conditions 162 to 164 provide further d

discharge of dust beyond the bo,
measures required, without ligpi

(iv)  Condition 167 requires t
practicable in the ev
results, or has the
conditions or adve

271.5 A Community Liaison G so to De established, as a vehicle to discuss
matters relevant to g concerns and complaints and ways of
alleviating them, Sissemination of information about the Project
(conditions 8 to nts register is also to be maintained

(condition 1 68 in relation to the air discharge permit).
271.6 Conditign 6 contain the Annual Monitoring Report contents, which are to
include m&@itoring data, and records of noise and vibration measurements.

usWlso include details of any complaints received and the

hose, any reasons for non-compliance issues, and

tions on alterations to any monitoring required. Additional

ing obligations for the air discharge permit are included in condition 161.

No m were raised during the comments on condition process that, in the Panel’s
view, required substantive amendment to the conditions relevant to this class of
effects.

The Panel’s findings on noise, vibration and air quality effects
In light of all the information received and considered (including comments), the Panel
is satisfied, and finds, that:

273.1 The Project’s actual and potential adverse noise, vibration and air quality effects
have been appropriately assessed; and
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273.2 With the conditions imposed, any actual or potential adverse noise, vibration
and air quality effects can be adequately addressed, will be acceptable, and do
not preclude or count against a grant of consent.

Landscape / visual / amenity and natural character effects

The planning hierarchy contains numerous provisions for the consideration of
landscape, natural character and visual effects matters, including within the AUP:OP,
which primarily seek to maintain or enhance landscape character and visual amenity
values within the rural environment. The preservation of the natural character of
wetlands and rivers and their margins is a matter of national importance under the
RMA, as is their protection from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development.

The Project will result in changes to the components, character and g
landscape character and values, as a staged implementation, ulti

of existing

AEE / specialist reports
Landscape, natural character and visual effects are ag
AEE by reference to an Assessment of Landscape Ef

tage of work, and representative
isual simulations from selected

e Special Purpose - Quarry Zone, albeit with areas extending
ted spatial extent into the adjacent rural zoned land.

ntext, the ALE assesses that the expansion of quarrying activities will
have rate degree of adverse effects on existing landscape character and values,
given the proximity of the activity to the attributes and values of identified
SEA, ONL and Karearea Pa, being particularly sensitive features within the localised
existing environment. While effectively avoiding these features spatially, the ALE
confirms that there will be a substantial change in topographic characteristics of the
Site, which, alongside the removal of existing indigenous vegetation within the Site,
will contribute to these adverse effects on existing landscape character and values.

56

57

Technical Report J, Volume 2 to the AEE.

Te Tangi a te Manu: Aotearoa New Zealand Landscape Assessment Guidelines, Tuia Pito Ora New
Zealand Institute of Landscape Architects, July 2022.
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When taking into account the proposed on-site revegetation (as well as off-site
mitigation) the ALE concludes that there will be a residual low to moderate degree of
landscape effects, while acknowledging that the overall value of Karearea Pa will be
reduced when considering the changing landform context within which this feature is
located. These changes to landform will be permanent, while retaining elevated
ridgelines to the north and east of the Site, which will assist in visually containing the
activities and being supplemented by the proposed northern earth bund and planting.

The Project also includes proposed revegetation and enhancement planting which will
provide for positive landscape outcomes by connecting existing isolated patches of
forest, restoring currently degraded habitats and provide for 13ha of continuous buffer
vegetation between Karearea Pa and the quarry pit within the Sutton Block.

Natural character effects
The ALE confirms that any existing streams or wetlands within the

The ALE subsequently finds that there is a p
natural character effects as a result of thj

low-moderate when taking into accou
the natural character of other existing remain on the Site and existing
wetlands are assessed in the AL i w when taking into account the

Visual effects
The ALE outlines that
values as experiencg

verse visual effects (being effects on landscape
hin views towards the Site) will vary for differing
ing locations, distances and the extent of available
The ALE also notes an anticipation of quarrying activity within
ton Block given the SPQZ on the Site.

Eight sentative groups of viewing audiences have been assessed by the ALE,
including people viewing the Site and Project from:

287.1 Properties on MacWhinney Drive (Group 1);
287.2 Fitzgerald Road, Fielding Road and Cossey Road (Group 2);

287.3 Business and Residential zoned land to the west and south-west of the Site
(Group 3);

287.4 North-facing properties on Ararimu Road (Group 4);

287.5 Limited numbers of properties on Peach Hill Road (Group 5);
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287.6 Properties on elevated parts of Pratts Road, Otto Road, Ararimu Road, Hiwinui
Road, Fausett Road and Maxted Road (Group 6);

287.7 Within vehicles on the State Highway 1 motorway and residents and road users
in the proximity of Great South Road west of the motorway (Group 7); and

287.8 Properties on Sonja Drive, Laurie Drive and Ponga Road to the north of the Site
(Group 8).

It is the latter viewing audiences (Group 8) where the ALE anticipates there to be the
greatest potential for adverse visual effects to arise, potentially up to a moderate to

high degree, given proximity to the Site and likelihood of clear visibility from existing
dwellings. The ALE does however anticipate that the proposed mitigatign measures

Comments received and Applicant’s response
Specialist landscape architectural input was includeg

additional conditions, beyond those propose
recommended by the Council’s landscap
Comments received from residents at rive raised potential issues relevant
to adverse visual effects (ameniy® uggesting that there should be some
form of verification process in 6 the effectiveness of the proposed earth
bund and planting which is gfic

The comments receive sideri®¥s at 1598, 1101 and 1616 Ponga Road raised
similar concerns reg i

potential alteration to the landscape and visual character of

the area, by a resident at 21 MacWhinney Drive, within the context of the
po e impacts on the market value of nearby properties. The Panel
na@es is is not a resource management issue that can be taken into account.
The A nt responded to each of the above comments, reiterating the findings of the

ALE, within the context of the Special Purpose — Quarry Zone anticipated outcomes.

In this response, the Applicant highlighted the importance of proposed conditions to
mitigate actual and potential adverse landscape and visual effects, including the
requirement for the Consent Holder to provide a Landscape and Visual Mitigation and
Management Plan (LVMMP) to the Council for certification. In addition, the Applicant
highlighted reliance on compliance with the AUP:OP permitted lighting standards.

Site visits

The Panel undertook a full visit to the Drury Quarry and Sutton Block in August 2025,
and a second visit was undertaken to the representative public viewpoints used in the
ALE. This enabled the Panel to ‘ground-truth’ the visual simulations in-situ and, where
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no simulations were available, to assess the actual and potential effects for ourselves.

While the visual simulations were prepared to a very high standard, in accordance with
best practice and from representative public viewpoints, the Panel is wary that these
can never replace in-person viewing. The Panel found the visual simulations to fairly
represent the views available, and they were of immense assistance in helping the
Panel to mentally ‘sit’ the extent of the various quarry stages and on-site rehabilitation
planting spatially into the landscape being viewed, and to appreciate the likely changes
that will be experienced by viewers from various locations and distances over time.

Conditions
The ALE stated®® that the Project has involved an iterative design process where
findings from the assessment have provided input to the proposed mitiggtion strategy,

followed by establishment of a 15m wide pla
growing exotic species, along with indigen

297.2 Progressive formation of an earth bun
during Stage 1 with a 5 m wide plzi
bund and the adjacent ONL, as
with indigenous species — with t

getation along the planned eastern ridge of
ent of the pit edge in this location.

jons 48-49) and which has an objective to ensure that the ongoing
tigation avoids, remedies or mitigates the actual and potential adverse
nd visual effects of the Project.

No matters were raised during the comments on condition process that, in the Panel’s
view, required substantive amendment to the conditions relevant to this class of
effects.

58
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At section 2.2 on page 7.
At section 6.5 on page 68.
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The Panel’s findings on landscape, natural character and visual effects
In light of all the information received and considered (including comments), the Panel
is satisfied, and finds that:

300.1 The Project’s actual and potential effects on landscape (including rural
character), natural character and visual amenity values have been appropriately
assessed; and

300.2 With the conditions imposed, any actual or potential adverse effects of the
Project on identified existing landscape (including rural character), natural
character and visual amenity values can be adequately addressed, will be
acceptable, and do not preclude or count against a grant of consent.

Effects on cultural values

As we have already noted, the Site is located within an importa
Karearea - Te Maketl. This is an area of tremendous cultura
historical significance.

The Panel does not use those words lightly. In so doj
detailed Cultural Values Assessments (CVAs), that repared with obvious

care by Ngati Tamaoho Trust, Ngati Te Ata, Ng Incorporated Society,
Ngai Tai ki Tamaki and Te Akitai Waiohua. ce in relation to cultural
effects, we address the CVAs in more detail b

The Panel understands from the CVAs gat 0]t will be undertaken within part of
several cultural landscapes includipg rea, Ju Hotiki, Ngarurunui, Te Hlunua,
Ararimu and Te Maketd. The ayg# gr portance to mana whenua, as
described in the CVAs, and ha'@g Jelmia; Y and deep connections for them.

In relation to the Sutto rrounds), significant cultural sites and areas
include Karearea Pa Icanic features, slopes and surrounding ridgelines),
Hingaia Stream a and wairepo (wetlands), Otuwairoa Stream and its

tributaries and
(south of thedq

tiki hirere (creek) and Te Maketu Historic Reserve
se awa and wairepo were used for water, rongoa, food and

medicine.
The g with Te Maketu, was (and remains) an important Pa.
Tr, vided protection and defence, as well as controlling the overland

1koi) north, south and east. Karearea Pa contains stone structures built
by tupun strengthen the Pa, protect special areas, and for gardening in the fertile
areas. is is understood to be unique, as one of the only Pa in the Tamaki region to
have these features. The forest in this area was also known to provide significant
paopao kowhatu (stone working sites) for the making of tools and other important
taonga. Trees grown here, such as Mataiwaka and Ngahokowhitu, were considered
taonga and were reserved and used for the making of the significant waka, whare and
whakairo.

An illustrative quote (being but one example of the connection and strength of feeling
held regarding this area and Pa site) stated:

“It is important to highlight the Karearea is a wahi tapu of the highest order. It
is a pou whenua, tatohu whenua, tupuna maunga, and wahi tohu. It also
contains significant and large urupa, wahi hahunga, tidahu, wahi pakanga, and
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wahi tapu of other kinds. The spiritual and metaphysical importance of this site
is immense."®°

The Panel understands that the Karearea Pa traditionally covered the entire hill within
the Sutton Block, and was part of a cultural landscape that included wahi tapu, wahi
tupuna, ttahu, urupa, wahi pakanga, papakainga, whare, mara kai, mahinga kai, puna
wai, pataka kai, mahinga waka, ngahere, rawa taiao, paopao kowhatu, mahinga toi,
rongoa and other sites of significance.

Understandably, mana whenua are strongly of the view that these special features,
being the taonga of tupuna passed down for generations, must be preserved.

AEE / specialist reports
With the above core elements identified by way of iy
specialist reports, being the CVAs. Five assessm

310.1 Ngati Tamaoho Trust, Cultural Values

310.2 Ngati Te Ata, Cultural Values Asgfssm dated February 2025;

310.3 Ngaati Whanaunga Incorp
August 2024;

Soget ultural Impact Assessment dated

310.4 Pou Tangata Ngai i i Community Development Trust, Cultural Values
Assessment dat with August 2024 and March 2025 updates);
and

rt has clearly been given to reviewing and assessing the (likely
information from the Applicant, collating and describing the cultural
connc@u®S, whakapapa and genealogy, and history with the Site and surrounds, then
considering responses to the technical material including effects on the environment
and proposed conditions.

As a result of that mahi, the Panel has been given clear direction on the matters which
we must carefully assess as an important part of our response to the identified cultural
effects.

60

‘Ngati Tamaoho Drury Quarry Expansion Cultural Values Assessment ~ by Ngati Tamaoho Trust dated
Mahuru 2024 at paragraph 6.2. Other iwi expressed similarly strong connections and concern for this
area and site, and the Panel regrets only being able to select one example for this decision report.
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The Panel notes also comments made in the CVAs regarding the timing and resourcing
issues faced by mana whenua in responding, generally, to the numerous FTAA projects
occurring within their rohe, and more specifically, to the time pressures faced in the
context of this fast-tracked Project. The limited timeframes for engagement, and
involvement only at specific points of the fast-track process, were noted, along with
what was seen as limited protection of cultural interests beyond Treaty settlement
property and customary land interests. We take those comments on board. In light of
these comments, the Panel is all the more grateful for the CVAs before us, and the
assistance they have provided.

Ngéati Tamaoho Trust Cultural Values Assessment
The Ngati Tamaoho Trust CVA canvased the following matters:

314.1 Cultural Landscapes (Te Maketu);

314.2 Awa (Waterways), Puna (Springs) & Wairepo (Wetlands,
314.3 Wahi Tapu & Urupa;

314.4 I Riro Atu te Whenua - Land Alienation;

314.5 Te Taiao - Natural Environment;

314.6 Kaitiakitanga;

314.7 Wai - Water;

314.8 Mahi Toitld - Sustainablg

@

314.9 Wai-a-Rangi - St water gatment of Contaminants;

314.10 Groun e ch ;

314.11 g Taketake - Native Trees and Plants; and

314.12 Ng ki — Landscapes.

Th d that the proposed Sutton Block quarry expansion lies within highly

Si cestral lands of Ngati Tamaoho, encompassing numerous wahi tupuna,
wa upa, and other cultural sites of deep historical and spiritual importance.
Ngati oho emphasised the importance of recognising their enduring rights as

guaranteed under Te Tiriti o Waitangi and the Ngati Tamaoho Settlement Act.

Ngati Tamaoho noted that, following extensive discussions over 18 months, the
Applicant had agreed to adjust the proposed pit area to avoid direct impact on key
cultural sites, including those surrounding Karearea Pa. Ngati Tamaoho agreed in
principle to the Project, provided the agreed conditions (identified within the CVA) and
commitments were fully upheld.
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Ngati Te Ata Cultural Values Assessment Report

The Ngati Te Ata CVA addressed effects of particular concern under the following key
headings:

317.1 Cultural values for mana whenua;

317.2 Te kaitiakitanga o te Taiao;

317.3 Statutory assessment; and

317.4 Cultural landscape and cultural resources.

Tables of identified issues, with mana whenua recommendations and aggirations, were

Maori values are upheld throughout the qua
to exercise rangatiratanga and kaitiakita
Maori is integrated into all stages of plg#finin lopment of the Sutton Block
quarry, and promote the enhancemen est@ration of natural and cultural

The recommendations incl mphasised achieving best-practice
beyond minimum regulatory standards,

ing a¥ess to customary resources, and the restoration
g partnership with industry and government.

supporting iwi wellbein
of significant sites

Ngaati Whangun rporated Society Cultural Impact Assessment
The CVA of N ti anaunga Incorporated Society included coverage of the following
matters;,

32 atu ntext;

32177 Exisijhg Cultural Values (regarding places of historic and cultural interest,
al and physical resources (mana and mauri), sites of historic or cultural
interest, waahi tapu and resource values); and an
321.3 Assessment of Cultural Effects.
The key issues raised were summarised as relating to:

322.1 Erosion and sediment control;

322.2 Potential effects on archaeological sites (including the likelihood for proposed
works to uncover previously unrecorded sites);

322.3 Vegetation removal;
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322.4 Wetland removal;
322.5 Vegetation clearance along the edges of streams and wetlands; and
322.6 Stream diversion and reclamation.

Overall, the CVA described that Ngaati Whanaunga’s cultural values associated with
the Site, covering mauri, wahi tapu, korero tuturd, rawa taturd, and hiahia taturd,
ranged from low / medium to medium / high significance, indicating a moderate to
strong cultural connection. The value of Whakaaronui o te Wa (cultural understanding
and perspective) was assessed as high (positive), reflecting constructive engagement
(with SAL) and recognition of Ngaati Whanaunga’s values within the Project. An
extensive list of proposed consent conditions were included, should the lication be
granted.

Pou Tanga Ngai Tai ki Tamaki Community Development Trust tur
Assessment

The CVA for Ngai Tai ki Tamaki addressed cultural values an ral jgpacts,
including in respect of the following topics:

324.1 Places of Historic and Cultural Interest;

324.2 Natural and Physical Resources (Mana ri); and
324.3 Sites of Historic or Cultural Integf#St.

Cultural effects identified (durin onstrucidh and / or operational phases)
included:

325.1 Vegetation remov
325.2 Loss and divguman W&surf waterbodies;
325.3 Effects jf and sediment was not controlled;

nd associated effects on surface waterbodies;

to uncover previously unrecorded sites);
325. and provision of food resources for native fauna;
325.7 Loss of ecological connectivity;

325.8 Changes attributed to dust, vibration, and hydrological changes, especially to
the sensitive rock forest ecosystem at Karearea (Ballard’s cone); and

325.9 The potential discovery of koiwi (human remains), taonga maori, or
archaeological features. This remained the largest concern for Ngai Tai.

An updated addendum to the CVA provided in March 2025 acknowledged that the
Project would provide significant long-term benefits. However, it also identified that
the Project presents notable environmental and cultural effects, including stream and
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wetland reclamation, removal of nearly 10ha of indigenous vegetation (partly within an
SEA), potential groundwater and water quality impacts, and cultural effects associated
with nearby wahi tupuna and Karearea Pa.

Te Akitai Waiohua Cultural Values Assessment
The CVA of Te Akitai Waiohua addressed cultural effects under two key headings:

327.1 Principles of the environment, and kaitiakitanga; and
327.2 Historic events and connection, including spiritual and cultural associations.

In addendums to the CVA Te Akitai Waiohua identified several positive effects from the
Application, but also potentially significant environmental impacts, includi

328.1 Stream and wetland reclamation;
328.2 Vegetation removal (including within an SEA);

328.3 Groundwater diversion and potential effects on u flow in
downstream environments;

328.4 Sediment and earthwork impacts on str s an c ecosystems;

328.5 Potential adverse effects on cultur, lu nd gfes of significance to mana
whenua;

328.6 Blasting and vibration eff Kargarg#l (Ballards Cone), a culturally
significant site; and

328.7 Uncertainty regarddfg lopg- rehabilitation and landscape outcomes after
quarry closure.

Whilst Te Akitai \# op d quarrying in principle due to its significant cultural

effects (with gck @ged measures taken to protect Karearea Pa), a number of

important rec cxglations were made.

The reco s included establishing cultural induction and monitoring

pr S, g rehabilitation and closure plans in partnership with iwi, avoiding
st@@a etland reclamation and indigenous vegetation removal wherever possible,
an plyinl best-practice mitigation and offsetting where effects could not be

avoid e Akitai Waiohua also sought enhanced erosion, sediment, and water

management, along with iwi involvement in ecological restoration and long-term
monitoring, to protect Te Taiao and uphold cultural values.

Application and AEE

SAL for its part acknowledged in the Application that a number of groups have tangata
whenua interests over the area of the Site, and stated that SAL has engaged with
representatives of various mana whenua groups for a number of years. Engagement
regarding potential use of the Sutton Block extended back to 2007, and was noted to
have continued since.
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The Panel understands consultation principally involved Ngati Tamaoho; Ngati Te Ata;
Te Akitai Waiohua; Ngai Tai ki Tamaki; and Ngaati Whanaunga. The Applicant
summarised their view of the results of consultation as being identification of the
following concerns:®!

332.1 The location of the proposed quarry pit being too close to the north-eastern
flank of the Karearea Pa / Ballard Cone. We address the Applicant’s response to
this concern below.

332.2 Similarly, the haul road was considered too close to the western flank of
Karearea Pa / Ballard Cone. Investigations were made as to whether the haul
road could instead be located further to the east, but this was not (by mutual
agreement) ultimately pursued. The original route (per the Application) was
preferred as the more culturally acceptable choice.

processing plant to alleviate vibration
station was proposed for the nort

response, the Applicant hggts
mitigation including, Cayg ‘@
Applicant proceeded gi Rl UaKM farm site as an off-site compensation site

l wetlands on-site.

a Pa, creating a 13ha buffer between the LOQ extent and the AUP:OP

L also supported the inclusion of a Site of Significance to Mana Whenua
overlay scheduled over Karearea Pa as part of Plan Change 102 to the AUP:OP, in
recognition of the importance of this feature to tangata whenua. The Project avoids
the Site of Significance to Mana Whenua overlay area, noting that this has resulted in a
portion of the Site that is zoned SPQZ becoming unable to be utilised for the quarry

61

62

See summary at 10.5.1 - 10.5.6 of the AEE.

It is not clear to the Panel what has occurred with regards to this monitoring station. It does not
appear to have followed through into the Applicant’s proposed conditions of consent. We address this
point later in this section of the decision report.
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activities anticipated by that zone, and the LOQ being now based partly on land zoned
instead for Rural uses.

The effects on cultural values (as understood by the Applicant) are assessed in
Section 9.11 of the AEE, but the overall level of effect is, appropriately, left to be
determined by tangata whenua. Broadly, the Applicant notes, further to avoidance of
all scheduled wahi tapu and taonga sites within the Project area, that:

335.1 The Project will result in residual terrestrial and freshwater effects, which could
not be avoided, mitigated or remedied. However, these effects are addressed
through a comprehensive ecological offset package which is designed to achieve
a ‘net-gain’ in ecological values overall.

335.2 In terms of enhancement, revegetation planting is also propogfti asQmrt of the
pasture area of the Site of Significance — Karearea Pa.
enhanced ecological connectivity across the site, by i sting areas
of vegetation including the two SEAs.

laboration with
works in proximity to
e of the Project.

335.3 A Cultural Management Plan is proposed to bg#
tangata whenua to ensure cultural effects
these sites are adequately addressed t
Engagement with mana whenua will b

Comments received and Applicant’s regpons
Comments were received from Te Akit Settlement Trust. The comments
e tyo endum CVAs responding to the
e five-stage proposal that currently
oted that the main interests of Te Akitai

onga in Tamaki Makaurau.

The p ed activity of quarrying was noted to have significant adverse cultural
effects because the impacts on the whenua, awa and ngahere cannot be avoided,
remedied or fully mitigated. However, the comments also acknowledged the measures
undertaken to avoid impacts on Karearea Pa, which were supported. The comments
provided queried the economic assessment, which noted the same cost savings or
economic benefits from both the 4 stage and 5 stage proposals, but higher
environmental costs (stream, wetland and vegetation loss in particular) from the five
stage proposal.

Te Akitai Waiohua supported conditions that seek to recognise cultural values including
providing for:

338.1 Preparation of a Cultural Management Plan;
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338.2 Development of cultural monitoring procedures;
338.3 Mana whenua taking and using native trees felled;
338.4 The ability to comment on draft management plans;

338.5 Copies of annual freshwater monitoring data being provided to mana whenua
upon request;

338.6 Use of Nga Motu o Hingaia (Drury Creek Islands) as a potential offsite mitigation
site; and

338.7 Access to Karearea Pa subject to health and safety requirements

Concerns were raised in relation to some of the draft proposed co uding
the scope and contents of the Cultural Management Plan condj i
appropriateness of the conditions relating to archaeological ] ctions in
planting area and delivery of a ‘net-gain’ outcome, increase and the
proposed mitigation (including that mitigation being log the Site's
catchment), the absence of appropriate targets in ti it espect of some

rehabilitation outcomes.

Ultimately an ongoing commitment from . to engage with Te Akitai
Waiohua to ensure that the Sutton BlogK expgg@si spects and reflects the cultural
values and aspirations of mana whenu

response dated 1 October
conditions for the resour;

®Wled proposed amendments to the draft
and a fresh set of proposed conditions

facing remnants, stone rows and low walls, rectangular terraces, etc).

342.2 her or not the project archaeologist had been asked for advice in relation to
the possibility of vibration / air blast effects on the stone works present at the
Pa site arising from blasting, and what controls would be appropriate given that
site does not contain physical (modern) buildings but holds significant cultural
importance.

These were responded to by the Applicant on 22 September 2025. The response noted
that there is currently no recognised or agreed numerical standard considered
appropriate for managing potential vibration effects on stone structures of
archaeological or cultural significance.

Further, the Karearea Pa was noted to be a highly tapu site, which means that actively
entering the site or establishing monitoring equipment “is not straight forward”.
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Inspections undertaken in 1989 and 2002 had identified that substantial modifications
and damage had already occurred to the Pa features as a result of historic farming
practices, earthworks, and fossicking, before SAL fenced the site and carried out
enhancement planting.

It was also noted that the Pa directly adjoins the existing Drury Quarry, which has
operated for more than 80 years. The information provided in the Blasting Report was
stated to represent the extent of vibration monitoring at the Pa site obtained to date,
and that no additional monitoring results are available. The Applicant proposed that a
Blast Management Plan be prepared and referenced in the conditions. This Plan would
set out how blasting will take place at the Site and would be able to specifically include
any relevant considerations that may be required in proximity to the Pa site to manage
effects. This would also be a matter that will be the subject of ongoin nsultation
with mana whenua.

Conditions

The Panel has viewed all of the conditions relating to the m ects on the

cultural effects. We have given these matters addit}
stated importance and relevance to mana whenu
elsewhere in this Part D.

The conditions that perhaps more specifi
for us in the CVAs and comments inclu

347.1 The Cultural Management i t in condition 7(a), which is to set out
the preferred engagemg ) ip protocols for mana whenua going
forward.

347.2 The requiremen itions¥(b) to (f), also reflecting conditions sought in the
CVAs and co
(@) h mana whenua in relation to the development of cultural

g procedures to be undertaken at works commencement, and
s¥ps to be taken in the event of any accidental discovery of
taong or koiwi;

Provide the opportunity for mana whenua to take and use any native
trees felled as part of the Project;

(c) Provide the opportunity for mana whenua to comment on draft
management plans prior to the submission of those plans for certification;

(d) Provide copies of the annual freshwater monitoring data to mana whenua
upon request; and to

(e) Provide the opportunity for access to Karearea Pa subject to health and
safety requirements across the Site.

347.3 Condition 13, which requires that all management and monitoring plans must
summarise the comments received from mana whenua as required by the
relevant management or monitoring plan condition, along with a summary of
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where comments have been incorporated, and where not incorporated, the
reasons why.

347.4 The accidental discovery protocol condition, condition 92. Despite concerns
raised by mana whenua in respect of this condition, we have left it as proposed
by the Applicant and agreed with the Council. The condition is reasonably
standard, and importantly (to address some mana whenua concerns) it does not
authorise any physical actions in respect of archaeological sites that may be
discovered accidentally. It reflects the current legal obligation to comply with
the AUP:OP, and the operation of the HNZPTA cannot be overridden in any
event. The condition is noted to be subject to any specific protocols agreed with
mana whenua, which enables further work to be done on how this eventuality
might be managed (subject to the legal requirements otherwise grising). We
accept that such protocols would be of benefit to mana when
encourage further work in relation to them.

347.5 The requirement that the Blast Management Plan inclfe dejgpils O
mitigation and management measures that may be reS whgp blasting in
proximity to Karearea Pa site (condition 48(d)).

347.6 The Panel has expanded condition 48(d) tggncC% r detail, so that the

(a) Evidence of consultation wi regarding whether or not pre-
and post- blasting conditi e features present are culturally
appropriate and / or cons

(b)

also added a requirement relating to the establishment of a blast
ation for the Pa site, within condition 120. The Panel appreciates
is may be culturally sensitive, and that there may be a need to obtain
furt expert advice around whether this would provide additional information
would assist in managing potential effects on the Pa site.

347.8 While blasting may have been undertaken in close proximity to the Pa site for 80
years or more, there is always the opportunity to improve practices, gain further
understanding, and to better address cultural values and concerns. Technology,
archaeological methods and practices, and blasting modelling and technology,
can also all change over time. The Panel noted, with potential concern,
comments that the Pa site does not contain buildings that may be affected by
blasting, and trust that this was not intended to convey the view that stone
structures were any less deserving of protection. In the Panel’s view they likely
warrant more, though we accept that this is difficult to ensure if access is not
possible.
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347.9 We accept that the obligations we have imposed may require significant further
consultation efforts with mana whenua, and the possible need for that to include
advice from a SQEP with particular archaeological expertise. However, we
consider that the values expressed and communicated to us via the CVAs and
comments warrant this higher level of effort. The Karearea Pa is “wahi tapu of
the highest order”.

347.10 Lastly, we note Te Akitai Waiohua’s request that Nga Motu o Hingaia
(Drury Creek Islands) be used as a potential offsite mitigation site. The Sutton
Block Application proposed a biodiversity offset of 4.4 ha of kanuka forest
revegetation to be undertaken at Nga Motu o Hingaia. For reasons that have
been explained to the Panel,®? this is not currently able to be achieved, because
landowner approval is not available. It may be that landowner ggproval is

ultimately obtained. The Panel has added an
endeavours to obtain landowner approval, cast ofe year after the grant of

) that is needed (without
tying the consent holder to any longe i &nh the understanding that
SAL was intending to continue wog i ndowner approval in any

event.

warrants response. Te Akitai ent Trust commented that the Trust
considered that the draft ¢ “do not differentiate between mana
whenua iwi. Te Akitai Wgfbhug bR e they have a significant and specific relationship
as compared to other i and this should be reflected”. Reference was
also made to their ent, which we have outlined earlier in this decision
report.

There was one comment provid yugh th mments on conditions process that

The Panel is n bN@Lo provide, or reflect in the conditions, the differentiation sought
by the Tgust.

ote Panel would not like to see any of the groups that provided CVAs
in core processes established under the consent conditions, for example
be involved in the preparation of the Cultural Management Plan in
conjudul® with the consent holder (condition 7). We understand that not all relevant
mana whenua groups provided CVAs, with some agreeing to other groups preparing
CVAs on their behalf, or deferring (solely for the purposes of CVA preparation) to
others, that mana whenua interests and concerns can change over time, and indeed
that relevant entities may form and establish (and disestablish if they so wish) over
time. However, we consider an advice note recording at least the groups that did
provide CVAs is a helpful addition to condition 7, as it otherwise identifies no specific
mana whenua groups at all.

63

See memorandum from Bioresearches dated 14 August 2025 entitled ‘Hingaia (Drury) Island Offset
Revegetation’.
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The Panel’s findings on cultural effects
In light of all the information received and considered (including comments), the Panel
is satisfied, and finds that:

351.1 The Project’s actual and potential cultural effects have been appropriately
assessed; and

351.2 With the conditions imposed, cultural effects are adequately addressed, and do
not preclude or count against a grant of consent.

The Panel’s findings on other effects on the environment

The remaining effects on the environment, which are discussed below, have been
appropriately assessed by the Applicant and, with the conditions impg an be
adequately addressed, will be acceptable, and do not preclude or
of consent.

Archaeological effects

The AEE included an assessment entitled ‘Drury Quarr

archaeological or other historic heritage valu
Part F of this decision report, but for RM

353.1 The Archaeological Assessment mprehensive background research
and multiple site inspectiog E jeld ins ions were conducted on 17 December

, and 27 November 2024. These

European occupatj on of exposed soils for signs of earlier
modification, ting using a probe and spade to identify any
buried depos ical features. The field inspections focused on

landscape 5 spurs, ridgelines, and creek banks, with sites

»d archaeological sites were identified as:

8 — Karearea Pa (Te Maketu): A significant and extensive Maori
habitation site featuring burials, stonework, earthworks, and pa features.
We have discussed the Pa in more detail earlier in this decision report. In
this context we note that it is recognised by archaeologists as an
extensive and significant Maori habitation site and burial area located on
Ballard’s Cone, an eroded volcanic cone on the Hunua Fault. Itis noted to
comprise many stone alignments and heaps, some with facing remnants,
stone rows and low walls which delineate terraces and embanked
platforms and numerous earthworks. Although no defensive structures
have been identified archaeologically, the top platform and some of the
surrounding terraces take advantage of steep rocky bluffs and the
topography affords natural protection.

(b) R12/723 - Terraces, Stonework, Cultivations: A site of possible Maori
origin located near the southwestern extent of the proposed expansion
area but outside the direct impact zone.
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(c) R12/724 - Plants, Fence, Stonework, Earthworks: Located within the
proposed expansion area, this site is likely a 20th-century farming feature
or domestic occupation site with limited historical value.

353.3 No additional unrecorded archaeological or other historic heritage sites were
identified, either by background research, or by previous and recent
archaeological field inspection on the proposed quarry expansion area within the
Sutton Block.

353.4 The Archaeological Assessment concluded that the Project would have no direct
effects on any known significant archaeological sites as the quarry design has
avoided the sensitive areas associated with R12/278 (Karearea Pa) and
R12/723.

353.5 The proposed haul road widening will affect the historical an¥

353.6 The only recorded archaeological site directly.
report sets out as having low archaeologic
20th-century farming activity.

353.7 Recommendations for resource co
work included:

(a) That SAL continue

(b)

The Applcant al ded the related ‘Archaeological Management Plan: Drury

Quarry utton Project, Drury, Auckland’ prepared by Clough & Associates

an d 25 (Archaeological Management Plan), which provided a full list
of it ement requirements and potential consent conditions relating to:

354.1 tart requirements;

354.2 The earthworks and post-earthworks phases;

354.3 Procedures if archaeological sites are exposed when the archaeologist is not
present; and

354.4 Protocols relating to koiwi tangata and taonga.

The conditions reflect the above material. This includes condition 91, which requires
protection of the recorded archaeological sites and compliance with the Archaeological
Management Plan, and condition 92, which relates to protocols in the event of
accidental discovery.
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Groundwater effects

Groundwater effects are always relevant to quarrying activities given the need for de-
watering. We have addressed earlier in this decision report our concern to make sure
that the effects of drawdown on ecological matters was fully understood and
addressed, given the stated potential that the drawdown zone of influence could
extend 4.4km to 7.5km. We address some remaining matters in this section.

The AEE included the report entitled ‘Groundwater and Surface Water Effects
Assessment Report’ by PDP dated March 2025 (Groundwater Report). The
Groundwater Report involved a combination of desktop and fieldwork investigations
which used existing geological and hydrogeological data and field permeability tests,
groundwater level monitoring, groundwater and surface water sampling (for chemical
analysis) and stream flow gauging. The Report also drew on extensiyg ndwater,
stream flow, and groundwater inflow data collected since 2011 froig
nearby quarries, including Hunua Pit, Symonds Hill Pit, and the

The Groundwater Report found that the Sutton Block quarr P result in a
maximum groundwater inflow of approximately 19,426

fault outside the quarry will remain lari
effects in changes of groundwater

influence are deeper th gcted groundwater drawdowns and are therefore

unlikely to experi d ds. However, if any adverse effects occur due to the
quarry develop imp entation of mitigation measures, such as bore
deepening or: ering could be set matters addressed through consent
conditions whi e Iso outlined in the Report.

The ddressed in conditions 43 to 44 (Groundwater Monitoring Plan),

conditjongdiclude monitoring bores, and trigger levels are set out in Appendix 1 to the
consents. The Applicant and Council had proposed that these trigger levels sit outside
of the consent, and instead be included in the Groundwater Management Plan.
However, the Panel’s preference is that these remain in the conditions. Lastly,
reduction in regional groundwater levels are restricted to the steps, and technical
review requirements, set out in conditions 177 to 179.

While Mr Williamson's report, entitled ‘Fast Track Approvals Act (FTAA): Drury Quarry
Expansion — Sutton Block. Hydrogeological Review’ dated 4 November 2025
(Hydrogeological Review) was sought primarily to address the Panel’s concerns
regarding ecology it also addressed matters relating to groundwater more broadly
including:
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362.1 The specific discharge methodology (in PDP’s Groundwater Report) estimates
the area of influence to be less than that estimated by the well discharge
method that PDP had employed, hence signalling that the PDP analysis is
conservative.

362.2 Pit inflow employed within the PDP modelling were acceptable noting: (a)
greywacke hydraulic conductivity over a much larger area (much of which is
unaffected by faulting) is unlikely to be as high as 10-6m/s; (b) the quarry
development is staged and occurs over decades, which enables monitoring to
progressively capture any changes that are expected to only slowly manifest;
and (c) the proposed adaptive management conditions and monitoring will
appropriately address the inherent uncertainty in pit inflow estimation and
drawdown.

monitoring piezometer is only 1.9km from thg X yet the estimated
zone of influence is just over 4km. Henceghi er was considered to be

therefore proposed an alternative pie idh within the headwaters of
the Mangawheau Catchment, as s i to the Report. We address

362.5 Impermeable clay bunds
from potentially indirec ands (Wetlands 2A north and 2B) or
streams (Stream 2).

362.6 Amendments w conditions relating to stream augmentation
rates, and thg i
and ameng , are addressed in more detail in Part H of this decision
report.

at, overall, subject to satisfactory discussion on the identified
Williamson was satisfied that the analysis undertaken, coupled
itions of consent, would appropriately manage groundwater and
e water related effects of the Project.

The eological Review was circulated to the participants by way of our Minute 9.
Comments were sought on or before 11 November 2025, and comments were
ultimately provided by the Applicant and Auckland Council.

Lastly, the Panel requested further information in relation to the potential for overlap
between an existing Drury Quarry groundwater permit (WAT60277068-C), and the
groundwater permit that the Panel was granting, under Minute 7.

The Applicant responded on 5 November 2025, confirming that the groundwater
volumes covered by the existing consent (which had recently been amended via a
granted section 127 application) were included within this Sutton Block Application.
The predicted groundwater drawdown area (zone of influence) for the Sutton Block
also covers the area affected by the local fracture zone near bore SG6, which is east of
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the Hunua Fault. In other words, the volumes are not additional as the volumes form
part of the total quantities sought under this Application.

The Applicant described, to the Panel’s satisfaction and in some detail, how the two
groundwater permits will be linked, through the proposed consent conditions for this
Project (which included further amendments to this end, in the set provided and dated
5 November 2025).%4

Geological effects

Geological effects (e.g. site suitability, slope stability, seismic risk) were addressed in
the detailed technical report accompanying the AEE entitled ‘Geotechnical Assessment
Sutton Block Extension Drury Quarry, Drury’ prepared by Riley Consultants Limited and
dated 14 January 2025 (Geotech Assessment).

The Geotech Assessment was undertaken to evaluate both the
term slope stability of the final Sutton Block quarry shell (whj
had been designed and proposed by Terra Mining Consulta
analysis of geological units expected to be encountered
specifically the Waipapa Group Greywacke, Waikato
overburden, and surficial volcanic ash deposits.

0S

A combination of desktop review and field in i een undertaken. This
included reviewing existing geological and ge ta for the Site and

ored machine boreholes. The
ions that had been undertaken (five
2. Groundwater levels were also
stability assessments.

north and south of the Project, and dri
new boreholes complemented prey

westward to intercept the inferred Hunua Fault,
rough fractured greywacke, fault zones, and

ult trace, and confirmed the presence of the eastern branch of the
through intersected gouge and crush zones consistent with the

ical model.

370.3 BOrehole DH103 was drilled at the southern extent of the proposed pit on
Ballard’s Cone, and confirmed a thick sequence of volcanic and WCM mudstone
overlying fractured greywacke with evidence of hydrothermal alteration at
depth.

It was concluded that the Sutton Block quarry is geotechnically feasible, with stable
conditions expected for the greywacke and manageable stability risks for the WCM
through adaptive, observation-based management, and continued monitoring during

64

Conditions 43(l), 44, 86 and 173-174 of the 5 November 2025 set were referenced in particular, along
with the conditions that relate to stream flow monitoring, maintenance and augmentation, for
ecological purposes.
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quarry development. Provided detailed design and monitoring are completed, the
proposed Sutton Block quarry could be developed within the identified quarry shell
extent. The key recommendations were:

371.1 The need to undertake detailed geotechnical design to confirm the stability of
quarry slopes, particularly within the WCM overburden and volcanic materials.

371.2 That trial quarry slopes (batters) should be constructed and tested within the
WCM to determine appropriate and stable slope angles.

371.3 That construction monitoring, involving continuous geotechnical observation and
assessment, occur during excavation to identify any weak, fractured, or faulted
zones and that designs be adjusted as needed.

The Applicant satisfactorily responded to these on
an even-dated amended set of conditions. The r

5, and provided
d#h Assessment

as vided with the AEE, entitled
Block Expansion’ prepared by Don
(ITA). The ITA covered the following

expected matters:

373.1 A description of t anggits surrounding traffic environment;

of ess and egress serving the proposed Sutton Block, and
lation design;

xpected volumes of vehicular traffic likely to be generated by

3 m@iance with the AUP:OP and its associated standards and requirements.

With reSpect to the existing local transport environment the ITA set out that the wider
Drury South area which surrounds Drury Quarry to the west is undergoing substantial
redevelopment and growth of the urban area. This includes the supporting transport
infrastructure as part of development within the Drury South Precinct (DSP), as set
out in Chapter 1410 of the AUP:OP. The ITA explained that the Site is located
immediately to the east of and connects directly into the DSP’s transport network,
which represents a key element of and impetus for the newly constructed Drury Quarry
access road (previously via Quarry Road and now via Bill Stevenson Drive), to provide
enhanced and dedicated access to the various activities that occur within the broader
Drury Quarry site including the proposed Sutton Block.

The ITA set out that the current quarrying activity generates a total of up to 800 truck
movements on a busy day, and typically 600-700 on an average day. The projected
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demand for material to be delivered by Drury Quarry was noted to continue to increase
over coming years, and could potentially result in an increase to 1,200 and 1,400 truck
movements per day generated by the quarrying and ancillary activities.

In addition to quarry-generated traffic, there are several FOH activities that also
generate traffic, including:

376.1 Concrete Plant — approximately 110 truck movements per day (and subject to a
specific consent for that Plant which limits truck movements generated there to
110 per day);

376.2 Asphalt Plant — between 88-634 truck movements per day depending on the
tonnage produced;

376.3 Perlite Plant - approximately 40 truck movements per week

The ITA noted that, over the next several years, the
increase in demand for aggregate and associated

day.

The ITA confirmed that the primary tran
activity has available future capacity (gffer s

growth in traffic movements within th o Jccommodate up to an additional
8,000 truck movements per day uarry.

In terms of the overall ope veness of the road environment under
ordinary, day-to-day op was stated to be no known significant road
safety issues affecting, i to bePaffected by, the Sutton Block quarry. The ITA

also considered tha h roading provision serving the Site indicates that

ed that the traffic engineering aspects of the Project are
ntended use (i.e. that would be associated with the extension of

Two matters require further discussion. First, the Panel’s concern regarding the
absence of any ‘cap’ on traffic movements relating to the Sutton Block quarry under
the proposed resource consent conditions, and secondly the Council’'s comments
relating to effects on roading pavement from heavy vehicle use.

Traffic movements cap

In Minute 3 the Panel asked “[w]hat, if anything, limits the number of traffic
movements into and out of the existing quarry and FOH?". We queried whether
reliance was placed instead on internal capacity constraints and processing factors
within the quarry (and existing FOH).
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383 The Applicant provided its response dated 22 September 2025, and advised as follows:

383.1

383.2

383.3

383.4

383.5

383.

383.7

There are no current conditions in the existing land use consent for the Drury
Quarry or the FOH consents or existing air discharge permit, that impose a
numeric cap on daily vehicle movements. (And none were provided in the
Applicant’s proposed conditions of consent).

The effective limitations on truck movements are instead governed primarily by
internal operational constraints within the quarry and FOH. These include:

(a) Extraction and processing capacity;
(b) Loading logistics;
(c) Yard management and circulation; and

(d) Market demand - which can vary significantly endgirg o ional
construction activity and seasonality.

70® truck movements
ce between demand

As such, the current level of truck activity (tyg
per day (tmpd), up to 800 on busy days),
and these internal operational constrainjg!
no history of overloading the FOH or i dvers® network effects due to
unconstrained truck volumes.

It was noted that the ITA had p d Jrange of traffic volumes (expressed
as tmpd) to reflect differe re sge 0s: 600-700 representing current
typical volumes; 1,200 anticipated increase as market demand
grows; at least 2,00 ative planning maximum tested in the
SIDRA modelling analysis; and up to an additional 8,000 being a

theoretical maxi erenc®d in the context of the Drury South Industrial
Precinct full nario, encompassing all potential land uses, not
just the

For the lock specifically, there is no defined cap on traffic movements
i heWroposed conditions of consent, but the upper end of
ap i 2,000 one-way truck movements per day (equivalent to ~1,000

rips) had been used as a potential high estimate for assessing
rk performance and intersection capacity in the ITA.

,000 figure was considered to be a practical upper bound, based on
matters such as the physical throughput capacity of the quarry and FOH, the
ability to manage internal safety and circulation, the demonstrated capacity of
the local road network and signalised intersections, and (importantly in the
Panel’s view) the need to retain operational flexibility to meet large-scale
infrastructure contracts when required.

It was noted further that key environmental effects were managed through
other conditions (e.g., noise, dust, hours of operation), and that the surrounding
road network was intentionally designed and constructed to account for the
Drury Quarry operations, with sufficient capacity to accommodate significant
truck volumes.



384

385

386

387

388

89

On the basis of the above, the Panel is reasonably comfortable with the absence of a
cap on traffic movements in the conditions, though note that we would have required a
2,000 (one-way heavy vehicle movements) per day limit had the matter been
proceeding purely as an RMA application, effectively in a ‘belts and braces’ sense.
Here, in the FTAA context, we need to reflect that the Project is one with significant
regional benefits, and that a condition limiting truck movements (with potential
consequences if a major infrastructure project required a higher number for a period),
may be unduly onerous in the FTAA context.

Council concerns regarding heavy vehicle pavement effects
The Council comments included a ‘Technical Specialist Memo - Traffic Engineering’

dated 22 September 2025 (prepared by a Principal Development Planner at Auckland
Transport), which raised concerns regarding effects on public pavemen

effectively. Heavy vehicle traffic was noted to have potential
existing roads and the surrounding transport network (how
no specific examples were identified).

High volumes of heavy commercial vehicles were nQ i ct asset life and
future road maintenance issues (including higher osts, disruption to road
users, lifecycle reduction, and challenges for t).%> The request was
made for a Pavement Impact Assessment ( between Quarry and the
Ramarama Interchange (Maketu Road - G4

ich requested that the Applicant and
resource consent conditions that were

ound vehicles: Bill Stevenson Drive — Maketu Road — Ramarama
Interchange; and

Northbound vehicles: Bill Stevenson Drive — Maketu Road — Quarry
Road.

The Panel is aware that the Applicant has responded to this issue on more than one
occasion (noting repeated requests from Auckland Transport for a PIA), including in its

65

66

The Technical Memo referred here to “Assessment Management Challenges”, which we understand to
be a typographical error only.

See collated table of Auckland Council and Applicant response to request for advice as to conditions
agreed and not agreed, provided to the Panel on 5 November 2025.
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response to comments dated 1 October 2025 and in the table provided on 5 November
2025 in response to our Minute 7.

389 The Applicant’s position on this matter can be summarised as follows:

389.1 The use of roads in Auckland is expressly a permitted activity under the AUP:OP
(refer E26.2.3.2, (A67)). Accordingly, SAL is not seeking resource consent to
use the road.

389.2 The legal position has been confirmed in Norsho Bulc Limited v Auckland Council
[2017] NZEnvC 109, at [95], including express discussion on the nature of roads
as essential (and the oldest form of) public infrastructure, and the ability of
Auckland Transport to manage effects on roads under other legi jon, at [96] -
[104].

389.4 The Applicant was not responsible for designig g the roads the
Council primarily considered affected, howgye e following:

(@) Fulton Hogan Limited (a compa AL) was responsible for
constructing one of the secy i rury South (the section
closest to the Ramarama hrough discussions with Fulton

Hogan representatives, t

(b)

(c)
t @gineering drawings for Maketu Road / Bill Stevenson Drive. It
that these roads may have been designed and constructed in
ance with a thinner asphalt surfacing than the typical NZTA
standards, and the Applicant considers that this would have been at the
direction of Auckland Transport. The Applicant further understands that,
if the non-conforming surface specification does need to be corrected in
the future, it is a reasonably straightforward process.

(d) The Applicant does not agree that a PIA condition is necessary or
appropriate.

(e) Further, while the effects on intersection performance were assessed by
the Applicant (as a matter of completeness) that does not confer any
jurisdiction on the Panel to impose express conditions on the use of the
roads (such as a limit on truck numbers or any requirement to undertake
pavement upgrades, either now or in the future).
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(f) The maintenance of Bill Stevenson Drive and Maketu Road is the legal
responsibility of Auckland Transport, and that entity has a number of
regulatory tools and funding mechanisms to ensure that the road, leading
from a SPQZ to SH1 and that is in an Industrial Zone, is of a suitable
standard to serve those zones. Further, there is no suggestion that any
safety concerns exist and there is ample time, in the Applicant’s view, for
Auckland Transport to take the necessary steps to comply with its
statutory obligations.

The Panel agrees that a condition relating to a PIA is not reasonable or appropriate.
We cannot do otherwise, given the permitted activity status, and the clear direction of
the Court in Norsho Bulc. Further, it would be unduly onerous in the context of
section 83 of the FTAA.

Further, Drury Quarry has been in this location for over 80 years,

example, a defective bridge or intersection). Those
apply.

STATUTORY DOCUMENTS

An assessment of the relevant statutorffplan
required by Schedule 5, clause 5(1)(h)

n included within the AEE, as is
addressed the relevant statutory

the relevant comment
this section addresgg

Sc ule ¥ clause 5(1)(h) / RMA section 104(1)(b)

Sched , clause 5(1)(h) and Section 104(1) of the RMA outline the principal matters
which the Panel must, subject to Part 2 of the RMA, have regard to when considering
an application for resource consent. This includes any relevant provisions of:

(i) a national environmental standard

(ii) other regulations made under the RMA
(iii) a national policy statement

(iv) a New Zealand coastal policy statement

(v) a regional policy statement or proposed regional policy statement

67

AEE at section 11.1.4 and within Appendix H.
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(vi) a plan or proposed plan

(vii) a planning document recognised by a relevant iwi authority and lodged with a local authority.

National Environmental Standards

Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing
Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011 (NES-CS)

The AEE®® outlines that the NES-CS applies to assessing and managing the actual or
potential adverse effects of contaminants in soil on human health from five activities,
including soil disturbance. It seeks to ensure that land affected by contaminated soil is
appropriately identified and assessed before it is developed. If necessary, affected
land will need to be remediated or the contaminants will need to be contained.

Based on technical PSI reporting to identify actual or potential sources gf ground
contamination within the site, the AEE confirms that certain HAIL acig ave more
than likely taken place within discrete locations, where resource cd

that the Project will not generate adverse co
the intent and purpose of the NESCS.

Resource Management (National Enviri alWtandards for Freshwater) Regulations
2020 (NES-F)

The AEE®® outlines that the N
been identified within and i
of streams. Quarrying a i posed within, or within 100 m setback, of natural
inland wetlands and wi streams. Accordingly, the Applicant is seeking
resource consent a activity under Regulations 45A(1)-(4) and 57 of

the NES-F.

The Panel not in accordance with Regulation 45A(6) of the NES-F, a resource
consent nted unless the consent authority is satisfied that the
quarryin Il provide significant national or regional benefits; that there is a
fu the quarrying activity in that location and that the effects

mi@na hierarchy has been applied.

The P grees that the proposed quarrying activity at Drury will provide significant

regional benefits and is important for the growth and maintenance of the region, both
in regard to housing, business and infrastructure. We also agree that there is a clear
functional need for the quarrying to occur in the location of the Sutton Block as that is
where the aggregate resource is located in situ. This is supported by the Sutton Block
area being zoned specifically for this purpose through the AUP.

The Panel also agrees with the Applicant’s approach, being to work through the
mitigation hierarchy with avoidance and mitigation as the first priorities, such as to

68

69

AEE at section 11.1.5.1
Ibid, at section 11.1.5.2.
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avoid a section of stream in the south of the site adjoining Karearea Pa, for example.

Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Air Quality) Regulations
2004 (NES-AQ)

The AEE”° outlines that the NES-AQ sets out the ambient air quality standards for a
number of contaminants for the protection of human health. Based on a technical air
quality assessment, which concludes that total cumulative concentrations of PM1q will
be maintained well below the NES-AQ criteria (given the low background PMio
concentrations in the surrounding environment, with the small contribution to PMyg
from quarry activities); along with the implementation of a Dust Management Plan, as
required by the conditions of consent, all fugitive and point sources for discharges of
contaminants to air will be appropriately managed. The Panel agrees with the
Applicant that the NES-AQ does not cause any issues for granting of theair discharge
permit for the proposed quarrying activities.

Other regulations made under the RMA
The AEE”! considers that the Resource Management (Measu

National Policy Statements
National Policy Statement for Highly P
The AEE’? sets out that the NPS-HPL p

ction to protect highly productive

land from inappropriate subdivisig development under the RMA. The
NPS-HPL is limited to land tha sitional definition of *highly productive
land’, being land zoned as Oral pmduction and classified as Land Use

Capability (LUC) 1 - 3. d portions of the Sutton Block are zoned Rural -

Mixed Rural in the AU € land is classified as LUC 6 as mapped by the
New Zealand Land J ory (NZLRI). Accordingly, the Applicant concludes

t for Freshwater Management 2020 (NPS-FM)
the NPS-FM which provides direction on how local authorities

the central concept of the NPS-FM is 'Te Mana o te Wai’ which:

pt that refers to the fundamental importance of water and recognises that protecting

h of freshwater protects the health and well-being of the wider environment. It protects
the mauri of the wai. Te Mana o te Wai is about restoring and preserving the balance between the
water, the wider environment, and the community."
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71

72

73

74

Ibid, at section 11.1.5.3.
Ibid, at section 11.1.5.3.
Ibid, at section 11.1.6.1.
Ibid, at section 11.1.6.2.

NPS-FM clause 1.5.
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The objective of the NPS-FM is to ensure that natural and physical resources are
managed in a way that prioritises the:7”>

407.1 Health and well-being of water bodies and freshwater ecosystems;
407.2 Health needs of people (such as drinking water); and

407.3 Ability of people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and
cultural well-being, now and in the future.

This objective reflects the hierarchy of obligations in Te Mana o te Wai.”®

The objective of the NPS-IB is:

(a) to maintain indigenous biodiversity acy
overall loss in indigenous biodiversit

(b) to achieve this:

(i) through recognising the
and

(ii) by recognising pe Ymmunities, including landowners, as stewards of indigenous
biodiversity; a

®the NPS-IB provides increased clarity and direction to territorial
oles and responsibilities for identifying, protecting and maintaining

ts on Significant Natural Areas are to be managed for subdivisions, use
ent. It also specifies a list of exceptions under clause 3.11, including for

Within the context of this exception, the Applicant has provided a detailed assessment
of the Project against the relevant provisions of the NPS-IB,”° noting that quarrying
activities are likely to result in some adverse effects or loss of biodiversity due to their

75
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77

78

79

NPSFM clause 2.1.

NPSFM clause 1.3.

AEE within Table 11.1 at pages 143-146.
Ibid, at section 11.1.6.3.

Ibid, within Table 11.2 at pages 147-150.
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locational requirements and functional need to occur in the location of aggregate. The
Application recognises that impacts will occur on SEAs (the Auckland equivalent of
SNAs nationally), but that the constraints imposed by the NPS-IB on undertaking these
impacts is lessened through the exceptions provided by clause 3.11. In addition, for
the Drury Quarry, the existing FOH facilities that will be used to process the aggregate
from the Project within the Sutton Block area, are of relevance.

Based on this analysis, the Applicant concludes, and we agree, that the Project is
consistent with all relevant provisions and overall policy direction of the NPS-IB.

New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS)
Consideration of the NZCPS is not required for this application as the site is not located
within the coastal environment and none of the provisions are of relevggce.

Regional Policy Statement or Proposed Regional Policy Statement
AUP:OP — Chapters B1- B11 Regional Policy Statement (RPS)
The AEE®® outlines the relevant AUP:OP RPS provisions and i ed analysis

Growth needs to be provided fo
infrastructure in a way that is e

e landscapes are recognised and provided for.

P — the combination of urban growth and past practices have
re on land and water resources, including habitats and biodiversity,

41075 Issugl of significance to Tangata Whenua- recognising Treaty of Waitangi,
cting Tangata Whenua culture and landscapes and recognising the
interests, values and customary rights.

We agree with the Applicant’s identification and analysis of the AUP:OP RPS provisions.

Plan or Proposed Plan

AUP:OP - Regional and District Plan components

Immediately following and as part of the consideration of the AUP:OP RPS provisions,
the AEE also identifies and considers the relevant regional and district plan provisions

80

Ibid, at section 11.1.7.1 and at Appendix H.
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of the AUP:OP, including those relating to:

418.1 Special Purpose - Quarry Zone - Quarry zone character and adverse effects.
418.2 Infrastructure — Enabling infrastructure.

418.3 Mana Whenua - Sites and Places of Significance to Mana Whenua Overlay.

418.4 Natural Resources — Stormwater management; Indigenous biodiversity;
Freshwater systems; Air quality; and Vegetation.

418.5 Rural Environment — Rural character and amenity; and Land disturbance.

418.6 Environmental Risk — Natural hazards and flooding.

holistically and within context:

“For the Project, the provisions of the AUP and RPS
mineral extraction need to be considered alongsid
indigenous biodiversity and cultural heritage an
NPSIB.

t values overall. The Project has achieved this
ge of mitigation measures, which ensure that the

cannot be minimised, which is moi
offset measures being to avoid @
N otective policies' are not materially harmed (and indeed, are

requirement through a compre

We also agree with

of the proposal is located within the SPQZ, which specifically provides for
mineral extra compatible activities to occur. In addition, there is direction to safeguard
se ®ntained within the SPQZ), containing regionally significant extractable

he benefits of the resource to be realised. This direction acknowledges the
quarrying to occur in areas of identified resource, including the Sutton Block as
aggregate resource is located in situ. For this reason alone, the proposed Sutton
sal finds direct support in the policy direction of the AUP set down for mineral
ractiogactivities and is anticipated to occur within the works area.

ect layout has been modified through the design process to avoid natural and cultural
features where possible, such as the upper catchment and streams located within the north-
eastern corner within SEA_T 5323 and Kaarearea Paa. The avoidance of Kaarearea Paa meant that
a portion of the site zoned as SPQZ, is unable to be utilised for the quarry activities anticipated by
the zone and additional resource has been identified outside the SPQZ adjoining the zone to enable
the full resource to be realised. Despite the avoidance of natural and cultural features through
design, the Project will result in modification of the environment, including terrestrial and
freshwater systems. As a result, there are several AUP provisions that the proposal is less aligned
with such as indigenous biodiversity and freshwater systems when read in isolation. However,
when considered in the context of broader mineral extraction directives of the AUP and the
recognition of their potential to result in loss of natural areas the proposal remains consistent.

81

82

Ibid, at section 11.1.4.1 on pages 139-140.
Ibid, at section 11.2.



422

423

424

425

97

Where adverse effects cannot be avoided, then they have been remedied, mitigated or offset.
Specifically, residual adverse effects on freshwater and terrestrial ecology are proposed to be
offset through a comprehensive ecological package designed to achieve a Net Gain.

Overall, the development of the Sutton Block will enable the use of an existing regionally important
aggregate resource, which will directly support the growth of Auckland. The proposal has sought to
work through the mitigation hierarchy with avoidance and mitigation the first priorities,
supplemented by an ecological compensation and enhancement package to manage residual
effects.”

Overall, we find that the Project is consistent with the relevant national, regional and
district statutory planning frameworks.
RMA section 104(1)(c) RMA

Section 104(1)(c) of the RMA requires the Panel to have regard to any other relevant
matter. For this Application, these include:

423.1 Ngati Tamaoho Statutory Acknowledgement. Ngati Ta
acknowledgment across the site and it is located withj
and Otlwairoa Streams and their tributaries remain
cultural, spiritual and historic significance to theg4

Crown dated 30 April 2017.

423.2 Te Akitai Waiohua Deed of Settlement e Akitai Waiohua is
identified in the Auckland Council
Interest agreed between Te Aki i the Crown in the Deed of
Settlement (initialled on 23 Dec , signed 12 November 2021). The
Sutton Block site is locate of interest identified in the Deed of
Settlement.

row and develop over the next 30 years. The
. The plan includes a number of outcomes and

Dutcomes for quarrying, there are several focus areas, including
support development of homes and places, opportunities and
kland’s residents and ensuring Auckland’s infrastructure is

. The provision of high-quality aggregate resource for the region

The Agplig#fion outlines the relevant aspects of these documents to the Project.®?

The Applicant notes direct engagement with Ngati Tamaoho and Te Akitai Waiohua
during Project development, with the intention of ensuring that all relevant obligations
are adhered to, and has stated that it remains committed to engaging with these iwi
groups throughout Project implementation. Development of the Sutton Block will
enable the use of an existing regionally important aggregate resource, which is
consistent with the Auckland Plan 2050's key outcomes to support growth.%*
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Ibid, at section 11.1.8.
Ibid, at section 11.1.8.3.
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OTHER MATTERS

RMA sections 105 and 107 - application for discharge permits

Section 105 of the RMA provides that if an application is for a discharge permit to do
something that would contravene section 15 of the RMAS®>, the consent authority must,
in addition to the matters in section 104(1), have regard to:

(a) The nature of the discharge and the sensitivity of the receiving environment to adverse
effects;

(b) The applicant's reasons for the proposed choice; and

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

Under section 107 of the RMA, the Panel would not (if it was making j ision under
the RMA, and not the FTAA) be able to grant a discharge permit ta
discharge of a contaminant or water into water if after reasona
discharged is likely to give rise to all or any of the following i eiving
water:

(a) The production of any conscious oil or grease films, scy,
(b) Any conspicuous change in the colour or visual clari

(c) Any emission of objectionable odour;

(d) The rendering of fresh water unsuitable for sumgron b 'm animals; and

(e) Any significant effects on aquatic life.

The Applicant is seeking discharge per
stormwater, diversion and discharg

ersion and discharge of

ter and discharges to air. As

been given to methods for addressing
potential adverse effects of thée . For the reasons outlined in the AEE®S,

Part 2 of the R

The AEE®” hagp an assessment of the Project against the relevant matters
A, which sets out the purpose and principles of the Act, with the

th® sustainable management of natural and physical resources.
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Discharge of contaminants into the environment.
AEE at Sections 11.4.1-3
Ibid, at Section 11.3.
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PART E: DECISION ON WILDLIFE APPROVAL

For our decision-making in relation to the wildlife approval sought, in addition to
section 81(2), we must also apply clauses 5 and 6 of Schedule 7. Clause 5 of Schedule
7 provides:

For the purposes of section 81, when considering an application for a wildlife approval, including

conditions under clause 6, the panel must take into account, giving the greatest weight to

paragraph (a),-

(a) the purpose of this Act; and

(b) the purpose of the Wildlife Act 1953 and the effects of the project on the protected wildlife
that is to be covered by the approval; and

(c) information and requirements relating to the protected wildlife that is to be covered by the
approval (including, as the case may be, in the New Zealand Threat Classification
System or any relevant international conservation agreement).

Application

The Applicant’s wildlife approval application is specifically for relocation
of native lizards known to be present on the Site (copper s som®aeneum),
and other potentially present native lizard species, from arry footprint

submitted with the application, including the
comprising section 5.0 of the EMP).8®

The application noted, for the avoidanqg of ,
non-lizard fauna.®®

t the approval did not relate to

Lizards confirmed present at
the following species predj
ornate skink, Oligosom
Mokopirirakau granulat
Naultinus elegans

copper skink, Oligosoma aeneum, with
in the area (i.e. not recorded from survey) -
iped skink, Oligosoma striatum; forest gecko,
cko, Dactylocnemis pacificus; and elegant gecko,

It was descrilgd | application that native lizards are likely to be killed or injured
during vegetat reMgVval prior to quarrying, because they would be unable to move
out of h&Qa os€ were cleared (through Stages 1 and 2). Mortality and injury
was oided through capture and relocation prior to and during

\% |, to be as detailed in the LMP.

Best pracidf standards for managing lizards were noted to be published in the DOC
Lizard nical Advisory Group document, 'Guidelines for producing management
plans for New Zealand Lizards’. The recommended content of that document was
stated to have been applied when developing the application’s supporting documents
(particularly the LMP). Detailed methods of capture and handling of lizards by
experienced ecologists / herpetologists were contained within the LMP section of the

88

89

The EMP (containing the LMP as section 5.0) submitted with the application was dated 17 January
2025.

Memorandum ‘Wildlife Approval Information Requirements’ prepared by Chris Wedding, Bioresearches
dated 26 March 2025.
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EMP, including pre-works systematic searches and trapping, and works-assisted
destructive searches, with release site enhancement and monitoring.

A reasonable volume of information was included with the wildlife approval
application,®® much of it also relevant to the RMA assessment of the applications for
resource consent. The application also addressed, in a tabulated way, the information
required under clause 2 of Schedule 7 to the FTAA.

DOC s51 Report

The DOC s51 Report assessed the application against the matters set out in clause 5 of
Schedule 7 to the FTAA. It noted the purpose of the WAS53 as being “to protect
wildlife” °! and that DOC considered the proposed salvage methodology to be
“appropriate and recognised as best practice for sites with sparse lizag gu/ations”.%?

all lizard capture and handling would be carried out by a DO
supported by qualified ecological staff where appropriate.®3

(Ngati Paoa and Te Akitai Waiohua).

Te Akitai Waiohua’s response to DOC opposed i
quarrying as it will have significant adverse
fully mitigated. Te Akitai Waiohua was partic
indigenous vegetation and habitats in t As,
amount of SEA vegetation affected by @e

the cultural landscape and values g

arly in relation to Stage 5. The
lighted a significant impact on

ai Waiohua, where adverse effects cannot
recu®dffsetting. Te Akitai Waiohua sought
that various wider ecological pelcdressed, including in relation to plantings,
restoration and enhance N relation to the proper provision of a Closure and
Rehabilitation Manage

The DOC s51 Rep, a number of concerns, including:

Panel to be provided with updated documents (being the

d LMP). DOC considered that the information provided in the
as not sufficient to satisfy the requirements of the wildlife
r the FTAA.

species of lizard, implementation of the LMP was considered to provide
imal protection to salvaged lizards. It was stated to be unclear whether the
replanted habitat would allow the lizard species to recolonise and persist.

440.3 To improve protection for lizards upon release, DOC recommended changes to
the staging of the proposed eco-stacks (piles of small, stacked logs and brush or

90
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Referenced in Tables 1 and 2 of the above footnoted Memorandum.
DOC s51 Report section 6.6.1.

Ibid, section 6.6.5.

Ibid, section 6.6.8.
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rocks, intended to provide supplementary refuge for lizards), as well as
increasing pest control to include mouse control.

440.4 Subject to the recommended changes, DOC considered that the revised LMP was
only appropriate for four of the six species that approval was sought for. If
approved, DOC recommended it be limited to those four species - being copper
skink, ornate skink, elegant gecko, and forest gecko.

440.5 Concerns with the draft proposed conditions, with suggested revisions included
as Appendix A.

440.6 A concern that the LMP section of the EMP did not include all of the relevant
information about lizards, with some information relevant to the w@ildlife approval
sought sitting in the wider EMP and not the LMP, and some i
release site enhancement sitting in the document entitled *
Pest and Weed Control E7:9'.

440.7 Further, there was a concern that conditions requiring
certification of the LMP rendered DOC's role in rg ;
unclear. DOC stated that it was crucial for D i regulatory role in
assessing and approving any changes to t

440.8 A key concern for DOC was the propo of th&approval. While the
application did not specify a term
year duration based on the Proj i d the proposed staging in the
LMP. DOC preferred a 10-year

accept a 50 year ter

Overall, DOC considere@@it d be #ppropriate to grant the wildlife approval subject
to the recommendgig w g implemented:

441.1 The inglus onditions as set out in Appendix A to the DOC s51 Report;

r iring the LMP to be followed (as amended to respond to DOC's
ions);

444 .3 proval being limited to copper skink, ornate skink, elegant gecko, and
foreglgecko; with additional mitigation required for any approval for Pacific
0 and striped skink;

441.4 The term of any wildlife approval being limited to 10 years, but if the Panel is of
a mind to grant an approval for 50 years then a review and re-certification
condition should be imposed; and

441.5 The LMP being amended to:

(@) Require mouse control as part of pest control measures;

(b) Increase the number of eco-stacks currently proposed by the Applicant in
the submitted LMP; and to
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(c) Require the staging of eco-stacks by constructing them on the release site
several months earlier than originally proposed by the Applicant.

The Applicant responded to the DOC s51 Report by way of memorandum dated
1 October 2025. The Applicant also provided an updated EMP, which included an
updated LMP that had been provided to DOC.

DOC had inferred that a 50-year duration period was sought for the wildlife approval.
However, the Applicant confirmed that it does not seek a 50-year duration, and instead
seeks a 15 year period to align with the indicative Stages 1 and 2 for the Project. On
this basis, the Applicant provided a review condition at Year 10 to ensure the LMP still
achieves its objectives.

comment from Te Akitai Waiohua Settlement
along with their response to a request f;

Comments on draft conditions

DOC and related to the LME i ®el had understood that the LMP we
circulated with the draft R nd forming Schedule 4 to the wildlife approval

conditions) was the co , and¥greed as between the Applicant and DOC, that
was not ultimately s

A corrected vers , containing as section 5.0 the LMP, was provided to the
Panel dated cr 2025. We were advised that this was agreed with DOC, and
that it a mtters of concern relating to ecostacks and mouse control
matters, i rly relevant to Pacific gecko. We sought confirmation of this from
th cip way of our Minute 13, with the Applicant providing the confirmation
sdllgh December 2025.

Lastly e minor amendments were proposed to the conditions, which were agreed

by the Applicant and acceptable to the Panel.

Panel decision on wildlife approval

The Panel has determined to grant the wildlife approval sought. The Panel is satisfied
that we have proper and sufficient information to determine the application for a
wildlife approval.

In terms of clause 5(a) of Schedule 7 to the FTAA, the Panel notes our earlier findings
in relation to the purpose of the FTAA.
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451 The Panel generally agrees with the findings and recommendations of the DOC s51
Report in relation to the matters outlined in clauses 5(b) and (c) of Schedule 7. In
particular, the Panel:

451.1 Is satisfied that the term of the approval, at 15 years, is appropriate.

451.2 Notes that amendments that may subsequently be made to the EMP and LMP
through the RMA resource consents process, for example following Auckland
Council certification, will not (and could not, lawfully) ‘flow through’ to this
wildlife approval. SAL will need to comply with the wildlife approval, the
annexed LMP and the referenced parts of the dated EMP identified in the
approval, unless amendments to those documents are made and agreed through
the processes provided under the wildlife approval or the WA53. _While the

Applicant, noting the restrictions imposed on
Schedule 7 to the FTAA, with changes ma

what legislation, and who

(a) Clarify who is granting the app
i ending references to when

may exercise the approval.

(b)

()

(d)
(e Fix mor issues in Schedule 3, including:

(i) Updating condition 1 to match earlier amendments intended to
clarify which parts of the EMP are of relevance to the wildlife
approval activity.

(ii) Renumbering the sub-clauses of condition 13, and amending the
reporting requirements so that reports are provided at the end of
any calendar year within which lizard salvage has been undertaken,
rather than needing to wait 20 years or more for reporting. A
similar amendment is made to condition 14, so that completed

% These are changes that the Panel made to the version of the wildlife approval conditions included in the
DOC s51 Report and which has been accepted by the Applicant. We note that DOC and the Applicant
subsequently agreed with the amendments the Panel had made.
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Amphibian and Reptile Distribution System cards are also filed in a
timely manner.

(f) Delete the special conditions in Schedule 3 relating to required review of
the LMP, for the following reasons:

(i) With a term of 15 years we do not see a clear justification for
requiring a review to update the LMP at year 10 - simply for the
remaining five years. This seems unduly onerous, and not
necessary to address any FTAA or WAS53 matter.

(i) Accordingly, while the review conditions may have been agreed as
between the Applicant and DOC, we consider that i ding those

review would have served a clear, and i
sure that best practice was being appliedY

(iii)  Clause 7 of Schedule 7 to the FT 4

For our decision-making on the
section 81(2), we must also a
Schedule 8 provides:

considering an application for an archaeological authority,
with clause 5, the panel must take into account, giving the

out in section 59(1)(a) of the HNZPT Act; and
Bt out in section 47(1)(a)(ii) and (5) of the HNZPT Act; and
ement of general policy confirmed or adopted under the HNZPT Act.

HNZPTA.%>

453.2 Form E, an application for approval of a person (Kim Tatton) to undertake an
activity under an archaeological authority, pursuant to section 45 of the
HNZPTA.

Section 42(4)(i) of the FTAA enables an applicant to include an application for a
section 44(a) HNZPTA archaeological authority, but only where there are

95

By selecting “a general authority” under section 1.4 of Form A, the Applicant indicated the application
was for an authority under section 44(a) of the HNZPTA, rather than section 44(b) (the latter being
applications for works that will have only a minor effect on an archaeological site’s values).
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accompanying applications for RMA resource consents or designations (see
section 42(9)(a) FTAA). Those circumstances are met.

Further, section 42(9)(b) of the FTAA provides that an applicant may include an
application for approval of a nominated person to undertake activities under the
archaeological authority, through clause 7 of Schedule 8 to the FTAA. Clause 7
includes important limitations on such approvals, including that the Panel must seek
and have regard to a recommendation from HNZPT as to whether to approve the
application (clauses 7(3) - (5)). The HNZPT s51 Report addressed the required
matters for the Panel, and recommended that the Panel approve the application for the
nominated person, if the archaeological authority was granted. These requirements
are therefore also met.

Archaeological Assessment’ prepared by Clough & Associates
2025 (Archaeological Assessment). The Archaeological
matters required under clause 2 of Schedule 8 to the FTAA,

archaeology of the area.

456.2 Outlined the seven recorded arch
Buffer Area, and more specifical
considered to be located within,

(a)
aori habitation site located immediately to
ed quarry expansion area. We have outlined the

(b) A (Terraces, Stonework, Cultivations? (sic)). This site was first
1989 and described as “Pits/ Stonework/Terrace”, located
along}® ridge with basalt rock outcrops and boulder screes. Later

ions in 2002, 2006 and 2018 provided further information about
this site, highlighting its likely historic and landscape association with the
Karearea Pa site, and providing more detail on its likely extent and
layout.®®

(c) R12/724 (Plants, Fence, Stonework, Earthworks). Originally recorded in
1989, it was suggested at that time that this site may have been the
location of an 1860s farmstead. However, subsequent research has led to
the understanding that it more likely relates to temporary occupation in
the 1920s. While of some historic interest this site was considered to
post-date 1900 and therefore is not within the definition of an
archaeological site within the HNZPTA.

96

See the annotated aerial photograph included as Figure 19 to the Archaeological Assessment.



106

456.3 Described the archaeological surveys and assessments that have been carried
out over the existing Quarry Zone and immediate Peach Hill / Maketu environs,
(since the 1980s), and more recent archaeological survey and assessment work
relating to the Sutton Block:

(@) The Sutton Block and majority of the Project area was previously
surveyed (in 2006), when the area was first proposed for quarry
expansion and a proposed (RMA) plan change.

(b) Most recently, archaeological field surveys of the proposed quarry
expansion areas have been carried out in 2021, 2022, 2023 and 2024,
including, in 2021 and 2022, representatives from Ngati Tamaoho Trust.

identified
oposedWuarry

456.4 Confirmed that no additional unrecorded archaeological featu
outside the scheduled extent of R12/278 and / or within the
expansion area, concluding:®’

"No additional unrecorded archaeological or other histo.
either by background research or by previous and [ggant

ge sites were identified

(a)

expansion area has been
aeological remains and the

(b) tension area has also been designed to avoid the

(c) g existing farm track to form the proposed access road

wider@rchaeological landscape. However, the avoidance of any impact on
archaeological features and the scheduled Extent of Place of
R12/278, and the ongoing future recognition, protection and management
(pest control, vegetation management, fencing) of Karearea Pa (R12/278
and R12/723) was considered to provide some compensation for the
effects of the proposed quarry expansion as relevant to the Archaeological
Assessment.

(d) The findings of the Archaeological Assessment were summarised as
having established that “the proposed Drury Quarry expansion will have
no direct effect on any known archaeological sites. The proposed
resulting quarry pit has been designed to avoid the extents of all recorded
archaeological sites in close proximity - R12/278 (Kaarearea Pa, Te

%7 Archaeological Assessment, page 33.
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Maketu - Burials, Stonework, Earthworks, P&) which is scheduled on the
AUP OP, and R12/723 (Terraces, Stonework, Cultivations?).” °8

456.6 Advised, appropriately in the Panel’s view, that:

(@) “This is an assessment of effects on archaeological values and does not
include an assessment of effects on Maori cultural values. Such
assessments should only be made by the tangata whenua. Maori cultural
concerns may encompass a wider range of values than those associated
with archaeological sites.”*®

(b)  “It should be noted that archaeological survey techniques (based on
visual inspection and minor sub-surface testing) cannot ne ssar/ly
identify all sub-surface archaeological features, or deteg
other sites of traditional significance to Maori, especid
no physical remains. %0

456.7 Provided recommendations relevant to the subject m theghssessment.
While the Archaeological Assessment was also pg ss RMA AEE
requirements, it included matters identified
Recommendations were made in accordan

during development given the [rcha 1 dscape associated with R12/278 and
proposed quarry expansion area.

subsurface features be exposed by the
gpihat an Authority under sec 44(a) of the HNZPTA is

conditions
earthworks,

2 Jikely to include archaeological monitoring of preliminary
for recording any archaeological evidence before it is

is approach would have the advantage of allowing any

during the development of the property to be dealt with

cluding details of its purpose, the Project Archaeologist and
, and applicant / authority holder details and responsibilities.

I ntlylthe Archaeological Management Plan relates only to Stage 1 of work
(Year 7’ and an earthworks area of approximately 11ha (around 916,000m?3), as
shown on Figure 3 (page 5). Monitoring of preliminary excavations (topsoil stripping)
is required for Stage 1 works in close proximity to R12/278 and R12/723 and must be
carried out by a qualified archaeologist.%? Monitoring is to continue until natural
deposits are reached, or until it becomes clear that the area has been modified to the

98

99

100

101

102

Archaeological Assessment, page 46.
Ibid, page 39.

Ibid, page 40.

Ibid, page 45, see also page 47.

Archaeological Management Plan, page 6
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point where no archaeology would be expected. If in situ archaeological deposits or
features are identified during monitoring further steps are outlined.

While it is not expressly stated on Form A, the Panel understands that the authority
sought is to relate only to Stage 1 works, as described in the Archaeological
Management Plan, and given the proposed expiry date of five (5) years from
commencement.103

Site management matters were also described in the Archaeological Management Plan,
including pre-start requirements, earthworks phase requirements, procedures for
circumstances where a site may be exposed while the archaeologist is not present, and
important protocols relating to Koiwi Tangata (human remains) and Taonga (Maori
artefacts). Related stand-down periods and procedures, including imp ntly the
involvement of iwi, were also described.

Lastly, and importantly, Form A referenced the consultation th ertaken,
. That

engagement (Appendix F to the Application), and the g ssessments and
related correspondence included in Appendix G. Eng gati Tamaoho;
Ngati Te Ata; Te Akitai Waiohua; Ngai Tai ki Ta i; N i Whanaunga was
referenced by the Applicant. While much detai i Bt by attempting to
summarise the material provided, if we had themes relevant to the
HNZPTA, the Panel would adopt the Applj of the “more key matters” as
concerns: 104

461.1 That the proposed quarry 00 ¢los Karearea Pa;

461.2 That the proposed hggl r ose to Karearea Pa; and
461.3 Regarding vibra ef#ts onXRarearea Pa.

HNZPT s51 Re

NZPT agreed (inter alia) with the conclusions of the

| Assessment, the proposed mitigation measures included in the
cal Management Plan, and the Applicant’s assessment of the matters
n clause 4 of Schedule 8 to the FTAA;

462.2 Recorded in particular that HNZPT had reviewed the proposed mitigation
measures included in the Archaeological Management Plan and agreed that they
would mitigate the identified adverse effects on the archaeological values of
potential unrecorded sites within the subject land;

103 See draft proposed conditions from the Applicant, dated 01 October 2025.

104 page 1, Overview of Tangata Whenua Engagement Part 1, prepared by Jo Young and dated 26 March

2025.
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462.3 Noted, in terms of clause 4(1)(b) of Schedule 8 to the FTAA, that the granting of
an archaeological authority would be consistent with the matters set out in
section 59 (1)(a) of the HNZPTA;

462.4 Noted, in terms of clause 4(1)(c) of Schedule 8, that sections 47(1)(a)(ii) and
(5) of the HNZPTA only apply to applications made pursuant to section 44(b) of
the HNZPTA. The application is not made under section 44(b), so the matters in
clause 4(1)(c) are not relevant;

462.5 Identified, in terms of clause 4(1)(d) of Schedule 8, that the relevant Statement
of General Policy is that entitled ‘The Administration of the Archaeological
Provisions under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 dated
29 October 2015. The granting of an archaeological authority, appropriate
conditions, was considered to be consistent with the objectiv icies set
out in that Statement of General Policy;

(@) Has sufficient skill and competen
proposed activity is carried out
access to appropriate institys

(b) In the case of a sit
competencies forgl i respecting Maori values; and (ii) has
access to appy upport.

462.7 Recorded that t 2d with the conditions proposed by the Applicant
and considerg Id contribute to mitigation of the adverse effects
on archaeg¥ The text of conditions proposed were included for the

Panel.

462.8 Cgntaine endations that:
) haeological authority be granted by the Panel, subject to conditions,
under the FTAA and, if granted, that

The Panel approve the application for Kim Tatton as the approved person
to carry out the archaeological work under the authority.

The Applicant responded to the HNZPT s51 Report by way of memorandum dated
1 October 2025, confirming that the conditions proposed were largely as agreed
between HNZPT and the Applicant earlier, with a few minor changes that were also
agreed.

Comments from invited persons

The comments received from invited persons did address heritage and archaeological
matters relevant under the HNZPTA and clause 4(1) of Schedule 8 to the FTAA. Key
from the Panel’s perspective were comments from Te Akitai Waiohua Settlement Trust
and Auckland Council.
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Te Akitai Waiohua Settlement Trust’s comment recorded that the proposed activity of
quarrying on the Sutton Block would have significant adverse cultural effects because
impacts on the whenua (in particular) cannot be avoided, remedied or fully mitigated.
They noted that, similar to many sites of significance in Tamaki Makaurau, sections of
Karearea Pa or Pou Hotiki have been heavily modified over time, leaving remnants of a
former hilltop settlement that still contains urupa (burial grounds) and koiwi (human
remains). As a cultural landscape, Karearea Pa was noted to be one of a humber of
settlements that make up Te Maketd, all of which served slightly different purposes in
the same region.

Te Akitai Waiohua Settlement Trust acknowledged the measures undertaken to avoid
impacts on Karearea Pa, which were supported. However, they also recorded that,
given the significance and historical occupation of Karearea Pa, further di

destruction of archaeological sites. Conditions releva
resource consents granted were considered importag
example relating to consultation (including arou
Management Plan and sub-plans), preparatio
observance of tikanga. We address those m
decision report.

The Trust acknowledged that the arch

was consequently expected to
noted to possibly also requj

known

Wi
pr@viQ identified archaeological/historic heritage features within the Project area
an at it gas appropriate to secure an HNZPTA authority prior to earthworks.

Comments on draft conditions

The comments received from HNZPT supported the proposed conditions as circulated in
draft by the Panel, with some minor amendments proposed. Those amendments were
agreed by the Applicant, and acceptable to the Panel.

Panel decision on archaeological authorities

The Panel has determined to grant the archaeological authorities sought.

The Panel is satisfied that we have proper and sufficient information to determine the
application for archaeological authorities.



473

474

475

476

477

478

In terms of clause 4(1)(a) of Schedule 8 to the FTAA, the Panel notes our earlier
findings in relation to the purpose of the FTAA.

The Panel agrees with the findings and recommendations of the HNZPT s51 Report in
relation to the matters outlined in clauses 4(1)(b) and (d) of Schedule 8. In particular,
the Panel is satisfied that:

474.1 Appropriate surveys and investigations have been undertaken across the Project
Site to assess whether there are any further archaeological sites capable of
discovery before works disturbing the surface of the ground commence.

474.2 Steps have been taken to avoid the known, recorded, sites R12/278 and
R12/723. The Panel understands that this was particularly in reggonse to
concerns raised during consultation with Ngati Tamaoho and i
2023, following which SAL redesigned the LOQ extent to avd

wahi tapu and taonga sites within the Project area. Th Q N as been
moved further north, away from Karearea Pa, creatin 13 between
the edge of the LOQ extent and the Historic Heritage y exjgent associated

with the Pa.

474.3 The Archaeological Management Plan, and
should new archaeological sites be disc
are in place. In particular, proper pro
described in the event of discover

474.4 The conditions proposed require I1a with the Archaeological
n is suitable to fulfil the roles and

The Panel is content thaigfie condWg@ns included on the archaeological authorities
comply with the FTAA uirgfhents, !hcluding in particular clause 5 of Schedule 8 to
the FTAA.

SSUES IN CONTENTION

el to identify and include in this decision report a statement of
n contention for each approval sought (section 87(2)), and our

m ose principal issues.
R e gbnsents
For t urce consents, the requirement to identify ‘principal issues in contention’

rather elevates, unfairly in the Panel’s view, the nature of the key matters and issues
that the Panel has spent the majority of its time on. For a Project of the scale
proposed, and a quarry at that, the Panel was impressed with the work that had been
done to address and limit such issues well before the Application was lodged, and with
the quality of the AEE and information that we were provided with.

The matters that more Panel time was spent considering were unavoidably complex
and required expert technical input - a quarry involves numerous and complicated
actual and potential effects on the environment and requires a careful suite of
conditions in response. If we had to identify principal issues in contention (and we
do), we would list them as follows, in no particular order:
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478.1 Whether actual and potential ecological effects were fully and accurately
described: Ensuring that the ecological effects had been appropriately described
(including in particular effects that may arise on surface water features and
associated habitat from the groundwater levels being affected by drawdown);

478.2 Assuring achievement of ecological offsets and / or compensation: Ensuring
that delivery of the anticipated offsets and /or compensation (through on site
and off site works) was ‘locked in’ to the extent possible, given the scale,
location and duration of those activities;

478.3 Appropriate response to the CVAs: Responding appropriately to the matters
raised in the CVAs relating to cultural effects. This included:

(a) The Panel considering itself directed by the CVAs to ensure (and as a way
of addressing cultural effects) that effects on Te Taiao, agglilge related
required conditions of consent, were given a higher lg
perhaps might have otherwise been appropriate or gcCquatable ulder the
FTAA.

(b) Ensuring that the development of the Sutton B i o the extent
possible, effects on Karearea Pa.

478.4 How off-site effects would be addressed, par eighbours: Ensuring

ite, for example,

property owners relating to pote
these persons.

478.5 Ensuring that the resource
els are affected by quarrying activities
was a matter that invp|Ve@ e and effort, particularly in the late stages
paration of this decision report. These matters were
raised at expert bnd again in the Panel’s Minutes 11, 12 and 13.
Ultimately th table that the conditions, while not necessarily the
most eleg vide fair and appropriate augmentation obligations
for asses

fe approval, the issue we have identified above is starker. There is an
in the FTAA that there will, in respect of all approvals sought, be some

principal issue(s) in contention. What though, is to be done if there are no principal
issues in contention?

Other than some initial expert disagreement regarding the appropriate contents of the
Lizard Management Plan (subsequently understood to be resolved, once an updated
Plan was provided), a query or misunderstanding as to the term sought, and some
reasonably minor edits to the conditions, there were no real issues in contention, let
alone ‘principal issues’ in contention.

It would not in the Panel’s view be appropriate to invent something, simply to meet the
statutory requirement, so we do not.
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The Panel’s assessment of the issues raised, and the issues we have assessed, in
relation to the wildlife approval, and our findings, are set out in Part E of this decision
report.

Archaeological authorities

The same is true for the archaeological authorities, to an even greater degree. The
issues that arose, and which the Panel has addressed, could not fairly be termed
principal issues in contention.

Some of the issues that arose were for example outside the scope of the matters we
were directed to consider under the FTAA and HNZPTA, for example, mana whenua
concerns as to whether archaeological authorities generally are an appropriate vehicle
or tool to address cultural effects associated with archaeology. While we have
addressed those carefully in the context of the resource consents, the d not fairly

PART H: CONDITIONS

FTAA requirements for conditions

Section 81 provides that the Panel must set a onditl e imposed on the
approval. The statutory requirements are de@@rmi by What approvals are being
sought:

Resource consent conditions
487.1 For resource consents, cla A3 of Sch le 5 applies, in addition to the well-

y outcomes, requirements or limits to that
be achieved.!%°

environmental e
activity, and

487.3 Further, consent conditions must: 1% be for a resource management
purpo ulterior one; fairly and reasonably relate to the development
authorise resource consent or designation; and not be so unreasonable

ble decision-maker, duly appreciating their statutory duties, could

roved it. The conditions must also be certain and enforceable.%”

4 regllurce consent condition must also not delegate the making of any
nting or other arbitrary decision to any person, but may authorise a person
to certify that a condition of consent has been met or complied with or otherwise
settle a detail of that condition.'®® Such authorisation is subject to the following:

a. The basis for any exercise of a power of certification must be clearly set out
with the parameters for certification expressly stated in the relevant
conditions.

105
106
107
108

Summerset Village (Lower Hutt) Ltd v Hutt City Council [2020] MZEnvC 31 at [156].

Newbury District Council v Secretary of State for the Environment [1980] 1 All ER 731 (HL), at 739.
Bitumix Ltd v Mt Wellington Borough Council [1979] 2 NZLR 57.

Turner v Allison (1970) 4 NZTPA 104.
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b. This power of certification does not authorise the making of any waiver or
departure from a policy statement or plan except as expressly authorised
under the RMA (section 84 RMA).

c. The power of certification does not authorise any change or cancellation of a
condition except as expressly authorised under the RMA (section 127 RMA).

Wildlife approval
487.5 For the grant of a wildlife approval clause 6 of Schedule 7 applies.

Archaeological authorities
487.6 For the grant of the archaeological authorities clause 5 of Schedule 8 applies.

Lastly, section 83 of the FTAA must also be complied with in relatio ditions
set by the Panel. It provides:

83 Conditions must be no more onerous than necessa,

el must not set a
for which it is set

authorities, set out in
to a reasonably high level of

ve been amended in only a minor
and F of this decision, the nature of

agreement between the relevant parti
way by the Panel. We have discu

e resource consents, set out in Appendix A to this decision report,

ha n d in the sections above relating to each category of effects on the
erliro . We include below comments on the use of management plans for the
Pr , angliithe Panel’s response to the key matters arising through the section 70
FTAA ents on conditions process.

Use of management plans in resource consent conditions

The Sutton Block quarry will be developed in stages over a 50-year period. While the
regional consents will expire in 35 years, the landuse consents will not. There are,
unavoidably, some matters of detail which are not currently known, and which will only
be revealed and developed over time. This includes (as examples only):

492.1 Detailed design of the haul road, and how provision will be made for fish
passage;

492.2 Where all of the noise, vibration and dust monitors would best be located
(though some specific locations are identified in the conditions), and how many
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will be required;

492.3 What geotechnical responses might ultimately be necessary, and appropriate, to
address slope stability, which will only be known once the substrate and geology
is revealed;

492.4 How planned restoration and offset planting, including pest control, will establish
and grow (or not grow as expected / hoped), and what might be needed to
ensure delivery of the modelled ‘no-net-loss’ or ‘net-gain’ outcomes (as
variously applicable to streams, wetlands and forest areas).

As with many modern consents, reliance has necessarily been placed on the
preparation of, and requirement to implement, various management pl (around 19,

In the context of this Project we do not consider that
delegation. Where there have been matters of partj
management plans we have explicitly referenced blevant management

management plans are standard, or have al en provided within the Application
material or other information provided t

By, the period within which each plan is operative must be
ration we did not mean ‘month [x] of year [y], to month [a] of
s such as “during any Construction Works”, “during any
tivity”, “during streamworks”, or “at any time activities authorised
by, nt eing carried out”.

Th nditighs were not explicit about the period within which each plan was operative,
yet t s will come in and out of application to the Project. For example, some
plans might only apply to construction works, which will occur at points in time during
the various stages of the quarry life cycle. Others might apply for the duration of the
activities authorised by specific consents, which include a landuse consent that runs

with the land and which does not expire.

We suggested, in Minute 12, that clarity might be achieved by annotating the table
contained in condition 14 (which sets out plan certification timeframes) to specifically
list the timeframes for duration. This was not agreed to by the Applicant, who noted
the difficulty in determining now what the durations might be, and which suggested
instead that the plans might themselves identify the timeframes. The Panel has
reached the view, having assessed the listed plans in condition 14 that (absent the
required details being provided) it is better to leave the conditions as is, with
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condition 17 referring simply to the need to “comply with any certified Management or
Monitoring Plan”, and the Applicant’s proposed new condition 18 not incorporated.

Response to comments on resource consent conditions

Following our release of draft resource consent conditions on 13 November 2025, in
accordance with section 70 of the FTAA, we received on 27 and 28 November 2025
comments from the participants listed in paragraph 88 of this decision report.

While some comments were (marginally — one day) late, we resolved to accept all of
the comments received. The comments variously included tracked changes versions of
the resource consent conditions, tables of comments, and discussion of general
concerns with the conditions set. The Applicant responded to the comments that had
been made via a bundle of material lodged on 4 December 2025.

A number of important matters were raised through this process, &
identification of more minor proposed amendments to address g errors,

comments and tracked changes provided by DOC!°? . nt. While not
agreeing that every one of the amendments was i necessary, the Panel

raised), and made changes to our 13 Novem proposed conditions where
appropriate. The result of our assessme

documentation i
various man

503.2 Ensuri escription of the stream flow maintenance (augmentation)

regime, g the timing, triggers, methodology, process (i.e. the mechanical
pIgvisions sociated monitoring / reporting obligations. As related
m cluded ensuring that streams that may potentially be affected by

ctivities are monitored and considered at appropriate points and
throughout the life of the Project.

503.3 ring correct descriptions are in place, and workable, for ‘Pit’, ‘Site’ and
‘Project’ and ensuring that appropriate distinction are made between the existing

Drury Quarry pit and the proposed Sutton Block Pit.

We respond to these matters below.

109

While the Panel has not incorporated all of the amendments proposed in the DOC comments, as
discussed in the paragraphs below, we have made a humber of the changes suggested (including in
part and / or words to like effect). See for example the amendments to conditions 51, 62, 63, 64, 65,
66, 68, 71, 73, 147, 150 and 153.
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Incorporation of Application details into resource consent conditions

The DOC comments on the draft resource consent conditions included a number of
proposed amendments that ‘brought in’ the various outcomes, targets, thresholds,
standards and metrics (for example, areas, maximums and minimums) provided in the
Application information. These were particularly proposed in relation to the ecological
management plans. This matter had also been raised during expert conferencing, and
was the subject of some discussion there.

The Applicant’s position in response was, broadly, that the level of detailed proposed in
the DOC amendments was more appropriately contained within the technical reports
referenced in condition 1, and that including excessive or duplicative information within
the conditions led to unnecessary repetition, a reduction in clarity, and lengthened the
conditions without achieving any improvement in environmental outco . They were
noted also to be more onerous than necessary (a reference to secti e FTAA,
discussed above). We agree.

We see the difference in approach, between the Applicant a Opas eing
something of a philosophical one. Certainly, there is less po for gonfusion or
uncertainty where the facts and figures are explicitly i t ent conditions.

But difficulties may arise too:

507.1 There is the potential for errors to cree , for e where there is
unintended inconsistency.

507.2 The sheer volume of material th 0 be brought across into the
conditions is significant. The ApW aterial, when printed, spans to nearly
a metre, and is of necessi i iled. Further, many of the ‘numbers’

507.3 Choosing just so f the OQRQils in that material, and not all or other particular
details, may ina rt y sug¥est a level of importance for the included matters
(and, by implsmbio at luded ones are not as important).

507.4 The Prqje rge one, with unavoidable impacts on the natural environment.
management plans, and the Council and its officers and
when certifying, should be looking back to the application

do not consider it appropriate to require that the conditions short-

507°5 Somgnumbers will unavoidably be subject to a degree of change. We cannot
ify all of those now given the scale of the Project, but note that a degree of
common sense will need to be applied. A good example is perhaps illustrated by
the DOC proposed amendments to condition 52, which sought the following:
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(aHdentify Describe the type extent and location of ecological
values adversely affected by the Project, ineluding-due to
vegetation removal, overburden removal and reclamation of
streams and wetlands_including that the Project shall result in the
loss of no more than:

(1) 7.33 ha of taraire, tawa and podocarp forest:

(i) 8.8 ha of kanuka scrub/forest;

(i) 0.65 ha rock forest:

(iv) 1.88 ha of wetland habitat;

(v} 3,341 m of stream extent, aquatic habitat and values

therein; and

507.6 The figures in (i) to (v) of the excerpt above are the areas idgfftified ¥ being
lost through development of the Sutton Block pit. As the gua will be
developed in stages, over some time, it is possible tha L ¥ slight
increase in some of those areas through natural reg igr. pplication
material very clearly describes that all of the forest, st and wetland
habitat (etc) within the LOQ is to be removed. i current extent of
those areas, in particular, because they have red and assessed. It
would be nonsensical for a compliance is use, say at Stage 4
or 5, the loss of podocarp forest was 7 an 7.33ha), because
0.01ha of additional forest had regene ithigathe LOQ since the grant of
consent.

The Panel’s approach has also ultirgate en ed on, and informed by, the high

quality of the Application.

For example, the Applicati igh standard and appropriately detailed,
documents attached to the AEE, and its
accompanying technica
Information can b

with the docum

For ecological in particular, where there are numerous technical reports and a
number et plans required, there is for example the assistance of the
“Eco, Guide and Overview of Effects and Management Package”

provi o the Panel in response to requests for further information. For example, the
draft Ecological Management Plan dated 31 October 2025 , draft Quarry Management
Plan dated 22 September 2025, and draft Dust Management Plan dated December
2023, which are all referenced in condition 1. The first two of these are the
fundamental or building block management plans for the quarry.

The Panel has been careful to ensure that the numbers or metrics of prime importance
are included in the relevant conditions or, if not included verbatim, explicitly cross-
referenced. We have included references to the draft management plans where
available, along with core plans and figures that describe essential elements. We have
also provided, in condition 13(d), a requirement that management and monitoring
plans adopt the outcomes, targets and thresholds provided in the information
referenced in condition 1 (and that they may adopt provisions that require
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improvements to them).

Conditions relating to the stream flow maintenance (augmentation) regime
Getting the conditions relating to the augmentation regime right has taken some effort.

We have addressed concerns with these conditions through the expert conferencing,
within the draft conditions circulated through the section 70 FTAA process, and again in
Minutes 11, 12 and 13. We also described these in a brief meeting held with the
Applicant on the morning of 8 December 2025.

The Panel’s Minute 13 included a set of proposed conditions (being the Panel’s working
version at that time), with comment boxes explaining the Panel’s concerns and areas
where clarification was sought. We also summarised these within the Migute as being:

515.1 When the obligation to establish baseline Mean Annual Low
(baseline MALF being the key figure for the augmentati

515.2 How baseline MALF is determined (i.e. the methodolo
515.3 What methodology is to be applied for assess

difference that must be augmented (i.e. t
- annual low flow (ALF), a recalculated

g the flow
F is compared to what
ing else).

515.4 Which sites baseline MALF isto b and ensuring consistent
referencing to the sites / stationgfacro ditions and Figure 17A
(Appendix 2).

515.5 How and when those si
augmentation is (as

515.6 Whether the nin
was needed fg

December 2025, a couple of working days shy of our 11 December 2025
line). The Panel understands that the Applicant did undertake work that
day chnical experts Mr Williamson and Mr Namjou, as we have also noted

above.

The Applicant’s 8 December 2025 response was an amended set of proposed
conditions and a series of emails which included further edits to two conditions the
following day (9 December 2025). The amended conditions did not adopt the Panel’s
working version, but instead tracked changes to an earlier version of the Applicant’s
draft conditions set. The response included comment boxes within the conditions set
which provided some explanation, but there was no detailed response to the Panel’s
Minute 13, nor any accompanying technical explanation.

Given the urgency of the exchanges, and the looming deadline, the Panel undertook an
online meeting, and related correspondence, with Mr Williamson through the course of
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the day on 9 December 2025, with follow-up correspondence on 10 December 2025.

The Panel has ultimately needed to amend the resource consent conditions as best we
could in the limited time available, and on the basis of the technical advice we have
been able to receive.

It is fair to say that we held remaining concerns with the 8 December 2025 conditions
from the Applicant, including by way of example (referencing the consent condition
numbering from the Applicants 8 December 2025 version):

520.1 The timing for the Augmentation Regime Management Plan (ARMP)
(condition 14) remained unclear. Condition 14 referred to “20wd prior to the
times and rates set out in condition 79”. Condition 79 did not hQuever provide
any timing but instead linked to condition 195 for timing and 4

Condition 195 only referred to the augmentation rate, and d ence
timing at all.

520.2 The ARMP was proposed to be able to annually amen ug tation rates,
yet there was no provision for those amendme an
approval/certification process.

520.3 It remained unclear as to when baselingdlALF wa established:

(a) The comment provided on jti 1 ngfEd that timing was referred to

d a similar cross reference to
ondition 185 did not refer at all to

in condition 185. Conditi
condition 185 for timing.

(b) refer to baseline MALF, simply noting that
easured at particular times of (assumed to be
mmeitement of which was unclear.
(c) ded that the baseline MALF must be reported in the

cer D working days before the times ‘set out in condition 79’, but as
notedghbove neither condition 79, nor the conditions it cross references
ion 195 or 202), provided timing.

520°% Desplle condition 175 requiring that a breach of the trigger levels in Appendix 1

d lead to preparation of a Groundwater Trigger Level Breach Management
Plan, and that that Plan must “assess whether any consequent adverse
environmental effects are anticipated” and “identify how such effects must be
mitigated”, the comment box here responded (to a query raised by the Panel)
that this management plan did not need to respond to affected (or potentially
affected) streams. The comment box suggested that this was addressed
through the augmentation conditions and the ARMP (conditions 79-82). The
augmentation conditions, and the ARMP, did not however address this. What
the Panel wanted to see was a condition that required the consent holder (via
the input of a SQEP) to assess, and report to Council, whether there are going to
be effects on streams if groundwater drawdown does not ultimately behave as
modelled or predicted.
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520.5 Condition 195 required that Annual Low Flow (ALF) be known, so that the
quantum for augmentation could be established, but there did not seem to be
any obligation to be monitoring or recording data for ALF, for example in
condition 186. Condition 186 also needed to be clearer about where stream flow
must be measured - we assumed it was to be at all of the stations listed as (a)
to (f) in condition 185.

520.6 We could not see any obligation to obtain baseline ecological data for streams
prior to augmentation, save for conditions 122(c) and (d). It was not clear to
the Panel why condition 122 only required engagement of a SQEP to look at the
stream baselines in circumstances where additional bores were found to be
needed. The Panel was more concerned about the future circumstances where
drawdown is not behaving as modelled and predicted. That is when the streams
should be particularly looked at.

We note that we have not, given the time available, had the b
from the expert’s discussion (8 December 2025), so comm e made
below, that matters are “agreed as between the experts”, n i lect the

Panel’s understanding based on what is available to u
To address the Panel’s concerns the following keyga mM&ad M have been made to the
resource consent conditions:

522.1 In condition 14 we have set out
and when amendments made toffug
also be certified.

the ARMP is to be certified,
ates (under condition 199) must

ar in condition 80(a) that the ARMP must record and report the
MALF and ALF for the sites (stations) listed in condition 184, and
ed condition 80(d) in line with technical advice from Mr Williamson.

(c) Amended condition 81 to note where “any ecological recommendations”
might arise from.

522.3 We have added to the Annual Monitoring Report condition (condition 86(j)) a
requirement that the Report include recommendations on the forecast timing for
stream augmentation, or amendments to augmentation rates, so that the
Council is provided, where possible, with advance warning of these matters.

522.4 Condition 121 has been amended as agreed between the experts, with the
addition that a technical review must also be undertaken at the completion of
the second intermediate drawdown step.

522.5 Conditions 121(a)(iii) and (c) have been further amended by the Panel so that
where stream reaches are identified as potentially being affected by drawdown,
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the consent holder must engage a SQEP to undertake baseline ecological
assessment(s). It was not clear to the Panel why previously this assessment
obligation was only triggered where additional monitoring bores were identified
as being required. The need for additional bores, and the existence of impacts
on streams from drawdown, will not necessarily be linked.

522.6 The Panel has added further clarification to condition 179(c) (Technical Review),
so it is clear that “implications” and “adverse effects” include specific
consideration of whether any stream reaches might be adversely affected by the
groundwater level responses and drawdown effects (for example, such as to
require augmentation in accordance with the conditions). A requirement to
provide the Review to the Council has also been included.

Condition 184 (gauging stations) has been amended as agregg

522.9 Conditions 188 to 191 contain the aug lons. These are
understood to be as agreed between some tidy-ups. This
includes amendments to conditio to reflect that the clauses
apply to each of the streams (i. i e not required to be met for all

of the referenced streams). Co has been amended so that it does

522.10 Condition 1924 as agreed between the experts, with
Mr Williamson'’s c ents elation to ALF included within the definition for
that term.

sons for deletion of condition 200 were not sufficiently clear to the
ne have reinstated the surface water monitoring report obligation.
ow includes clearer obligations for the reporting to consider the data
collegled, and to analyse the stream flow measurements with an emphasis on
arison to reference (unaffected) catchment flows.

522.13 Lastly, we have amended the review condition (condition 205) for the
groundwater permits so that there is an ability on the part of the Council to
undertake a review where any report or plan provided to the Council in
accordance with the consent conditions raises unforeseen environmental effects.
We have made similar amendments to the other review conditions elsewhere in
the conditions set.

Pit, Project and Site definitions

523 The Panel has carefully looked at the Applicant’s proposed amendments to core
definitions (as set out in their 8 December 2025 version, but also as partly included in
earlier versions). Our 8 December 2025 version of the conditions, included with
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Minute 13, also reflected the changes the Panel considered necessary to provide
required clarity and consistency with the defined terms.

We are concerned that some of the changes in the Applicant’s 8 December 2025
version (and which the Panel has, in part, adopted) may have unintended
consequences. For example, if the "Site” is the “"LOQ" (which is more directly
referenced in the “Site” definition now),!% is it correct to refer to “the restoration and
enhancement of vegetation within the Site” as part of the definition of “Project”?
Bioresearches Figure 17 dated 31 March 2025 shows planting and enhancement as
being outside of the LOQ. We have therefore deleted that part of the Project
definition.

been correct, and that the amendment to “Pit” (no
accordance with the definitions) is incorrect. Thi
universal find and replace.

The amendments we have made to the
appropriate, but the Panel appreciates
interpretational difficulties that result

Concluding comments
With the amendments
process, the Panel jg
section 83 of the
to the FTAA.

To the extent th ions may contain errors, particularly those conditions that were
the subje ment in the last days before the release of this decision report (or
co cted by those amendments), the Panel notes it has powers under
Sseftio the FTAA to make minor corrections.

PART ERALL ASSESSMENT AND SUMMARY OF DECISION

With reference to all of the information provided to the Panel and the evidence before
us, and having assessed the approvals sought against the required provisions of the
FTAA and linked provisions of the RMA, WA53 and HNZPTA, the Panel has determined
to grant the approvals sought.

110

The Panel accepts that the “Site” definition has always referred to the red line of the LOQ in the
referenced Figure 1, but the definition did not previously explicitly contain the word ‘LOQ’ (referring
instead to “/and identified as the "Sutton Block” in drawing...”) and so this distinction was not clear.
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The grant of the approvals sought is subject to the sets of conditions attached as
Appendices A (resource consent conditions), B (wildlife approval conditions) and C
(conditions for the archaeological authorities).

The key reasons for the grant of the approvals sought are, without unduly repeating
those reasons given in our Part A Executive Summary at paragraph 10:

532.1 Overall, and as recorded in Parts D, E, F and G of this decision report, the Panel
is satisfied that the matters set out in section 81 of the FTAA have been
addressed appropriately.

532.2 The Panel is also satisfied that the requirements of Schedules 5, 7 and 8 to the
FTAA have been met.

532.3 The purpose of the FTAA is achieved by this decision.
532.4 The approvals sought include conditions that approprjgely re e

necessary matters raised in the linked provisions of t , W3 and
HNZPTA.

532.5 No matters have been identified that woul
sought inappropriate or unlawful in ter
including those applicable through the

g¥ant of the approvals
t statutory tests,

532.6 As recorded in Part C of this decjfion r Panel may decline the approvals
sought only in the limited circu s 3t out in section 85 of the FTAA.
Those circumstances do n ly o t acts and evidence before us.

ersons listed in that section are entitled to
als within the 20-working day period from the
ction 88(3).

As required by section 99 gfth
appeal and must comm any a
day this decision is pu eg@inder

Dated 11 December 2

Catheri merjille-Frost Dr Graham Ussher (Member)

Peter Kensington (Member)
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GENERAL CONDITIONS

PART A - DEFINITIONS

Abbreviation/term

Meaning/definition

ALF

Annual Low Flow, being the seven-day annual low flow, which for the
purpose of these consents can be derived either from direct
measurement, or calculated (where gauging at the point of interest is
not available) using the specific discharge ratio method for the same
time of year as the direct measure was taken.

Annual Monitoring
Report

Means the report required under condition 84.

Application Means the application and assessment of
lodged with the Environmental ProtectigQ
and includes the information referenced

ARMP Augmentation Regime Manage

AS2187.2:2006 Australian Standard AS2187
Part 2: Use of Explosives

AUP The Auckland Unitary
2025)

BCM Biodiversity Comens

BMP Bat Manageg an

BlaMP Blast Ma ot Plan

BOAM Bio Vg set Accounting Model

CLG y Lia®on Group

CNVMP Noise and Vibration Management Plan

Commencement of
Construction

ans the day of the pre-start meeting required by condition 88.

L, its successor(s) or any other person(s) acting under the prior
written approval of SAL or its successor.

Includes all consents that are specific to the Project.

Those works required on Site prior to the extraction of aggregate as
part of the Operational Phase and the subsequent removal of the
Northern Bund. The work includes but is not limited to construction of
haul roads, construction of any required bunds, construction of
erosion and sediment control measures, development of stream
diversions and associated removal of vegetation and materials to
stockpiles.

COTMP Chemical or Organic Treatment Management Plan
Council Auckland Council

CSMP Contaminated Soils Management Plan

CTMP Chemical Treatment Management Plan

dB Decibel




Abbreviation/term

Meaning/definition

DEB

Decanting Earth Bund

DMP Dust Management Plan

DSI Detailed Site Investigation

Drury Quarry Is the existing Drury Quarry pit operated by Stevenson since 1938.

EEMP Edge Effects Management Plan

EMP Ecological Management Plan

ESC Erosion and Sediment Controls

ESCP Erosion and Sediment Control Plan

FEMP Forest Enhancement Management Plan

FTAA Fast-track Approvals Act 2024

GDO05 Auckland Council Erosion and Sedimen e for Land
Disturbing Activities in the Aucklang 016, Guideline
Document 2016/005 Incorporatig

GMP Groundwater Monitoring PI

GTLBMP Groundwater Trigger L Br Flgement Plan

ISV Interim Seasonal Vggatio

LMP

LVMMP

MALF

Mineral Extraction

Activity / Activities

d managed fills; recycling or reusing aggregate from demolition
waste such as concrete, masonry, or asphalt; accessory activities and

cessory buildings and structures such as laboratories; and workers
accommodation.

Native Avifauna Management Plan

Native Freshwater Fauna Management Plan

Net Gain Delivery Plan: Planting Plan

NGDP:PWC Net Gain Delivery Plan: Pest and Weed Control
NGDP:RP Net Gain Delivery Plan: Riparian Planting
NGDP:WP Net Gain Delivery Plan: Wetland Planting

Operational Phase

On-going day to day work that occurs at the quarry post the
Construction Works.

Pit / Sutton Block Pit

The excavated quarrying area within the Site, where extraction of
aggregates occurs. The Pit will be located within the LOQ (Life of
Quarry) shown on Figures 6 and 7 of the AEE Drawing Set included
within the Sutton Block Assessment of Environmental Effects
referenced in condition 1.




Abbreviation/term

Meaning/definition

Project Means the extraction, processing (including crushing, screening,
washing, and blending), transport, storage, sale and recycling of
aggregates (clay, silt, rock and sand), the stripping and deposition of
overburden material, rehabilitation, landscaping and cleanfilling of the
quarry located within the Site (and known as the Sutton Block quarry),
the use of land and accessory buildings for offices, workshops and
car parking areas associated with the operation of the Sutton Block
quarry, the construction and use of internal roads, and all ancillary
activities described in the Application such as the removal of streams,
the take and diversion of water and groundwater, and the removal of
vegetation.

PSI Preliminary Site Investigation

QMP Quarry Management Plan

RAP Remedial Action Plan

REAR-TE Residual Effects Analysis Report-T, {1 NG CO

RMA Resource Management Act 19

RMP Rainfall Monitoring Plan

SAL Stevenson Aggregates

SDEP Sutton Block - Str Enhancement Plan

SEA Significant Ecolo

SESCP Specific Ergaand Sedigfent Control Plan

SEV Stream Q ation

Site Is and 18Qgtified as the “Sutton Block LOQ Boundary” in drawing

ggfftion ider SAL Land Holdings’ — Figure 1 dated 25 March
isigh A prepared by Boffa Miskell Limited.

SQEP alified and Experienced Person

SRP ediment Retention Pond

SRPP putton Block Riparian Planting Plan

SSMP Slope Stability Management Plan

StMP Streamworks Management Plan

working da Working days are as defined in the RMA

WwQMMP Water Quality Monitoring and Management Plan

Z0l Zone of Influence

PART B - CONDITIONS APPLYING TO ALL CONSENTS

1.

Except as provided for in the conditions below, the Project must be undertaken in general

accordance with (a) the information submitted with the Application, (b) the applicant’s
responses to section 67 FTAA requests for further information dated 8 September, 17
September, 1 October, and 5 and 11 November 2025, and (c) responses to section 51
reports and comments received in relation to the Project dated 1 October 2025, all as



referenced by the Council under consents reference number BUN60449474 and
comprised of the following information (being documents, plans, drawings and reports):

Report title and reference Author Rev Dated

Sutton Block Assessment of Environmental Tonkin & Taylor Ltd - 31/03/2025

Effects (including, without limitation,

Appendix D (AEE Drawing Set))

Drury Quarry - Sutton Block Assessment of Marshall Day R10 25 025

Noise Effects Acoustics

Sutton Block Expansion Landscape Effects Boffa Miskell 2 5

Assessment

Sutton Block — Air Quality Assessment Pattle Delgglt 8/03/2025
Partnerg,LtQ

Geotechnical Assessment Sutton Block Ril 2 14/01/2025

Extension, Drury Quarry, Drury

Proposed Sutton Block Expansion attle Jelamore 3 23/03/2025

Groundwater & Surface Water Eff rs Ltd

Assessment

Updated — Sutton Block E siogto ry Pattle Delamore - 12/01/2024

Quarry — Preliminary Site atio Partners Ltd

Updated — Sutton ension to Drury Pattle Delamore - 12/01/2024

Quarry — Detai estigation Partners Ltd

Updated — k Extension to Drury Pattle Delamore - 12/01/2024

Qua risation Investigation Partners Ltd

Updated — on Block Extension to Drury Pattle Delamore 3 09/01/2024

Quarry taminated Site Management  Partners Ltd

Plan and Remedial Action Plan

Erosion and Sediment Control Assessment SouthernSkies A 7/03/2025

Report Drury Quarry — Sutton Block Environmental Ltd

Drury Quarry Extension, Sutton Project, Clough & - March 2025

Drury, Auckland: Archaeological Associates

Assessment

Archaeological Management Plan: Drury Clough & March 2025

Quarry Extension, Sutton project, Drury Associates

Auckland



Proposed Sutton Block Expansion Don McKenzie 7 March 2025
Integrated Transportation Assessment Consulting Ltd,

Stevenson Aggregates - Drury Quarry Orica New - 13/12/2023
Expansion Blast Vibration and Noise Study Zealand Limited

Ecological Impact Assessment: Proposed  Bioresearches & 3 23/03/2025
Sutton Block, Drury Quarry JS Ecology

Residual Effects Analysis Report: Bioresearches & 2 11 025
Terrestrial Ecology. Drury Quarry - Sutton  JS Ecology

Block

Residual Effects Analysis Report: Stream  Bioresearches & 6 5
and Wetland Offset. Drury Quarry - Sutton  JS Ecology

Block

Net Gain Delivery Plan: Planting Plan. JS Ecolog 19/03/2025

Drury Quarry - Sutton Block

Net Gain Delivery Plan: Pest and Weed JS olo - March 2025
Control. Drury Quarry - Sutton Block

Net Gain Delivery Plan: Wetland Planting. es®arches 2 28/03/2025

Drury Quarry - Sutton Block Extensi

Net Gain Delivery Plan: Ripag . ioresearches 2 20/01/2025

E3:9 Ecological Mag#Germgnt Bioresearches & JS 31/10/2025
Ecology

Draft Quaggy Mana e®Plan Stevenson 3 22/09/2025

Du gewent Plan Drury Quarry Stevenson December 2023

Groundwater Monitoring Bores and Trigger Pattle Delamore 05/11/2025

Levels (Table) [See Note A] Partners Limited

Figure 17A: Recommended Monitoring Plan Pattle Delamore October 2025

for Sutton Block [See Note A] Partners Limited

Advice note: Land Use Consent LUC60449475 overrides and replaces land disturbance
consent R/LUC/2015/2419 and R/REG/2015/2420 that applies to the Site. For the avoidance of



doubt, all earthworks within the Site must be undertaken in accordance with these general
conditions and the specific conditions applying to LUC60449475.

Note A: The Groundwater Monitoring Bores and Trigger Levels Table is attached to these
resource consent conditions as Appendix 1, and Figure 17A Recommended Monitoring Plan for
Sutton Block is attached as Appendix 2.

Inconsistency between information
2. Where there is inconsistency between:

(a) The information (being documents, plans, drawings and reports) listed in condition 1
above and the requirements of these conditions, these conditions muyg

(b) The information lodged with the Application and any further infor
lodgement, the most recent information must prevail; and

(c) The draft management plans lodged with the Application an anggement or
Monitoring Plans certified under these conditions, the ) he certified
Management or certified Monitoring Plans must pre@g

Information to be available

3. A copy of these resource consents and any cert anagpment or certified Monitoring
Plans must be kept onsite at all times th ework rised by these consents are
being undertaken, and must be produce®gu reasonable delay upon request from a
servant or agent of the Council.

Access to Site

4, Access to the relevant pa

Consent Holder'

Lapse

5. Under se®gn 125 @ the RMA, these consents lapse five years after they are granted

unl
(a onyents are given effect to; or
(b) T ncil extends the period after which the consents lapse.

Monitoring charges and payment of Auckland Council costs

6. The Consent Holder must pay the Council an initial consent compliance monitoring charge
of $3,000 inclusive of GST. The Consent Holder must then pay all subsequent charges
relating to the recovery of cost for the administration, monitoring and supervision of these
consents fixed by the Council under section 36 of the RMA.



Cultural values and Cultural Management Plan

7. In recognition of cultural values the Consent Holder must:

(a) At least 6 months prior to the Commencement of Construction, invite mana whenua to
prepare a Cultural Management Plan in conjunction with the Consent Holder that will
record the preferred engagement and partnership protocols going forward for mana
whenua. The purpose of the Cultural Management Plan is to inform operational and
management measures for Drury Quarry and the Site;

(b) Seek engagement with mana whenua to develop cultural monitoring procedures to be
undertaken at the Commencement of Construction, to be implementedggiting topsoil
removal, and that will specify steps to be taken in the event of any Nygliscovery
of taonga or koiwi;

(c) Provide the opportunity for mana whenua to take and use ' clled as
part of the Project;

(d) Provide the opportunity for mana whenua to commg gement Plans
prior to the submission of those plans for certifigggio

(e) Provide copies of the annual freshwater m ana whenua upon
request;

(f) Provide the opportunity for access togkaar subject to health and safety
requirements across the Site; ang

CommuRgy aiSn Group
8. The t Holder shall invite the groups listed below in condition 9 to form a Community

Liaison Group (CLG). The purpose of the CLG is to discuss matters relevant to Drury
Quarry and the Site, including, but not limited to:

(a) Concerns and complaints and ways of alleviating them; and

(b) Dissemination of information to the CLG about Drury Quarry and the Project, including
the presentation of the Quarry Management Plan and amendments, up and coming
Drury Quarry and Site operations, and any future proposals for the Drury Quarry and
the Site; and

(c) Relevant monitoring information.



10.

Complaints Register

11.

For the avoidance of doubt, the CLG may, by majority resolution at a meeting, seek a
formal written response from the Consent Holder on a matter relevantly and reasonably
raised. The Consent Holder must within 10 working days provide a written response
responding to the matter raised by the CLG, including any steps to be taken.

Subject to the following groups agreeing to participate, the CLG shall comprise an
independent chair, and two representatives of the residents from each of the following
areas (being six representatives in total):

(a) MacWhinney Drive/Drury Hills Road;

(b) Ponga Road, Sonja Drive and Laurie Drive; and

(c) Peach Hill Road / Davies Road.

The CLG shall comprise no fewer than 4 and no more than 7 rep,
chair). If fewer than 4 representatives from the above areas (
the Consent Holder does not need to issue invitations for
reasonable endeavours to find such representatives.
invite the CLG to meet every 4 months (or less fre

cover the costs of the meeting venue and the in

At all times, a record of any complaig
must be maintained as a written
include:

ecCeived bthe Consent Holder about the Project
nts ter. The Complaints Register must

(a) The date, time and ngfflre g Qplaint;

(b) The name, phong andg@dress of the complainant (unless the complainant

(eW. onditions at the time of the concern or complaint, including wind direction
and clog cover if the complaint relates to noise, dust or air quality; and

(f) Any other activity in the area, unrelated to the Project that may have contributed to the
complaint, such as construction works, fires or unusually dusty conditions generally.

A copy of the Complaints Register required by this condition must be made available to the
Council upon request, and within five working days after the request has been made.

Management and Monitoring Plans

Certification process

12.

Any Management or Monitoring Plan developed in accordance with the conditions of these
consents may be submitted in parts or in stages to address specific aspects of the Project



13.

14.

works (e.g. construction or design) or to address specific activities authorised by these
consents.

Any Management or Monitoring Plan must:

(a) Be prepared and implemented in accordance with the relevant Management or
Monitoring Plan condition(s);

(b) Be prepared by a SQEP;

(c) Include sufficient detail relating to the management of effects associated with the
relevant activities or stage of work to which it relates;

prevail. Without limitation, a Management or Monitoring PI
outcomes, targets and thresholds provided in the inforgagi

(e) Summarise comments received from mana w
stakeholder as required by the relevant Mag@gem itoring Plan condition,
along with a summary of where commenis h een gRorporated, and where not
incorporated, the reasons why.

Any Management or Monitoring Pla ) subgiitted to the Council for certification in

accordance with Table 1 below.

If the Council’s response to

anagement or Monitoring Plan raises discrete
r the management of effects, the Consent Holder

Ta 1: Mapagement and Monitoring Plan certification timeframes

Management or Monitoring Plan Condition Submission timeframe to
reference Council for certification

Construction Noise and Vibration 25-26 20 working days prior to

Management Plan Commencement of

Construction

NT1-1 (Stream 4) Water Quality 27-28 20 working days prior to

Monitoring and Management Plan Commencement of

(Construction Phase) Construction

Sutton Block Stream Diversion and | 29-30 20 working days prior to

Enhancement Plan commencement of stream




Management or Monitoring Plan

Condition
reference

Submission timeframe to
Council for certification

diversion and
enhancement works

Streamworks Management Plan

31-34

20 working days prior to
commencement of stream
diversion and
enhancement works

Specific Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan(s)

35-36

20 working days prior to
Commencement of
Construction

Rainfall Monitoring Plan

37-38

Commencement
Construction

Chemical or Organic Treatment
Management Plan

39-40

Commence
Constydgiio

Dust Management Plan

41-42

Groundwater Monitoring Plan

43-44

Slope Stability Management Plan

Blast Management Plan

45-46

commencement of
construction

20 working days prior to
Commencement of

Construction
Landscape and Visual Effg 0 20 working days prior to
Mitigation and Managegfe n vegetation clearance
Ecological Managergen 51-54 20 working days prior to
Commencement of
Construction
Lizard Ma m%at Pla 55-57 20 working days prior to
Commencement of
Construction
Native Avifa nagement Plan | 58-59 20 working days prior to
Commencement of
Construction
Bat Management Plan 60-61 20 working days prior to
Commencement of
Construction
Native Freshwater Fauna 62-63 20 working days prior to
Management Plan commencement of
instream works
64-65 20 working days prior to

Edge Effects Management Plan

vegetation clearance




Management or Monitoring Plan Condition Submission timeframe to

reference Council for certification
Sutton Block Riparian Planting Plan | 66-67 20 working days prior to
vegetation clearance
Net Gain Delivery Plan: Pest and 68-69 20 working days prior to
Weed Control Commencement of
Construction
Net Gain Delivery Plan: Planting 70-73 20 working days prior to
Plan commencement of planting
Net Gain Delivery Plan: Riparian 74-75 20 working days prior to
Planting commencement of plagiing
Net Gain Delivery Plan: Wetland 76-77 i
Planting
Augmentation Regime Management 78-81
Plan
Quarry Management Plan 82-83

Groundwater Trigger Level Breach | 174
Management Plan

Five working days after the
trigger level in condition
174 is exceeded

Freshwater Quality Management 82 Five working days after the

Plan

thresholds in condition 181
have been exceeded for a
period of more than three

weeks
15.  Where any con®§ equire the Consent Holder to submit a Management or Monitoring
Plan to t r "Certification", (including full or partial certification in accordance
with i amended plans in accordance with condition 23), it must mean the

he following paragraphs (a) to (c) and the terms "certify" and "certified"
valent meanings:

onsent Holder submits the Management or Monitoring Plan to the Council, and
the Council assesses the documentation submitted;

(b) The certification process must be confined to confirming that the Management or
Monitoring Plan gives effect to its objective, complies with the information
requirements, and will achieve any performance standards specified in these
condition(s); and

(c) The Management or Monitoring Plan is otherwise in accordance with conditions 1 and
13.



16.

17.

The Consent Holder must not commence any works or activities associated with a specific
Project phase until the corresponding Management or Monitoring Plan for that phase, as
specified in Table 1 and the relevant conditions, has been certified by the Council (or
provided to the Council for information, where required).

The Consent Holder must comply with any certified Management or Monitoring Plan.

Management and monitoring plan amendments and revisions

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

The Consent Holder may make amendments to a certified Management or Monitoring Plan
that may change how an adverse effect is managed, at any time before the relevant works

are undertaken, subject to the further certification of the Council prior to t nge taking
effect.

If an amendment to any certified Management or Monitoring Plan j onsent
Holder must re-certify the Management or Monitoring Plan in e process
in conditions 13 and 15.

Without limiting condition 19 above, the amendment to4 agement or
Monitoring Plan shall be consistent with the objectiy, ance requirements of
the Plan and any limits or requirements set withj onditions

In the event of an amendment to a certified onitoring Plan under
condition 18, the Consent Holder must s it, i he amendment to the Council for
certification that the amendment meets t i\ls and performance requirements of

the Plan, at least 20 working day th encement of the relevant works.

Should the Council decline tggce dment or request the incorporation of
changes to the amendmeggPthe CoMgnt Holder may then resubmit a revised amendment
to the Plan.

If the Council's re
discrete issues tf

PNSH bmitted Management or Monitoring Plan raises
ﬁl minor consequence for the management of effects, the
ay\@guest that the Council partially certify the Plan, with any residual
ad®ressed through certification of those outstanding matters.

ouncil may decide, following a request from the Consent Holder and
agling ably, whether or not a matter raises discrete issues of minor consequence for
the TManagghent of effects, allowing for partial certification of a resubmitted management
plan.

[Condition intentionally blank].

Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan

25.

26.

The objective of the Construction Noise Vibration Management Plan (CNVMP) is to define
the procedures to be followed to ensure that the construction noise and vibration standards
in AUP Rules E25.6.27 and E25.6.30 are being met during Construction Works.

The CNVMP must include:

(a) Construction noise and vibration criteria and the applicable times of day that apply (as
per AUP Rules E25.6.27 and E25.6.30);



(b) Identification of the most affected premises where there exists the potential for noise
and vibration effects;

(c) Description and duration of the works, anticipated equipment and the processes to be
undertaken;

(d) Hours of operation, including specific times and days when construction activities
would occur;

(e) Mitigation options where noise and vibration levels are predicted or demonstrated to
approach or exceed the relevant limits. Specific noise mitigation measures must be
implemented which may include, but not be limited to, acoustic screenjagatime

(g) Methods for monitoring and reporting on construction nois

appropriate.
NT1-1 (Stream 4) Stream Water Quality Monitoring and oW Plan (Construction
Phase)
27. The objectives of the NT1-1 (Stream 4) Stream onitoring and Management

28.

Plan (WQMMP) are to (a) outline the wate,
(Stream 4) during the Construction Wor
assess potential effects on water qugs
responses.

g requirements for NT1-1
ed to provide site access, (b)
ble appropriate management

The WQMMP must include:

(a) A drawing showing i ations upstream and downstream of Construction

Works activities;

0 ended solids (mg/L); and

(e) Degai the response actions to be implemented where downstream monitoring
results indicate deviations in turbidity, pH, or TSS relative to upstream results that can
be attributed to the Construction Works.

Sutton Block Stream Diversion and Enhancement Plan

29.

The objective of the Sutton Block Stream Diversion and Enhancement Plan (SDEP) is to
detail the design, construction and riparian planting of the approximately 115m stream
diversion (of NT1-1 (Stream 4)) within the Site. The diversion shall, as far as practicable,
replicate the form and function of the restored reach upstream, and the natural stream
downstream.



30. The SDEP must include details of the stream diversion described above, including:
(a) Construction methods and timing;
(b) Design drawings, with profiles illustrating;
(i)  The location and flow path, including low flow channel and meanders;

(i)  Ecological enhancements, such as riffles, pools and boulders to increase
hydrologic variation;

(i)  The culvert design, which must be a stream simulation culvert that includes the
natural streambed, and is sized to provide for natural hydraulic and ecological
processes, including fish passage; and

(c) Riparian planting, in accordance with the Sutton Block Riparia
(conditions 66 and 67).

Streamworks Management Plan

31. The objective of the Streamworks Management Plan (
construction methodology and management measygps O
(NT1-1 (Stream 4)), to ensure streamworks are ertggen
practice and integrated with the SDEP and SES

32. The StMP must include:

ate how sion and sediment controls will avoid
e stream in accordance with best

(a) Management measures to demg
sediment or sediment laden
practice;

gy for the stream disturbance and diversion, prepared in
he construction methods and timing required under condition 30(a) of

(e) ails g stream monitoring in accordance with the WQMMP prepared under
co ns 27 and 28.

33. All streamworks must be undertaken in accordance with the certified SDEP and measures
identified within the SDEP must be implemented and maintained throughout the
streamworks activity.

34. All pumps used to dewater the stream(s) and pond(s) must have a 3mm mesh screen to
prevent fish from entering the pump.

Specific Erosion and Sediment Control Plans

35. The objective of the Specific Erosion and Sediment Control Plans (SESCPs) is to set out
the measures to be implemented in accordance with Auckland Council Guideline



36.

Rainfall Monitoring Plan

37.

38.

Document GDO05: Erosion and Sediment Control Guide for Land Disturbing Activities in the
Auckland Region (2016) (GDO05), to minimise erosion and sediment discharges from the
Project beyond the Site.

The SESCPs must include:

(a) Drawings showing location and quantities of earthworks, contour information,
catchment boundaries and erosion and sediment controls (location, dimensions,
capacity);

(b) Supporting calculations for erosion and sediment controls;

(c) Details of construction methods to be employed, including timing an

(d) Dewatering and pumping methodology;

(e) Details of the proposed water treatment devices;

st ation

(f) A programme for managing exposed areas, including prggre
considerations;

(g9) Roles and responsibilities under the SESCPs a
including the suitably qualified person;

(h) Monitoring, maintenance and record-kegai i ts; and
(i) The requirement that the Consent Hdgler ds detailing:
(i)  The monitoring undert

(i)  The erosion and ge that require maintenance; and

(i) The time wh nce was completed.

(a) etail@of what rain gauge will be used to accurately measure rainfall events onsite
nsite rain gauge or Auckland Council monitoring reference site);

(b) Details of the chosen contractor and personnel responsible for monitoring the rain
gauge and undertaking rainfall response monitoring;

(c) Aregime for rainfall response monitoring that includes the following:

(i) Within 12 hours following a rainfall event of 25mm-+ over 24 hours, the
Consent Holder / contractor must undertake a full assessment of all erosion
and sediment control measures, photograph devices (including key sections
of diversion channels / bunds and the associated discharge points to the



Chemical or Organic Treatment Management Plan

39.

40.

receiving environment), and identify any maintenance and / or repair required
for the devices;

(ii) The Consent Holder / contractor must undertake all maintenance / repairs as
soon as possible after the rain event;

(iii) The details of the site inspection, including notes, photos and evidence
confirming completion of maintenance and repairs must be submitted in the
form of a written report to the Council within five working days of the rain
event occurring;

(iv) Notification to the Council within 24 hours of any untreated/ugss
discharge beyond the site boundary due to a breach of pg

and
(v) The rainfall monitoring and maintenance activitieggflust i ented for
the duration of the earthworks activity during Cons n sin

accordance with the certified RMP.

The objective of the Chemical or Organic Trea
detail the treatment of Sediment Retention Pgnd
(DEB) during the Construction Works at Sit
in accordance with GDO05.

ageNgEnt Plan (COTMP) is to
Decanting Earth Bunds
ce sediment retention efficiency,

The COTMP must include:

(a) Specific design details g
DEB;

ical treatment system for the Project's SRP and

(b) A monitoring, mga ing post-storm) and contingency programme

(c) Bench tes Mts, including testing and analysis of both chemical and organic
floccylants;

(e initial chemical or organic treatment trial;
() Agri ntingency plan; and

(g) Details of the person or bodies that will hold responsibility for operation and
maintenance of the chemical treatment system and the organisational structure which
will support this system.

Dust Management Plan

41.

The objective of the Dust Management Plan (DMP) is to minimise the risk of offensive or
objectionable dust emissions occurring beyond the boundary of the Site.



42. The DMP must include:

(a) Identification of all fugitive and point sources for discharges of contaminants into air,
including a map showing the location of each source;

(b) Details of the type and location of the meteorological site to be installed and
maintained in the vicinity of the Site required by condition 165;

(c) Details of the number, type and locations of dust monitoring sites to be installed and
maintained in the vicinity of the Site required by condition 166;

(d) Procedures to minimise discharges of contaminants into air, including details of the
inspection, maintenance, monitoring and contingency procedures in all
emissions control equipment at the Site;

(e) Procedures for the operation, maintenance, and calibration ojgfle met cal
monitor required by condition 165;

(f) Procedures for the operation, maintenance, and calily lent dust

monitors as required by condition 166;

(g) Details of management and monitoring practi in
dust; including but not limited to:

nimise discharges of

(i)  The use of water carts and irrjd&tidh sy 0 dampen dusty surfaces and all
other dust mitigation measur by condition 163;

(i)  Stopping all work on g theqg at are sources of excessive dust, other
than dust control ac

(iif)

older’s property is to be carried out using the guidance included
the istry for the Environment’s Good Practice Guide for Assessing and

g Dust and in consultation between the Consent Holder and the
uncil;

ontingency measures to investigate the causes of any exceedances of the
dust alert levels and to minimise dust discharges in the event that the
investigation identifies on-site dust cause as the cause of an exceedance; and

(v) The identification of staff responsibilities.
Groundwater Monitoring Plan

43. The objective of the Groundwater Management Plan (GMP) is to set out the practices and
procedures to be adopted to monitor groundwater at the Site.



44.

The GMP must include:

(a) A monitoring and reporting schedule which integrates the requirements relating to Pit
groundwater inflow, Pit water levels, bore water levels, water quality sampling, surface
water flows and monitoring required by these consents;

(b) A schedule and plan of all monitoring bores and piezometers for groundwater
pressures and / or groundwater level monitoring, giving location, elevation RL,
construction details, practices for bore water level monitoring and water quality
sampling. This shall include Figure 17A, attached as Appendix 2 to these conditions;

(c) Appendix 1 to these conditions, Groundwater Monitoring Bores and Triggar Levels,
which sets out the groundwater monitoring bores and trigger levels;

(d) A procedure for Pit groundwater inflow measurement obtaine gy water
level measurements;

(e) A schedule and plan (being Figure 17A, attached as
all stream gauging sites for augmentation flows;

(f) The definition of seasonal variation (SV) for gr.
methodology for establishing seasonal vari
Appendix 1 to these conditions and any
Seasonal Variation (ISV);

itoring bore location listed
SV to replace the Interim

ments, including details of how a
lished through monitoring undertaken

jonS to be implemented in response to any claim of water supply loss
undwater drawdown effects on bores, streams, wetlands or springs
dewatering activities associated with the Site or the Project;

monitoring and augmentation requirements for stream flow maintenance and
gmentation programme for the Maketu, and NT1-8 and Mangawheau Streams
and the Hingaia Tributary, as relevant to the management of groundwater effects and
in accordance with conditions 187 to 199;

(m) Details of any monitoring and augmentation requirements for Peach Hill Stream upon
the cessation of dewatering of the Drury Quarry pit (this requirement does not need to
be included in the GMP until the year prior to planned cessation of dewatering at the
Drury Quarry) (see conditions 196 to 199);

(n) Details of the stream flow monitoring stations requirements for all existing stream flow
gauging sites shown on Figure 17A, attached as Appendix 2 to these conditions, that
are reported on as part of the Drury Quarry dewatering consent (this requirement does

20



not need to be included in the GMP until the year prior to planned cessation of
dewatering at the Drury Quarry); and

(o) Details of the Site’s management structure and details of personnel responsible for the
maintenance of the GMP, and of the related record keeping and reporting
requirements.

Slope Stability Management Plan

45. The objective of the Slope Stability Management Plan (SSMP) is to outline monitoring and
management measures to identify, assess, and mitigate potential safety and stability risks
associated with slope instability.

46. The SSMP must include:

(a) An annual stability review of the quarry face batters, which mg inclu

(i) A review of trial batters in the Waikato Coal Measure nic gpaterials, and
recommended review periods, with findings to to the Pit
design;

(ii) A summary of measurements, records
overburden and resource materials,
effects on the excavation and b

efects in both
an assessment of their potential
e quarry expands;

(iii) Geotechnical inspection and a of blasting trials carried out as
excavations approach fi ter profilg¥ (prior to the formation of those
batters), to minimise mage and maintain stability; and

(iv) A review of stor rol measures to ensure effective management of

(b) Identification of, ~ i evices or instruments to be installed, ongoing
measureme analysis of defect orientations and their potential impacts
on excavd

¢ installation of shallow groundwater monitoring piezometers at
f Pit excavation to monitor groundwater connectivity between

etl ning the southern extent of the Pit and the quarry face;
(d) Outlineggbf specific hold points in the quarry excavations for review; and

(e) A detailed stability assessment that is developed as a ‘living document’, to be updated
as the quarry progresses and further excavation occurs.

Blast Management Plan

47. The objective of the Blast Management Plan (BlaMP) is to set out the measures to be
implemented to manage and mitigate blast vibration and air blast (noise) effects.

21



48.

50.

The BlaMP must include:

(a) A description of the blasting design and model, including how the blasting model will be
updated and calibrated to maintain and improve accuracy in accordance with
conditions 118, 119 and 120(c) to (f);

(b) The types and quantities of explosives to be used;

(c) Details of the mitigation and management measures to be undertaken to manage blast
effects on nearby sensitive receivers;

(d) Details of any mitigation and management measures that may be required when
blasting in proximity to Kaarearea Paa site. These details shall inclug

(i) Evidence of consultation with mana whenua regarding gpre- and
post- blasting condition surveys of the features prese,
appropriate and / or considered necessary by man
outline the process proposed for these surveygg

condition 7; and

ice from a SQEP (being

(i)  If such surveys are acceptable to ;
g to stone structures)

an archaeologist with particular

Is to ensure that the ongoing landscape mitigation avoids, remedies or mitigates
the actual and potential adverse landscape and visual effects of the Project where

practicable.
The LVMMP must include:

(a) Details of the proposed planting types and specific locations to achieve the screening
proposed, including identification of relevant staging of mitigation works;

(b) Details of the removal of the pine trees located along the western extent of the Pit;

(c) Details of the buffer planting, approximately 15m wide and to be established along the
western extent of the Project design following the removal of pine trees. This buffer

22



planting must consist of a mix of exotic and native tree species consistent with those
recommended in the ‘Sutton Block Expansion Landscape Effects Assessment’ dated
24 March 2025, prepared by Boffa Miskell (LVA), referenced in condition 1;

(d) A requirement that a bund must be progressively formed and established along the
northern extent of the Pit during Stage 1 and must remain in place until the
commencement of Stage 5. The bund landform is to be graded such that it reflects and
integrates with the surrounding contours for the duration of its existence;

(e) Buffer planting between the northern toe of the bund and the neighbouring Outstanding
Natural Landscape, to be established following the completion of the bund. Buffer
planting must consist of suitable exotic species consistent with thosg gended in
the LVA referenced in condition 1;

(f) Buffer planting of indigenous trees to be interplanted near t restof vy formed
eastern ridge (proximate to the Pit edge). Buffer planting m ist g€ suitable
indigenous species consistent with those recommendg erenced in
condition 1;

(g) Indigenous ecological mitigation planting to t
should incorporate some quick growing indi ie¥ to provide screening to
views from the south and south west;

st e monitored and maintained for the
with the grtified LVMMP.

(h) A requirement that the implemented
duration of the Project in accor

Ecological Management Plan

51. The objectives of the Ecolgfical MaMggement Plan (EMP) are to:

(a) Identify the ecologica s aggersely affected by the Project, including vegetation

e nd reclamation of streams and wetlands;

oNgcological values prior to stream and wetland reclamation;
edge effects on adjoining existing vegetation; and

(eRS st practice actions for avoiding and minimising the loss of ecological values
and hoygthe outcomes of these actions will be monitored, including timeframes as set
ou e Ecological Management Plan dated 31 October 2025 and referenced in
condition 1.

52. The EMP must be in general accordance with the Ecological Management Plan dated 31
October 2025 and referenced in condition 1.

53. The EMP must:
(a) Include as a minimum:

(i) A summary of the terrestrial and freshwater ecology and biodiversity values
and effects of the Project; and
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54.

(i)  The sub-plans listed below (conditions 55 to 67):
- Lizard Management Plan
- Native Avifauna Management Plan
- Bat Management Plan
- Native Freshwater Fauna Management Plan
- Edge Effects Management Plan
- Sutton Block Riparian Planting Plan

(b) Set out staff induction procedures in respect of ecological requiremegfl

The EMP must describe a timeframe for the effective and efficient i
EMP and included sub-plans and completion monitoring schedu

Lizard Management Plan

55.

56.

The objective of the Lizard Management Plan (LMP) is e es to minimise
potential adverse effects on native lizards within thego otprint by way of (a)
capturing and relocating any indigenous lizards g vegetation removal and
(b) providing habitat enhancement and pest co P shall include the following:

(a) The population of each species of naje lizard on the site at which vegetation
clearance is to occur (impact site) sh alained or enhanced, at an appropriate
alternative site; and

(b) The habitat(s) that lizards ar (release site) will support viable populations
for all species present g§€-clea e.

The LMP must include:
(a) Use of curre cti capture native lizards;

(b) Use of cu practice to capture native lizards from vegetation in the footprint
prior to and dWEng etation clearance and relocating any captured individuals to safe

est practice to enhance habitats, including in advance of any lizard
atiol, and monitor relocated native lizards. Including provision of success criteria
a rting;

(d) The area to be impacted by the works (including a plan) and the proposed release site
for native lizards;

(e) Credentials and contact information for the project herpetologist;
(f) Timing of the implementation of the LMP;

(g) A description of methodology for survey, trapping and relocation of lizards rescued
including appropriate salvage protocols;

(h) Relocation protocols (including method used to identify suitable relocation site(s));

(i) Nocturnal and diurnal capture protocols;
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(i) Supervised habitat clearance/transfer protocols;
(k) Appropriate opportunistic relocation protocols;

(I) Analysis/confirmation of whether a lizard exclusion fence (e.g. a super silt fence) needs
to be erected around the boundary of the vegetation removal area during or
immediately following removal works occurring, to prevent re-colonisation by native
lizards; and

(m) Details of relation sites including:

(i)  Provision for additional refugia, if required (e.g. depositing salvaged logs, wood
or debris, installing tree covers) for captured lizards; and

(i)  Any weed and pest management to ensure the relocatio pined as
an appropriate habitat; and
(n) A description of the lizard monitoring methodology, includi ited to:
(i) Baseline surveys (as necessary) to identify g sites for salvaged

(i)  Pre and post -relocation surve

(iv) Any updates (where necessagy) t tent with any approval required

under section 53 of the ife’Act 19

an approval under the Wildlife Act 1953

before capturing and relocajg digenous lizards. Any capture and relocation of
aken in accordance with the requirements of that

indigenous lizards will n
approval.

57. nitoring of effectiveness of pest control and/or any
on lizards associated with pest control, as set out in the draft
0 be Enhanced, Figure 1” (dated 27 November 2024) and “Pest
ure 2” (dated 18 December 2024 ) of the NGDP:PWC.
Native ment Plan
58. of the Native Avifauna Management Plan (NAMP) is to avoid or minimise the
poten ects on native avifauna from construction works during the breeding season.
59. The NAMP must include:

(a) Credentials and contact information for the project ecologist or ornithologist;
(b) Timing of the implementation of the NAMP;

(c) A description of the methodology for bird nest surveys and management around active
nests. This must include species-specific details for potentially Threatened and At-Risk
species, including but not limited to:

(i)  Description of potential nest locations;
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(i)  Duration of the breeding season and incubation, nesting and period of post-
fledging parental dependence; and

(i) A minimum exclusion zone (in which no vegetation clearance or construction
activity takes place) around active nests of 20m for Not Threatened species
and 50m (or greater, as appropriate) for At Risk or Threatened species.

(d) Details of ongoing monitoring and reporting requirements.

Bat Management Plan

60.

61.

The objective of the Bat Management Plan (BMP) is to avoid, minimise and mitigate,
where practicable, the potential effects of vegetation removal on long-tai 0ost
habitat.

The BMP must include:

(a) Tree felling protocols to avoid direct mortality to bats during tionglearance. The

used for bat roosting;

(b) Details of a method(s) for identifying any b
clearance such as additional acoustic
imaging camera to be supervised by @S

the eve n active bat roost tree is identified
1ding setback areas for activities creating noise,

Tree felling protocols;

(i)  Artificial roost provision and monitoring;
(i)  Tree band provision; and

(iv) Setbacks from construction areas; and

(g) Updates, where necessary, to be consistent with any authorisation given by the
Director-General of Conservation under section 53 of the Wildlife Act 1953 where any
such authorisation is required.
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Native Freshwater Fauna Management Plan

62.

63.

The objective of the Native Freshwater Fauna Management Plan (NFFMP) is to mitigate
adverse effects on native fish, kdura and kakahi through recovery and relocation in the
sections of streams affected by diversion or instream works, prior to such works
commencing.

The NFFMP must include:
(a) Identification of any sections(s) of a stream:

(i)  That supports a population of native freshwater fauna at the time of preparing
the NFFMP; and

(i)  Where any diversion or instream works are proposed,;
(b) Timing of capture and relocation;

(c) Methods to capture fish;

(d) Methods to recover kdura and kakahi;
(e) Details on fishing effort;

(f) Details on relocation site(s);

(g) Storage and transport measures in ing bes ice for prevention of predation
and death during capture;
(h) Measures to be implementeg ven@@@#®irom re-entering reaches of stream

(i) The requireme ust supervise the recovery and relocation of native
fauna.

Edge Effects Man lan

64. The obj d®® Effects Management Plan (EEMP) is to provide details on how
any n the retained indigenous vegetation around the edge of the Sutton
BI nimised through buffer infill planting and fencing, and how the buffer
in ill be protected and maintained (including details on any fencing).

65. TheE must include:

(a) Plans showing the location of buffer planting and fencing in accordance with Figure 2
of the proposed Ecological Management Plan dated 31 October 2025 and referenced
in condition 1;

(b) Widths of buffer planting to be provided;

(c) Plant species, including the proposed planting schedules, plant spacing, density and
layout, plant size and planting methods;

(d) Details on fencing type, extent and maintenance;
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(e) Details of the monitoring and maintenance of planting and fencing to be undertaken;
and

(f) A requirement that maintenance continues until at least 80% canopy closure and a
minimum plant survival rate of 90% of the original planting density has been achieved.
The maintenance period must be a minimum of five (5) years, or until 80% canopy
closure is achieved (whichever occurs first), and must include the replacement of
plants that do not survive.

Sutton Block Riparian Planting Plan

66.

67.

The objective of the Sutton Block Riparian Planting Plan (SRPP) (NT1-1
mitigate the potential loss of freshwater volume via expected catchme

planting the riparian margins of the northern tributary and wetland
final Pit.

am 4)) is to

The SRPP must include:
(a) Plans identifying the areas of proposed riparian plag

(b) Descriptions of the species mixes, plant spacingfdens
planting methods;

dgiyout, plant size and

(c) A description of where plants will be e rco@fro

(d) Description of fencing and stock excl

(e) A plant pest management prq,

on 67(g) above has been completed, or until the 80% canopy closure is
achieved, whichever occurs first.

Net Gain Delivery Plan: Pest and Weed Control

68.

The objective of the Net Gain Delivery Plan: Pest and Weed Control (NGDP:PWC) is to
achieve a net gain in the condition of indigenous vegetation and habitat values through
ongoing management of animal pests and weeds to offset the loss of indigenous
vegetation. To achieve this objective the NGDP:PWC must require that:

(a) Sufficient quantity and quality of enhancement actions, as set out in the Residual
Effects Analysis Report: Terrestrial Ecology (REAR-TE) and in Table 2 of condition 71
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below, is achieved to offset the loss of vegetation and habitats to be removed as a
result of the Project;

(b) The offset enhancement actions are implemented in the first year of construction, and
are maintained and monitored over a 25-year period to achieve an overall net gain in
accordance with modelled targets as set by the REAR-TE; and

(c) The enhanced forest areas are fenced and legally protected to ensure the permanence
of the achieved biodiversity gains.

69. The NGDP:PWC must include:

(a) Plans identifying the areas of proposed ecological enhancement;

(b) A plant pest management programme that describes the ongoin

exclusion, or any other physical works nec
livestock;

proteCt enhanced areas from

(e) A requirement that the offsetting and nt activities identified in the
NGDP:PWC commence within car gf angvegetation removal within the Project
area being commenced;

condition and contingency measures to follow those
NGDP:PWC for each biodiversity type; and

ith updated field data at Year 10 as part of confirming the
accruing from enhancement in advance of vegetation loss and if

70. The objectives of the Net Gain Delivery Plan: Planting Plan (NGDP:PP) are:

(a) To ensure that 62.32 ha of revegetation planting of sufficient quantity, diversity and
quality is achieved within 35 years following commencement of the Project to offset the
loss of terrestrial vegetation and habitats to be removed as a result of the Project;

(b) To ensure that the offset planting is managed in an appropriate manner to facilitate the
on-going survival and development of the recreated and enhanced habitats; and

(c) To ensure the offset plantings are maintained, monitored, and suitably protected so as
to ensure they achieve an overall net gain in accordance with the modelled targets
contained in the REAR-TE.
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71. The NGDP:PP must provide for and be implemented in accordance with the offset of the
loss of vegetation in the Project area at the following approximate rates in Table 2:

Table 2: Planting extents and timing (years) from Commencement of Construction

72. The NGDP:PP

(b) R

Ecosystem | Area Timing of Revegetation/ | Enhancement | Timing of Offset
type Removed | removal ha all areas from | Planting
/ha (years) year 1/ ha Phase | Phase 2

1 enrichment
(years) | (years)

Rock forest | 0.65 0-5 8.32 5.35 5-9

(RF)

Broadleaved | 1.98 0-5 12 23 4-8

Podocarp

Forest 1

(WF9 1 &5)

Broadleaved | 5.46 >30 20 6-9 9-13

Podocarp

Forest 2, 3

& 4 (WF9 2,

3&4)

Kanuka 8.79 >30 2 40 10-16 | None

forest (VS2)

Relict native | 130 1-50 ng None 1-16 None

trees individual trees

amongst native

pasture trees

Total 16.78 62.32 108.35 62.32 |40.32

ement of vegetation removal within the Project;

hat all pioneer planting (63.32ha) be completed within 16 years from
commencement (as outlined in (a) above);

lanting of pioneer species (as identified in the NGDP:PP referenced
mmences no later than the first planting season following the

(c) Identify when the enrichment planting is to be undertaken for each area of pioneer
planting (based on the monitoring of the growth of the pioneer planting and which is
expected to be within three to five years of the pioneer planting);

(d) Identify areas (including legal boundaries) where planting is to occur, including staging;

(e) Describe plant species mixes, plant spacing, density and layout, plant size (at time of
planting) and planting methods (including ground preparation, mulching and trials);
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73.

(f) Describe where the plants will be eco-sourced from (including species genetic source
and propagation methodology);

(g) Describe fencing (location and type), stock exclusion, or any other physical works
necessary to protect planted areas from livestock;

(h) Include a plant pest management programme that as a minimum targets species that
threaten new or replacement plantings;

(i) Include an animal pest management programme that as a minimum targets exotic
species that threaten new or replacement plantings and indigenous fauna (pest
predators);

(i) Describe the ongoing maintenance and management of planted ar
requirement that over a 5-year period (or until 80% canopy co
that fail to establish are replaced;

(k) Require monitoring and reporting on the progress of thags
biodiversity offset targets and BOAMs contained in 4
and Tables 38 to 48 of the REAR-TE referencedg

(I) Identify adaptive management actions that irQYyPio be implemented should
actual results fall short of modelled Net
and

y gains (as measured by the modelled
or Biodiversity Components) accruing from
ss and if necessary, adjusting the amount of further

atYet gain for the offset planting has not been met, the Consent
n amended NDGP:PP with the Council demonstrating where any

Net Gain D ry Plan: Riparian Planting

The objective of the Net Gain Delivery Plan: Riparian Planting (NGDP:RP) is to ensure
riparian planting of the Peach Hill Road Stream, Davies Road Stream (Drury Site),
Tutaenui Stream and West Stream (Tuakau offset site) are undertaken in an appropriate
manner to facilitate the on-going survival of those plants and to achieve the long-term
enhancement of the watercourse values for the streams to achieve the SEV values in
Table 3 of condition 134.
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75.  The NGDP:RP must include:
(a) Specific restoration design details, including:
(i)  Location and flow paths;
(i)  Supporting design drawings including profiles (if required);

(i)  Details of any proposed ecological enhancements including meander; low flow
channel; pools (for example, any culverts or flood gates to be removed or
relocated); and

(iv)  Monitoring and maintenance requirements.

(b) Planting plans, including details on:

(i)  The areas of proposed riparian planting and any in-stt
works;

(i)  Plant species mixes, plant spacing, density a
of planting);

t size (at time

(i)  Planting methodology, sourcing and s
(iv) Physical protection of plants (i.e., fe
(v) Planting monitoring targets a

(vi) Plant disease and pest ggima

(vii) The ongoing maintegl
requirement thatgrair gl ontinues until at least 80% canopy closure and
j e of 90% of the original planting density has been

ust be included in the annual audit and reporting required by
8, until the maintenance period set out in condition 75(b)(vii) above

Net Gain Deliv Plan: Wetland Planting

76. The objective of the Net Gain Delivery Plan: Wetland Planting (NGDP:WP) is to ensure
that approximately 4.07ha of wetland restoration and planting at the Tuakau offset site is
designed and undertaken in an appropriate manner to facilitate the on-going survival of the
plants and the wetland, and to achieve the long-term enhancement of the wetland values.

77. The NGDP:WP must include:
(a) Wetland restoration design details, including:

(i)  Location and flow paths;
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(i)  Supporting design drawings including wetland profiles, flow paths and
hydrological connection to the stream and river;

(i)  Details of construction methods;

(iv) Details of ecological enhancements, including depressions and low flow
channels; and

(v) Monitoring and maintenance requirements.
(b) Planting plans, including details on:

(i)  Plant species mixes, plant spacing, density and layout, and plant size (at time
of planting);

(i)  Planting methodology, sourcing and schedules;
(i)  Physical protection of plants (i.e., fencing or stock gClusigt);

(iv) Planting monitoring targets and maintenance;

(v) Plant disease and pest animal manageme

(vi) The ongoing maintenance and man enf of Ng#f¥d areas, including a
requirement that over a 5-year periOg{o i o ground cover is achieved)
plants that fail to establish are (of=T6)

(c) The requirement that the performanc afenance of wetland planting required
ual audit and reporting required by

alntains or enhances the hydrological regime, water quality, and ecological
receiving environment, avoiding adverse effects such as erosion, water

80. The ARMP must include monitoring, reporting and methods to achieve the objective,
including:

(a) Arequirement to record and report the baseline MALF and ALF for the stations listed
in condition 184;

(b) Results and interpretation of the groundwater quality analyses from the sump (or any
augmentation bore) required under condition 195;

(c) Identification of any changes to the annual augmentation rates for all streams identified
in these conditions, in accordance with condition 199;
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(d) Demonstration of how the augmentation rates at each station have been reviewed and
modified, if required, based on trend analysis of stream flow data or downstream /
upstream specific discharge ratios (ALF versus time), comparison of ALF to MALF, and
specification of any augmentation requirements based on downwards trends to be
implemented during the subsequent dry season(s) (1 November — 31 May);

(e) Scour protection and flow energy management measures, including maximum
discharge velocities and methods for dissipating or distributing flow to prevent
streambank erosion;

(f) Procedures for testing water quality of the water source proposed to be used for
augmentation and the levels for acceptability;

(g) Procedures for obtaining baseline ecological measures, and m
function and habitat disturbance; and

itoNQQ gilogical

o the
, re-oxidation or

(h) If required, options for water quality treatment or adjustment
augmentation water prior to discharge to the stream
controlled flow variation.

81. The ARMP must be implemented for the duratio
updated as necessary to reflect monitoring resu
groundwater and / or freshwater ecology S.
and reporting required under the ARMP
be submitted to the Council annual
writing with the Council.

m entation activity and
any gecommendations from the
Its of the monitoring, analysis,
d ¥ July — 30 June of any year must
0 Septegger, or on another date agreed in

Quarry Management Plan

82. The objective of the Qu age t Plan (QMP) is to set out the practices and
procedures to be agg e € and for the Project to ensure compliance with key
operational requi 4@ The P must be updated every five years, and re-certified in
0 ons 13, 19 and 20.

83.

(c) Operational noise management and monitoring as required under conditions 107-111;

(d) Operational blast vibration and noise management and monitoring, as required under
conditions 114-120;

(e) Operational SESCPs as described in conditions 35-36 above;
(f) The complaints and response procedure required by condition 11; and

(g) Closure and rehabilitation plans (only to be included within 5 years of confirmed
closure).
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Annual Monitoring Report

84.

85.

86.

The Consent Holder must provide an Annual Monitoring Report to the Council’s Team
Leader Environmental Monitoring (monitoring@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz) for the period
1 July — 30 June each year, and must submit this Report by 30 September or on an
alternative date as agreed with the Council.

The purpose of this Report is to provide an overview of the monitoring and reporting work
undertaken, and any environmental issues that have arisen during Construction Works or
the Operational Phase.

As a minimum the Annual Monitoring Report must include:

(a) All monitoring data required in accordance with the conditions of th§g WS;

(b) Records of response actions required under condition 28(e);

condition 120(f);
(f) Records of complaints received and th

(g) Any reasons for non-compliance withighe
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PART C — SPECIFIC CONDITIONS - LAND USE CONSENT (S9)

LUC60449475, STREAMWORKS CONSENT (S13) LUS60449476 AND

DIVERSION AND DISCHARGE OF STORMWATER PERMIT (S15)

DIS60449510

Duration

87.

Pursuant to section 123 of the RMA the regional earthworks, vegetation removal and
streamworks consents expire 35 years from the date of their commencement unless they
have been surrendered or been cancelled at an earlier date. This expiry does not apply to
the land-use consent for Mineral Extraction Activities, which shall continue until
surrendered.

Pre-start meeting

88. Prior to the commencement of the Project the Consent Holder gfist a pNstart
meeting that:
(a) Is located on the Site;
(b) Is scheduled not less than five working days bgffre th' Qg Bted commencement of
vegetation and/or overburden removal;
(c) Includes Auckland Council officers; an
(d) Includes representation from the con ff' who will undertake the vegetation
and overburden removal.
89. The purpose of the meeting is t
(a) Discuss the erosion sedjgeM@gontrol measures and Management Plan
requirements; and
(b) Ensure all rel tie aware of and familiar with the necessary conditions of
these congen
90. a must be made available by the Consent Holder at the pre-start
rames for the applicable stages of the works;
consent conditions; and
(c) All relevant certified Management and Monitoring Plans.
Archaeology
91. The Consent Holder must ensure that:

(a) The locations and extent of the two recorded archaeological sites included in the
Archaeological Assessment, prepared by Clough & Associates, dated March 2025,
identified as sites R12/728 and R12/723 are recorded and included in all detailed
design drawings for the Project;

(b) The areal extent of each of R12/728 and R12/723 are fenced off prior to the
commencement of works to protect those sites from accidental damage. Any
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earthworks within 10m of that fenced off area must be monitored by an appropriately
qualified archaeologist. The monitoring must continue until the natural deposits have
been reached (where excavations are continued to this depth), or until it becomes clear
that the area has been modified to the point where no archaeology would be expected;

(c) The topsoail stripping of R12/724 must be supervised by an appropriately qualified
archaeologist in order to record any remains or features of the post-1900
domestic/farming activities; and

(d) All other requirements of the Archaeological Management Plan referenced in
condition 1 are complied with.

Accidental Discovery Protocol

92.

Subject to any specific protocols agreed with mana whenua pursu
any earthworks on the Site result in the identification of any pr
archaeological site, including any archaeological artefact, koiwi
Disturbance — Regional Accidental Discovery Rule E11.g t
applied.

Contaminated Land

93.

t begnducted in accordance with
ontaminated Site Management
) (CSMP/RAP). Any variation to the
review and certification that it

a aining materials and your obligations can be found at www.worksafe.qovt.nz.

If ACM_is fgind on site following the demolition or removal of the existing buildings you
may be required to remediate the site and carry out validation sampling.

Erosion and Sediment Controls

94.

Within 10 working days following the implementation and completion of specific erosion
and sediment control works under an SESCP (condition 36), and prior to the
commencement of the earthworks activity on the Site, a SQEP must provide written
certification confirming that the erosion and sediment control measures have been
constructed in accordance with GD05. Written certification must be in the form of a report
or another form acceptable to the Council. Certified controls addressed by the report (or
other acceptable form) must include any clean water diversions, dirty water diversions,
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95.

96.

super silt fences, silt fences, stabilised entranceways, sediment retention ponds, decanting
earth bunds, and any other authorised impoundment device. Information supplied, where
applicable, must include:

(a) Details on the contributing catchment area;
(b) Size of structure;

(c) Retention volume of structure (dead storage and live storage measured to the top of
the primary spillway);

(d) Dimensions and shape of structure;
(e) Position of inlets/outlets; and

(f) Stabilisation of the structure.

ime ontrol
diment

constructed and maintained in accordan
accordance with GD05, except where a

d SESCP. Monitoring must be in
is detailed in the documents

throughout the duration of the
stabilised against erosion.
the Council on request.

ten, e of the erosion and sediment control measures

Advice note: As a g

required by cond#P hou ek to ensure that the accumulated sediment be removed
from sedimenigetORE@ devices prior to reaching 20% of total storage capacity. Sediment
removed from t devices should be placed on stable ground where it cannot re-

washed into any watercourse. Where maintenance work is required
eness of these erosion and sediment control measures, the record

partic within 24 hours after any rainstorm event. Where it is identified that erosion and
sediment control measure have become ineffective and maintenance is required, the
Council should be contacted via email at monitoring@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz.

If there is failure of an erosion and sediment control device that results in a discharge to
the receiving environment occurring the Consent Holder must:

(a) Repair the failure (as appropriate);
(b) Undertake an immediate visual inspection of affected reaches;

(c) Notify the project ecologist to undertake an assessment of potential sediment
deposition within affected reaches; and
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97.

98.

(d) Notify the Council’'s Earthworks and Streamworks Monitoring Office within 24 hours of
becoming aware of the failure.

Where silt fences are utilised, sediment deposits and/or bulges against the fence that
reach 20% of the fence height must be cleared.

Sediment must not exceed 20% of the total volume of the sediment retention ponds and
decanting earth bunds.

Erosion and Sediment Monitoring

99.

100.

101.

The following inspections and responses must be undertaken and recorded:

(a) Weekly inspection:

Site inspections must be undertaken by the Quarry Manager
inspect all ESC measures, identify any maintenance or ¢
assign timeframes for completion, and identify any device
as anticipated through the certified ESCPs.

(b) Pre-rain event inspection:

Prior to rainfall events of 15mm in 1 hour
inspections must be made of ESC devices
ensure that they are fully functionin epa
maintenance must be documented

in a 24 hour period,
emical treatment systems, to

e undertaken immediately.
(c) Post-rain event inspection:

Following all rainfall evgpnts hour or 25mm or more in a 24 hour period,
inspections must begMade Of SC measures to ensure that all controls have
performed as expe d togdentify any maintenance requirements. All

maintenanceg cumented and must be undertaken immediately.

(d) Rainfall mgas

covered by the Annual Monitoring Report.

During the Construction Works only, conditions 94 to 98 of these consents may be
reviewed every two years from the date of commencement pursuant to section 128 of the
RMA, by giving notice pursuant to section 129 of the RMA, for the following purposes:

(a) To deal with any significant adverse effect on the environment arising or potentially
arising from the exercise of these consents and which was not apparent at the time
of granting the consent;
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(b) Inthe case of earthworks, to alter monitoring requirements as a result of previous
monitoring outcomes, and/or in response to changes to the environment and/or
hydro-geological knowledge; and

(c) To deal with any adverse effect on the environment arising or potentially arising from
the exercise of these consents and in particular effects on: water quality; sediment
transport; and functioning of natural ecosystems; through altering or providing
specific performance standards.

102. Conditions 94 to 98 of these consents may be reviewed at any time during the
Construction Works, only if it is found that the information made available to the decision
maker contained inaccuracies which materially are such that it is neces ly more
appropriate conditions.

103. During the Construction Works, the Site must be progressively ili erosion at
all stages of the earthwork activity and must be sequenced to |14
contaminants to groundwater or surface water, in accordg
and Sediment Control Plan.

104. Immediately upon completion or abandonment of,
earth must be permanently stabilised against e
water must be removed.

105. During the Construction Works, all sedi n ponds, decanting earth bunds and
any other impoundment device reqigiby the cegffied SESCP, must be chemically
treated in accordance with the . All measures required by the certified
COTMP must be put in plac encement of the earthworks activity and be
maintained for the durati orks activity during the Construction Works.

Streamworks

106. Streamworks on t be undertaken between 1 May and 30 September in any

year, unless Bl for winter works’ has been made to and approved by the Council.
All requegts gra pe Council must be renewed annually prior to the approval
expiring, no wolks must occur until written approval has been received from the

C YAl orks will be re-assessed monthly or as required to ensure that adverse
eff t occurring in the receiving environment and approval may be revoked by the
Councjl u written notice to the Consent Holder.

Advice note: Any request for winter works outside these periods will require information
addressing the level of risk, contingency methods to manage the risk, including
demonstrating that the selected contractor has established experience and record of
compliance with the resource consent conditions. Any request for ‘winter works’ (excluding
any period to protect fish spawning habitat), should include:

o Description of scope of works proposed for the period outside 1 May to 30
September

e Measures to prevent sediment discharge from the specific works, especially during
periods of heavy rainfall;
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e Details of the area(s) that are already stabilised;

e Amended Stream Management Plan and methodology/ or erosion sediment control
plan detailing stabilisation to date and time / staging boundaries with proposed
progression of stabilisation / re-vegetation (and integration between any stream
Management Plan and erosion sediment control measures);

e Contact details of the contractor who will undertake stabilisation of the site
(including dates expected on site);

e Contingencies proposed if contractor above becomes unavailable; and

o Details of site responsibilities, specifically for erosion and sedime /s and
stabilisation processes over period.

Operational Noise

Times

7am-9pm Monday to Friday
7am-4pm Saturday
All other times and on public holida

108. The existing groun S L2403 and RL217.1 in the northwest corner of the Site,
between coordi 96 90479 and 1777028 / 5890528, must be maintained to
provide Pit e (f ) screening for 359 MacWhinney Drive. Refer to the drawing ‘Pit

Edge (terrain sc ] 0 be Maintained, Figure 16’ prepared by Boffa Miskell and dated
e approximate location.

Noise itori
109. Th nseglHolder must establish a minimum of two noise monitors, including at least
one | to the west (i.e. near MacWhinney Drive) and one located to the north-east

(i.e. near Sonja or Laurie Drive) of the proposed pit prior to the Commencement of
Construction. The purpose of these monitors is to undertake measurements to
demonstrate whether the noise levels arising from activities authorised by these consents
are compliant with the maximum noise levels permitted by the AUP.

110. The Consent Holder shall engage a SQEP that is an acoustic engineer to visit the Site and
carry out attended noise monitoring in accordance with NZ Standards NZS 6801:2016 and
NZ 6802:2016 at the following times:

(a) Within two weeks of commencement of overburden removal; and
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(b) On an annual basis thereafter for the first five years. If the monitoring results over that
period confirm that the activity is consistently complying with the relevant noise limits
and performing as required, the frequency of monitoring may be reduced to a schedule
recommended by the SQEP that is an acoustic engineer and agreed by the Council.

111. The purpose of this monitoring is to:

(a) Confirm that the activities on the Site and authorised by these consents, and active at
that time, comply with the permitted levels;

(b) Capture noise levels from any additional activities on the Site for the purpose of
keeping the computer noise model up to date; and

(c) Establish the noise level transfer functions between the noise mond
residential receivers, to enable regular checks using the noise

Lighting

112. Lighting must comply with the relevant permitted standarg of the AUP.

Lighting must be assessed in accordance with E24.6.1 andards.

113. The following methods must be adopted:

ance with Standard AS 4282-
ng. Any calculation undertaken
ust be based on a maintenance

(a) Lighting limits must be measured and asses
1997 Control of the Obtrusive Effects tdoo
for the purposes of these assessing |
factor of 1.0 (i.e. no depreciati

(b) Where measurements of an bove background levels from the use of

measurements will
artificial lighting;

noise generated from quarrying activities (being Mineral Extraction Activity
lasting) must not exceed the limits set out in German Standard DIN 4150-3
ctural vibration — Part 3 Effects on vibration on structures when measured at or
within the notional boundary of any dwelling, or on the dwelling itself (not including the
source site).

115. The blast vibration and noise levels must be measured according to AS2187.2:2006.

116. Production blasting activities must only operate between the hours of 9:00am and 5:00pm,
Monday to Saturday.

Blast Vibration Management

117. Prior to the commencement of production blasting, the Consent Holder must complete
seed holes once the Pit has reached the solid rock mass.
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118.

119.

Following the completion of the seed holes, the blasting model must be updated and
calibrated to confirm geological conditions in accordance with condition 120(e).

For each blast, the Consent Holder must run vibration estimates to update and calibrate
the blasting model to maintain accuracy.

Vibration Monitoring Stations

120. The Consent Holder must;

(a) Ensure at least one blast monitoring station is on the Site and is located at the closest
point to the nearest neighbouring dwelling. A blast monitoring station shall also be
located in the vicinity of the Kaarearea Paa, if (i) agreed to by mana y )
in a location determined in consultation with mana whenua), and (i
necessary by a SQEP (being an archaeologist with particular
stone structures) to assist with protecting the features of th
damage as a result of blasting. Additional monitoring station
required by the certified BlaMP (refer to conditions 4

(b) Ensure all vibration monitoring equipment is calj
AS2187.2:2006 as referenced in condition 1

(c) Implement a vibration monitoring and d
blast-induced vibrations;

updg@® and calibrate the blasting model (via
itored actual vibration) to maintain and
pdel to confirm geological conditions following
Pit has reached the solid rock mass, as required by
1 collected from the monitoring stations is uploaded at each
and used for analysis and modelling of future blasts to ensure
ese consent conditions.
Ecolog
Review onit@¥ing network
121. Prior to"@roundwater levels being lowered beyond RL 90m, as set out in condition 177, and

at the completion of the second intermediate drawdown step set out in condition 177, the
Consent Holder must engage a SQEP to undertake a technical review of existing
groundwater monitoring data and drawdown trends.

(a) The purpose of this review is to:

(i)  Assess the adequacy and spatial coverage of the existing monitoring bore
network;
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(i)  Determine whether any additional deep monitoring bores are required to
improve understanding of groundwater level responses and drawdown
direction; and

(i) Describe whether any stream reaches might be affected by the groundwater
level responses and groundwater drawdown effects identified by the technical
review.

(b) If the review identifies indications of drawdown effects extending in a direction not
adequately covered by the current bore network (described in the plans referenced in
condition 44(b)), or the trigger level in MK1 (L or U) is exceeded (as per Table 4 of
condition 175), the Consent Holder must install additional monitoring

(c) Where stream reaches may be affected as described in (a)(j

Council.
Hingaia Islands Planting

122. Subject to the Consent Holder receiving
consents being granted, the Conseg
on Hingaia Island (as shown in g
February 2025). This plantin

¥ undefaken in accordance with the Nga Motu o
out in Table 20 (/ndicative Pioneer and Enrichment

123. The Consent Holder shall enter into covenants in favour of the Council which shall (i)
protect from felling, removal, drainage of surface water or other forms of disturbance or
destruction, and (ii) maintain fencing to prevent grazing of, in perpetuity, any riparian,
wetland and terrestrial planting undertaken on the Site or at the Tuakau site as a
requirement of the conditions of these consents and as set out in Table 16 of the draft
Application NGDP:PP Plan and Tables 3-7 of the draft Application NGDP:WP. The
covenants shall include terms to make it clear that they do not apply to any disturbance
that is necessary to:

(a) Control pest species, invasive plants, or plant diseases that threaten the health and
integrity of the protected vegetation or ecosystem;
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124.

126.

(b) Undertake vegetation management to provide adequate growing space and conditions
for natural succession species and forest regeneration;

(c) Remove dead, dying, diseased, or structurally unsound trees that pose a safety risk to
persons, property, or surrounding vegetation;

(d) Remove trees or vegetation that pose an ecological risk to threatened or endangered
species, rare ecosystems, or the overall health of the protected areas;

(e) Undertake access works or maintenance activities essential for the ongoing protection
and monitoring of the covenanted areas; or

(f) Provide for the cultural needs of mana whenua.

All disturbance activities that are to be permitted under the covenan
condition 123 above) shall be undertaken using methods that migg
surrounding protected vegetation and on native fauna, preven
the ecological integrity of the protected areas. Any vegetaiigs

must:

(a) Be drafted and submitted to the Council’s
years of the completion of planting (or a

(i) Beresponsi
by the Cg

report e terrestrial planting, wetland planting and riparian planting undertaken.
This report must include:
(a) A plan of the planting undertaken to date and the period(s) of planting;

(b) Description of terrestrial planting (species, numbers, grade and spacing), riparian and
wetland planting (species, numbers, grade and spacing) and pest and weed
management undertaken during the previous 12 months;

(c) Identification of any replacement planting or additional planting required, and the timing
of any remedial planting where necessary;
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127.

128.

(d) Identification of any additional weed or pest management required; and

(e) Recommendations on any changes required to the NGDP:PP, NGDP:RP, NGDP: WP
or SRPP.

This report is to be provided to the Council within three months of the audit being
undertaken and can be combined with the Annual Pest and Weed Control Monitoring
Reporting required under conditions 129 to132.

The auditing of terrestrial planting, wetland planting and riparian planting area must be
undertaken annually and continue for a period of five years from when an area of pioneer
or riparian planting has been completed.

Annual pest and weed control monitoring and reporting

129.

130.

131.

132.

Annual monitoring must be undertaken for a period of 25 years t ers and
weed occurrence across the ecological enhancement area (re nd 2 of the
NGDP:PWC). The objective of this monitoring is to asses of the pest

and weed control implemented in accordance with the 45 to identify any
updates to those plans that are required.

Monitoring must occur at the beginning of the hig bregftng S@fson (October- November)
and again at the end (March - April), and regults 0 begPmpared with Table 7 of the
NGDP:PWC.

On or before 1 November each yea muglprepare a report on the effectiveness
of the predator and weed contro d on the monitoring results. This report
must include:

(a) A plan of the ecologjglfl en gnt area;

(b) Residual trap ca t
(c) Bait uptake r:

(g) T™Est plagk mapping; and

(h) Camera trap and browse indexes/faecal pellet counts (Department of Conservation
Inventory and monitoring toolbox: DOCDM-323171: Animal pests: faecal pellet counts
v1.0) for feral ungulates.

The report required by condition 131 is to be provided to the Council within three months of
the audit being undertaken, and may be combined with the Annual Terrestrial Planting,
Wetland Planting and Riparian Planting Monitoring Reporting required under conditions
125 to 128.
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Long-term stream offset monitoring

133.

134.

135.

136.

137.

The Consent Holder must monitor the Stream Ecological Valuation (SEV) of the offset
streams at five years and then again at 10 years after completion of the instream
enhancements and riparian planting, or until the monitoring shows the predicted SEV
values specified at condition 134 have been achieved, whichever time period is the lesser.

The predicted SEV values are set out in Table 3 below:

Table 3: Streams predicted SEV values

Onsite Streams SEV Predicted
Tributary 1 (Peach Hill Rd) 0.69

Tributary 2 (Peach Hill Rd) 0.69

Tributary 3 (Peach Hill Rd) 0.69

Davies Road Tributary 0.72

Tuakau Offset Site Streams 0.66

Western Stream

Tutaenui Stream 0.

Within two months of each round g

jtori g completed, the Consent Holder must
provide the SEV assessments & asgfial

ed calculations used for monitoring the sites

oQ
4 @ lue within 10 years of completion, a Further

an must be prepared and submitted to the Council for certification
pring and implemented in accordance with the certified timeframe.

required (if any) to sustain the SEV values, must be provided to the Council within
two months of completion.

Long term wetland offset monitoring

138.

The Consent Holder must monitor the outcomes of the wetland restoration and planting at
the Tuakau offset site at five years and then again at 10 years after completion of the
wetland enhancement and planting actions. The purpose of this monitoring is to assess
whether the restoration and planting have achieved the outcomes identified in the certified
NGDP:WP and required under condition 76.
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139. Within two months of each round of monitoring being completed, the Consent Holder must
provide the monitoring results to the Council.

140. If monitoring concludes that the wetland restoration and planting have not achieved the
outcomes identified in condition 138 above, a Further Enhancement Works Plan must be
prepared and submitted to the Council for certification within 6 months of monitoring, and
implemented in accordance with the certified timeframe.

141. Following confirmation that the outcomes identified in condition 138 above have been
achieved, the Consent Holder must undertake periodic monitoring of the Tuakau wetland
offset site once every five years for a period of 20 years to confirm that the outcomes are
being maintained. The results of each monitoring round, along with any 4 [
additional enhancement measures required (if any) to sustain the outc8
provided to the Council within two months of completion.

Five year baseline report for terrestrial offset planting

142. Within 12 months of the completion of the five years an the planting in
each identified planting area, the Consent Holder mys{X e Council a planting

143. A series of permanently marked RECCE oints are to be established
within each planting type (rock forest, ta odocarp and kanuka) to collect data
on the following biodiversity attribuig n with modelled targets as per Tables

144. The report must provide a
145. If planting has na@®

Long Ter

146. AQllr f each planting area must be carried out by a SQEP at Years 7, 10, 15, 20
an follging completion of the implementation of the pioneer planting.

147. The objective of each review is to determine whether the biodiversity offset actions used to
address the ecological effects of the Project are achieving the modelled 10, 20 and 30
Year monitoring targets contained in Tables 42, 45 and 48 of the REAR-TE (referenced in
condition 1) and associated certified Management Plans for each area.

148. Permanently marked RECCE plots and photo points (as established at Year 5 under
previous condition) are to be used within each biodiversity planting type (rock forest,
taraire, tawa podocarp and kanuka) to collect data on modelled targets as per Tables 42,
45 and 48 of the REAR-TE (referenced in condition 1).
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149.

150.

151.

The report must compare measured data with modelled monitoring targets found in Table
19 to Table 23 of the REAR-TE and consider whether the progress of the planting to date
is likely to result in the achievement of the modelled endpoint target for each biodiversity
type.

The Consent Holder is to submit an Offset Planting Progress Report to the Council within
12 months of each planting area having reached the 5, 10, 20 and 30 year anniversaries
since planting which must include any required contingency actions.

If net present biodiversity component values are greater than 10% below modelled values,
additional modelled contingency actions must be presented to the Council for certification.
These actions may include increasing the area of planting or other offsg NUCS, as
recommended by a SQEP.

Long term vegetation condition monitoring and reporting Years 5
152. Vegetation condition monitoring must be undertaken over the 2 eff e period at
Years 1 (baseline), 2, 5, 10, 15, 20 and 25. Monitoring e cted from

153.

154.

permanently marked vegetation plots located as follow

(a) Seven representative 20 x 20 m plots within
(b) Three representative 20 x 20 m plots wi
(c) Four 10 x10 permanent Recce plots @ithi cement areas;

(d) Monitoring attributes must incl

(i) Total Seedling count

Mghitorj are to be compared with progress targets found in Tables 9, 11 and 13
of GDPWC. Where results are equal to or more than 10% below progress targets,
the C Holder must implement contingency measures set out in Tables 10,12 and 14

of the NGDP:PWC.

The Consent Holder is to submit an Ecological Enhancement Progress Report to the
Council within six months of the required monitoring dates. This is to include an
assessment of the measured data against the modelled monitoring targets and must
include additional contingency actions (if needed) as recommended by a SQEP.

Review

1565.

The conditions of these consents may be reviewed by the Council pursuant to section 128
of the RMA, including to (a) consider the adequacy of the conditions to respond to any
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unforeseen environmental effects of these consents at the time the application for the
consents was considered or (b) address any unforeseen environmental effects raised in
any report or plan provided to the Council in accordance with these conditions.

PART D — SPECIFIC CONDITIONS - AIR DISCHARGE PERMIT (S15)

DIS60449511

Duration

156.

Pursuant to section 123 of the RMA, this air discharge permit expires 35 years from the
date of commencement unless it has been surrendered or cancelled at date.

Limit conditions

157.

158.

159.

160.

161.

162.

163.

All processes must be operated, maintained, supervised, monitgg¥d ang co d,
including by adhering to the certified DMP, to ensure that all e aullgorised by this
consent are maintained at the minimum practicable level

Beyond the boundary of the Site, there must be no 2 discharges from the

Good Practice Guide for Assessing and Mana ipistry for the Environment
2016), causes noxious, dangerous offensi

Discharges from any activity occurring o €Y ust not give rise to visible emissions,
other than water vapour or heat an exte hich, in the opinion of the Council, is
the cause of a noxious, dangerqg ive or objectionable effect.

discharges from the Sit
cause adverse effe

Pnt at a concentration that causes, or is likely to
h, ecosystems or property.

No crushing acti t occ®r within 200 m of the existing dwelling at 359 MacWhinney
Drive (as at th Is consent is granted), or within 200 m of any future dwellings at

nctioning correctly. All dust control equipment on the Site must be
good condition.

All praCtiCable measures must be undertaken as detailed by the DMP, certified in
accordance with the conditions of this consent, to minimise the discharge of dust beyond
the boundary of the Site. These measures must include, but not be limited to:

(a) Frequent watering of unsealed surfaces where discharges of dust are likely to arise;
(b) Restricting vehicle speeds around the Site;

(c) Maintaining unsealed surfaces of vehicle routes where discharges of dust are likely to
arise through grading and rolling to minimise dust, and stabilisation of exits from
unsealed surfaces onto sealed roads;
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164.

(d) The maintenance of wheel washing facilities at the Site exit, utilised by vehicles as
required to minimise the tracking of dust-generating material on paved surfaces and
public road;

(e) Locating and maintaining stockpiles to minimise potential wind-entrainment; and

(f) Contouring and re-vegetation of the overburden and managed fill disposal area as
soon as practicable.

Water supplies must be maintained at such capacity that application of water as a dust
control measure is not limited. A log must be kept of pond and dam maintenance and of
weekly checks on sediment and water levels in ponds.

Monitoring and reporting conditions

166.

167.

168.

readings are immediately retrievable.

Monitoring of dust (total suspended particul
of the Site must be undertaken. The nu
must be in accordance with the certified

conditions or
supplied:

(a)
(b@AnN ation of the cause of the incident; and
(c) Detail remediation action taken.

All air quality complaints that are received by the Consent Holder must be recorded. The
complaint details must include:

(a) The date, time, location and nature of the complaint;

(b) The name, phone number and address of the complainant, unless the complainant
elects not to supply these details;

(c) Weather conditions, including approximate wind speed and direction, at time of the
complaint;

(d) Any remedial actions undertaken; and
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(e) Details of any complaints received must be provided to the Council within one working
day of the complaint.

Review

169. The conditions of this consent may be reviewed by the Council pursuant to section 128 of
the RMA, including to (a) consider the adequacy of the conditions to respond to any
unforeseen environmental effects of the consent at the time the application for the consent
was considered or (b) address any unforeseen environmental effects raised in any report
or plan provided to the Council in accordance with these conditions.

<
S
&
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PART E — SPECIFIC CONDITIONS - GROUNDWATER PERMITS (S14)
WAT60449477, WAT60449478 AND WAT60449479

Duration

170. Pursuant to section 123 of the RMA, these groundwater take and diversion permits expire
35 years from the date of commencement unless surrendered or cancelled at an earlier
date.

Authorised quantities for taking and use

171. The Consent Holder must ensure:

(a) The daily quantity of groundwater taken and used must not exceed
metres;

(b) The annual quantity of groundwater taken and used over th m
commencing 1 June of any year and ending 31 May of the g yegF must not
exceed 7,090,517 cubic metres; and

water level elevation over at least 5 consec
described in the certified Groundwater

Groundwater levels

173. Groundwater levels in th

174. In the event th
monitoring bores in Appendix 1 to a level that equals or is lower than

the ager ppendix 1, then:

(amr ent Holder must notify the Council in writing and by telephone of the
exceedglice of trigger levels within 5 working days and immediately cease any further
lo g of the sump water level at the Pit sump;

(b) The notification must specify which monitoring bore trigger(s) have been reduced
below the quantum for each bore;

(c) The Consent Holder must, in consultation with the Council, engage a SQEP to
implement a review of, and report on, the groundwater drawdown data and the
conceptual groundwater model, and prepare a Groundwater Trigger Level Breach
Management Plan (GTLBMP). The GTLBMP must:

(i)  Confirm the cause of the trigger level exceedance and assess whether any
consequent adverse environmental effects are anticipated;
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(ii)

(iif)

If any adverse effects are anticipated, identify how such effects must be
mitigated; and

Where the trigger level exceedance occurs in bores west of the Drury Fault,
the assessment must include an assessment of any risk of ground settlement.
If a risk of ground settlement is identified, the GTLBMP must include a
programme for monitoring settlement.

(d) The Consent Holder must not recommence further drawdown unless it is demonstrated
to the satisfaction of the Council, that either:

(i)

(ii)

permits in accordance with section 128 of the
recommencement of the drawdown under (

The trigger levels in Appendix 1 to these consents (Monitoring
Values) can be complied with; or

2o Trigger

The Council approves in writing a change to the trigge
Such approval will be based on the Consent Holde
above; and

bere agroval of
Prihcoming.

MK1U (Shallow)
Trigger
Quarry Stages rigger Level | Predicted Level (m,
m, RL) Drawdown (m) RL)
SV +2m'’
TBC2 GW SV +2m! TBCZ GW
RL — 1 RL -
SV +2m
drawdown SV +2m’ (SV+2)
SV + 2m’

176. If monitoring shows drawdowns beyond trigger levels at MK1L (Deep) and MK1U
(Shallow), further actions or investigations shall be carried out in accordance with the
certified GMP under conditions 43 and 44.

Technical review at intermediate drawdown steps

177. Reduction in regional groundwater levels in the sump must be carried out in three steps:

(a) The first step must not be lower than RL90m;

(b) The second step must not be lower than RL60m; and
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(c) The third step must not be lower than RL-60m.
178. At each of the steps, the water level must be held at this level for a minimum of two years.

179. A Technical Review must be undertaken no less than three months and no more than six
months prior to commencing the second and third steps of dewatering. The Review must
be undertaken by a SQEP and include:

(a) An analysis of monitoring data;
(b) A comparison of actual groundwater level values to predicted values; and

(c) An assessment of any implications these results may have for on-going management

groundwater level responses and groundwater drawdown
to require augmentation in accordance with the conditigsg

The Technical Review must be provided to the Counci

Freshwater monitoring

Pre-augmentation water quality baseline monitorin

(a) Comprising continuous baseli
augmentation source) of wa
chemistry (cations, anio

(b) At a minimum of fou
attached as Appgiagl

h of the following sites (refer to Figure 17A
onditions):

(iii Manga¥heau Stream Upstream;
(i Tributary Upstream;
ngaia Tributary Downstream; and
Maketu Stream (M5);

(c) Throughout the period commencing 1 November and ending 31 May, prior to
implementing any augmentation programme.

Water temperature and dissolved oxygen

181. The Consent Holder must ensure that no stream-flow augmentation results (after
reasonable mixing) in exceedance of the following thresholds:

(a) A downstream water temperature increase of 3°C or more compared to the
temperature immediately upstream of the augmentation discharge point; and / or
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182.

183.

Stream flow monitoring sites (gauging stations)

184.

(b) A dissolved oxygen concentration less than 6 milligrams per litre.

Monitoring shall be undertaken on a continuous basis while any augmentation is being
carried out.

If the results of the monitoring required in conditions 180 and 181 show an increase
trending towards the thresholds in conditions 181(a) and (b) above, caused by the exercise
of these consents, the Consent Holder must take immediate steps to ensure the thresholds
are not exceeded. If the thresholds are exceeded, for a period of more than three weeks,
the Consent Holder must prepare and submit to the Council for certification a Freshwater
Quality Management Plan outlining mitigation measures to ensure compliance with the
thresholds.

The obligation to measure dissolved oxygen concentration and te
with condition 181 may be dispensed with at the Council’s discr
receiving technical information from a SQEP which satisfies th
oxygen concentration below the discharge point has congj
years, been equal to or greater than 6 milligrams per lii¢g
during the same period has consistently been less jg#in

Stream flow monitoring gauging stations e PN at the following co-ordinates:
(a) NT1-1 (Stream 4): 1776930 / 588983
(b) NT1-8 (Southern Tributary): / 40.

(c) Mangawheau Stream U 80449.50 / 5889850.52.

7790%0.98/ 5886896.16.
(e) Hingaia Tribut 776632.16/ 5886327.15.
(f) M5 (Make 1778388 / 5889299

(d) Hingaia Tributary U

These gauging i ust otherwise be established at the general locations shown in
as Appendix 2.

Stgfons NT1-8 must be established prior to any quarrying below RL170m
re grogndwater level.
All re g stations (where not already established) must be established at least three

years before the sump water level drops below RL120m.

Monitoring, for each of the six stations, to record ALF data which can then be used for
establishment of baseline MALF (along with correlation and modelling), must commence
immediately after establishment of that station.

Advice note: The selection of the above future gauging stations may include consultation
with the Council. The locations of the above new gauging stations are approximate and
need to be confirmed following consultation with the landowners. The exact locations of
the gauging site must be presented in the GMP.
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185. Stream flow must be measured at the stations identified in condition 184, and recorded, on
two occasions in separate months during dry weather conditions and on the tail of any
stream flow recession at a suitable range of flows, and within the period commencing 1
November and ending 31 May.

186. The stream flow records must include details of the method, dates and times of the
gauging procedure employed, all measurements taken, flow calculations and stream flow
site catchment area. If stream flows are measured with a current meter, then
measurements must be completed at 20 verticals across the stream. All field
measurements and procedures must be as in the Hydrologists Field Manual, DSIR 1991,
or as agreed in writing with the Council.

Stream flow maintenance and recommended augmentation programmeRg , NT1-8
and Mangawheau Streams and the Hingaia Tributary

Baseline MALFs

187. The Consent Holder shall establish a baseline MALF for, cQfBtations identified
in condition 184:

f ons NT1-1 and NT1-8
g stations prior to the sump

(a) Baseline MALF needs to be calculated or es
prior to any quarrying below RL170m, and f
water level dropping below RL120m.

(b) Each baseline MALF shall be determ om Jhonitoring data that will be collected
before the commencement of ntatj

(c) Each baseline MALF mu
the results with a refer
stream flow data (fo
shown on Figur,

hrough stream flow gauging, correlation of
with a continuous record and at least 10 years of
angawheau Station (site number 08529) (as

s Appendix 2)), and / or calibrated modelling.

(d) The baseline shall be provided in the ARMP.

(e) For Manga eam and Hingaia Tributary, in addition to the baseline MALF (for

the auging stations required under condition 184), the baseline specific
etween the downstream and upstream gauging sites must be
es d and provided in the ARMP.
Advicg nof: Specific discharge = volume of water flowing through a stream per unit of

time, divided by the area of its catchment (expressed as units such as litres per second per
square kilometre).

Advice note: The stream flow correlation / calibrated modelling must be used to generate
annual synthetic flow record(s) for each station. This must be reported in the ARMP.

Augmentation obligation
188. Augmentation is required:

(a) In the Mangawheau Stream and / or Hingaia Tributary, when the sump water level
drops below RL120m and, for each respective water course, either:
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189.

190.

191.

(i)  The stream flow gauging drops by more than 5% of the baseline MALF in an
annual gauging round; or

(i)  The downstream / upstream specific discharge ratio drops below the baseline
ratio established under condition 187(d).

(b) In the Maketu (M5), NT1-1 and / or NT1-8 streams, when the sump water level drops
below RL170m and, for each respective water course, the stream flow gauging drops
by more than 5% of the baseline MALF in an annual gauging round.

Advice note: A flow of 5% below MALF is considered to occur relatively frequently within
natural stream flow variability.

reasonably practicable.

If the Mangawheau Station referred to in copditio
inoperable, an alternative monitoring sitegfhd c ng flow threshold must be
obtained from the Council in writing and e c@nplied with.

Augmentation rate

192.

The augmentation flow mus st equal to the difference between the baseline
and the ALF, or at the adjusted flow rates

$ion 199 and the ARMP.

the res must be provided in the ARMP required under conditions 79 to 81 and
compared against the baseline water quality in the Maketu (M5), NT1-8, Mangawheau
Downstream and Hingaia Tributary Downstream before any augmentation. Augmentation
can only commence once a freshwater ecologist has certified that the water quality is

suitable for augmentation:

(a) If the freshwater ecologist determines that the water quality is not suitable, the
Consent Holder must identify and implement measures to achieve water quality
suitable for augmentation prior to commencing augmentation in accordance with
condition 80(b) of the ARMP.
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(b) Until suitable water for augmentation is available and certified, the Consent Holder
shall cease Mineral Extraction Activities in the Sutton Block Pit.

Stream flow maintenance and recommended augmentation programme for Hays Stream,
Symonds Stream and Peach Hill Stream (link with Hunua Quarry activities)

196. If, during the term of this consent, dewatering and augmentation of Hays and Symonds
Streams associated with Winstone’s Symonds Hill Hunua Quarry ceases, the Consent
Holder must engage a SQEP to prepare a technical report assessing whether
augmentation of Hays and Symonds Stream is required to maintain baseflows resulting
from Sutton Block Pit drawdowns. If augmentation is required, the report must recommend
an augmentation regime, which the Consent Holder must implement.

o the
port will

197. The Consent Holder must provide a copy of the report referred to i
Council for review and certification that the recommendations of,
maintain the baseflows.

198. If, during the term of these consents, the Consent Holdeg

Annual review and adjustment of stream flo

199. The augmentation rates for all streams ( on 'P2) must be modified if required based
th oring required by the conditions of
these consents. Any changes disgiacyined annually and will be reported in the

of downstream / upstre i f sp@ific discharge (ALF) versus time compared to
baseline MALF, and zg

submit to the Council by 30 June of each year, a report of the
resu er monitoring required under conditions 181 to 195. The report must
llected, provide an overall analysis of the stream flow measurements
sis on comparison to reference (unaffected) catchment flows, evaluate

ith these consent conditions, and identify any mitigation measures required.

Surface water NT1-8-Southern Tributary augmentation covenant

201. Prior to the commencement of Mineral Extraction Activities on the Site, the Consent Holder
shall have a land covenant prepared under section 108(2)(d) of the RMA to require the
ongoing augmentation of the NT1-8 (Southern Tributary), in accordance with the
conditions of this consent, and for so long as dewatering activities occur at the Site that
reduce groundwater levels below RL60, for registration on the Records of Title for the Site.

202. The draft covenant shall be submitted to the Council’'s Team Leader — Compliance
Monitoring South for written approval (as to the form of the covenant) prior to being
registered.
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203. The covenant shall be registered on the Records of Titles for the Site within one month of
obtaining the Council’s written approval and a copy of the updated Records of Title shall
be provided to the Team Leader — Compliance Monitoring South.

204. The covenant shall require the Consent Holder to:

(a) Be responsible for all legal fees, disbursements and other expenses incurred by the
Council in connection with the covenant, and procure its solicitor to give an undertaking
to the Council for payment of the same; and

(b) Indemnify the Council for costs, fees, disbursements and other expenses incurred by
the Council as a direct or indirect result of the Council being a party to

Review

205. The conditions of these consents may be reviewed by the Coungj
of the RMA, including to (a) consider the adequacy of the con to any
unforeseen environmental effects of the consents at the tigag §
consents was considered or (b) address any unforeseg effects raised in
any report or plan provided to the Council in accordggce conditions.
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APPENDIX 1:

GROUNDWATER MONITORING BORES AND TRIGGER LEVELS

Groundwater Moni

oring Bores and Trigger Levels

Seasonal Estimated Pre-
Ground Screen N . . Groundwater Level Proposed
Map Reference Variations in Predicted Quarry .
Bore Intake Zone Bore ID Level (m, Interval (m, | Geol. (m, RL) August Trigger Level
NZTM 2000 (E/N) Shallow Bores Drawdowns (m) | Groundwater Level
RL) RL) 2024 (m, RL)
(m) (m, RL)
SG3L 1776542/5890385 157.38 0to-5 G - 121 64 43.95 -60
Deep greywacke
bores within Hunua SG3U 1776542/5890385 156.35 50-44 G - 121 64 85.53 -60
Greywacke Block SG7 1777162/5892100 20234 | -3.6610-11.66 | G 64 48.1 -60
SG11L 1777712/5890556 222.5 4.5t0-7.5 G 172.23 166.43 -27.77
SG12L 1778101/5890213 277 6 to -3 G 179.46 179.59. -26.54
SG13 1777736/5889520 249 8 to -1 G 108.95 102.85 -36.05
Deep greywacke MK1L (Deep)? 1778386/5889289 TBC - G TBC TBC® TBC
bores east of
Hunua Fault BH103 1777212/5888550 128.12 77-71 G 127.5 96.83 49.5
BH109 1776798/5888474 81.53 50.03-47.03 G 79.91 80.33 7.91
BH113-1 1776744/5888268 115.67 22.47-20.47 G 100 77.13 35
22498 (SG6) 1776905/5887425 100 42-20 G 47 62 51.23 15
Shallow bores SG1U 1775928/5891217 39.32 24-18 A (SV+2) 38.22 38.17 35.15
within Hunua
Greywacke Blocks SGI1L 1775928/5891217 39.17 0to-5 1.98 (SV+2) 28.73 27.84 24.75
BH113-3 1776744/5888268 115.67 76-74 7.25 (SV+2) 95.52 95.47 86.27
BH104 1777227/5888410 135.97 5.57 (SV+2) 123.20 122.84 115.63
Shallow bores East |~ SG11U 1777709, 5890549 2225 G 3.45 (SV+2) 172.92 171.87 167.47
of Hunua Fault
SG12U 1778105, 5890132 277 G 7.18 (SV+2) 224.39 224.01 215.21
MK1U 1778386/5889289 T G TBC (SV+2) TBC TBC TBC
(Shallow)
SG9 1775804/5888767 5to0 -5 V 1.06 (SV+2) 22.65 22.66 19.59
SG10 1775488/5888702 26.74 9.74 to -3.26 V 0.91 (SV+2) 24.15 24.15 21.24
Shallow bores west 21134 1776144/5887966 26.7 -2 10 -33 Y 2.83 (SV+2) 22.11 22.29 17.28
of Drury Fault SG4 1775830/5897720 39.34 20t0 9 AN 1.15 (SV+2) 37.61 37.97 34.46
SG8 1776311/5888663 52.75 24.75t012.75 V 1.47 (SV+2) 39.41 39.43 35.94
BHO03-New 1776243/5888470 46.77 21.77 to 11.77 A 0.52 (SV+2) 31.72 31.92 29.20
Notes:
1. Any existing monitoring bores with screen intervals above the proposed trigger levels need to be replaced if bores go dry.
2. SV (Seasonal Variation) + 2m incorporated into trigger levels for all shallow bores or bores predicted not to be affected by the dewatering.
3. MKI1L (Deep) and MK1U (Shallow) shall be drilled 6 months after the consent.
4. Based on the same analytical method discussed in PDP (2025), excluding any in-well drawdown.
5. Trigger levels (in RL) will be established after identifying the static water levels in the new bores.




APPENDIX 2:
FIGURE 17A RECOMMENDED MONITORING PLAN FOR SUTTON BLOCK
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Wildlife Act 1953 Approval for wildlife on non-public land

Authorisation Number:
THIS APPROVAL is made this 11th day of December 2025
PARTIES:

Drury Quarry Expansion — Sutton Block [FTAA-2503-1037] Expert Panel under the Fast-track Approvals Act
2024 (the Grantor)

AND

Stevenson Aggregates Limited (the Approval Holder)

BACKGROUND

A.  The Grantor is empowered to issue this approval in accordance wilygeghfons 81°and 42(4)(h) of the
Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 and the Wildlife Act 1953.

B. The Approval Holder wishes to exercise the authorisatiggpissy the Fast-track Approvals Act
i Is Approval.

OPERATIVE PARTS

In exercise of the Grantor's powers the Grantor PP ES tjt Approval Holder under section 53 (taking or

killing of wildlife for certain purposes) of th 3, subject to the terms and conditions

contained in this Approval and its Sched

SIGNED for and on behalf ol Qge y Quarry Expansion —
Sutton Block [FTAA-25 037] ert Panel

>,

Catherine Somerville-Frost

Chair, Drury Quarry Expansion — Sutton Block Expert Panel

Date: 11 December 2025



SCHEDULE 1

a) Activities approved for a certain purpose:
i. catch alive, kill and liberate
e Copper skink (Oligosoma aeneum)
e Ornate skink (Oligosoma ornatum)
e Forest gecko (Mokopirirakau granulatus)
e Elegant gecko (Naultinus elegans)
e Pacific gecko (Dactylocnemis pacificus)
b)  Purpose of approval:
i to protect lizards by way of salvag
c) Methodology:
Approved i in accordance with the Liz
Activity Plan entitled ‘5 Lizard das
(including the g
species, any
. approved
: quantitcies and i in accord
collection Ecolog
methods) ‘Propc
(Schedule 2, P
clause 2) @ agtes Limited’ (prepared by
N esearches and JS Ecology, and dated
31 ober 2025) (EMP) where lizards are
regerred to (including, without limitation,
ference to their salvage, capture, relocation
and release site enhancement and
management).
Note: The LMP referenced in (c)(i) above and
attached as Schedule 4 comprises section 5.0
of the EMP described in (c)(ii) above.
d) This Approval may only be exercised by Stevenson
Aggregates Limited (and, as relevant, the
Authorised Personnel referenced below).
a)  Catch alive at land not managed by the Department
of Conservation at Drury, Auckland as outlined in
The Land the LMP.
2. (Schedule 2, b) Liberate in release sites outlined in the LMP, or
clause 2) such other land within the Drury Quarry ecological

enhancement areas as may be agreed in writing
with the Department of Conservation.




Personnel
authorised to
undertake the

a)  Chris Wedding; and

b)  Suitably qualified personnel under the direct
supervision of Chris Wedding

Approved
Activity (Authorised Personnel)
(Schedule 2,
clause 3)
Term Commencing on 11 December 2025 and expiring on
(Schedule 2, 11 December 2040
clause 4)

The Approval Holder's address in New Zealand j

Stevenson Aggregates Limited

70 Davies Road

Drury

Auckland

Private Bag 94000

Manukau City
Approval Auckland 2241
Holder’s address | Email: jo.young@stevens nz
for notices
(Schedule 2, Copy to:
clause 8) .

Bioresear

Level 4

en
14
~ a

Pne: 09°379 9980

ail: chris.wedding@bioresearches.co.nz

Di
General's
for notiCes

ress

he Director-General’s address for all correspondence is:

Permissions Team
Level 4

73 Rostrevor Street
Hamilton, 3204

Email: permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz



mailto:chris.wedding@bioresearches.co.nz
mailto:permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz

SCHEDULE 2

STANDARD TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE AUTHORITY

1.

11

1.2

1.3

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

3.1

4.1

Interpretation

The Approval Holder is responsible for the acts and omissions of its employees, contractors or agents.
The Approval Holder is liable under this approval for any breach of the terms by its employees,
contractors or agents as if the breach had been committed by the Approval Holder.

Where obligations bind more than one person, those obligations bind those persons jointly and
separately.

In accordance with clauses 7(1)(a) and (b) of Schedule 7 to the Fast-tra
Approval has force and effect for its duration, and according to its t
authority for the purposes of Part 5 of the Wildlife Act 1953 for the
Approval was granted; and is treated as if it were granted u

ct 2024, this
lons, as a lawful

ion for which the

What is being authorised?

The Approval Holder is only allowed to carry out the vedgpctivity in the Land described in
Schedule 1, Item 2.

The Approval Holder must advise the Deggggnent of servation’s local Operations Manager(s) one

week prior to any Authorised Persong out the Approved Activity.

Any arrangements necessary fogffccess oM private land or leased land are the responsibility of the
Approval Holder. In granting th orisgtion the Grantor does not warrant that such access can be
obtained.

Authorised Personn usKave a copy of this Approval available at all times while carrying out the
Approved Activi

ublish authorised research results.

The Approval Hol (or Authorised Personnel) must immediately notify the Director-General of any

taxa found whiCh are new to science. In addition, the Approval Holder (or Authorised Personnel) must

lodge holotype specimens and a voucher specimen of any new taxa with a recognised national
collection.

Who is authorised?

Only the Authorised Personnel described in Schedule 1, Item 3 are authorised to physically carry out
the Approved Activity, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Director-General.

How long is the Authority for - the Term?

This Authority commences and ends on the dates set out in Schedule 1, Item 4.



5.1

5.2

5.3

6.1

7.1

7.2

8.1

8.2

What are the liabilities?

Stevenson Aggregates Limited agrees to exercise the Approval at the Approval Holder’s own risk and
releases to the full extent permitted by law the Grantor, the Director-General and the Director
General's employees and agents from all claims and demands of any kind and from all liability which
may arise in respect of any accident, damage or injury occurring to any person or property arising from
the Approval Holder’s exercise of the Approved Activity.

The Approval Holder must indemnify the Grantor and the Director-General against all claims, actions,
losses and expenses of any nature which the Grantor or the Director-General may suffer or incur, or
for which the Grantor or the Director-General may become liable arising from the Approval Holder’s
exercise of the Approved Activity.

This indemnity is to continue after the expiry or termination of this Agfffovae 2ct of any acts or
omissions occurring or arising before its expiry or termination.

What about compliance with legislation and notices and di 0

S any ions, and all notices, directions

and requisitions of the Director-General and any co autiWrity relating to the conduct of the
Approved Activity. Without limitation, this incl

the First Schedule of that Act and all applicablfhe fety legislation and regulation.

When can the Authority be revoked?

If the Director-General i
give the Approval Holde

rior notice as is reasonable and necessary in the circumstances.

How are noticegsent an®avh@®h are they received?

Any notic er this Approval by the Director-General is to be in writing and made by

personal pre-paid post or email to the Approval Holder at the address, fax number or

email addres fied in Schedule 1, Item 5. Any such notice is to be deemed to have been received:
(a) inthe case of personal delivery, on the date of delivery;

(b) inthe case of post, on the third working day after posting;

(c) inthe case of email, on the date receipt of the email is acknowledged by the addressee by return
email or otherwise in writing.

If the Approval Holder’s details specified in Schedule 1, Item 5 change then the Approval Holder must
notify the Director-General within five working days of such change.



9.1

10.

10.1

11.

111

12.

12.1

12.2

13.

13.1

What about the payment of costs?

The Approval Holder must pay the standard Department of Conservation charge-out rates for any staff
time and mileage required to monitor compliance with this Approval and to investigate any alleged
breaches of the terms and conditions of it.

Are there any Special Conditions?

Special conditions are specified in Schedule 3. If there is a conflict between this Schedule 2 and the
Special Conditions in Schedule 3, the Special Conditions will prevail.

Can the Approval be varied?

bl in accordance

The Approval Holder may apply to the Director-General for variations to
with clauses 7(2) and 7(3) of Schedule 7 to the Fast-track Approvals 20249

Death of wildlife associated with salvage activities

If any lizards should die during the approved activities of cd br or liberate, the Approval
Holder and Authorised Personnel (as relevant) must:

(a) inform the Auckland DOC Operations Man
body if it can be delivered within 72 houf, or

r doc.govt.nz) within 48 hours, chill the
body if delivery will take longer than 72

hours; and

(b) send the body to Massey Unive P ostmortem Service for necropsy or as otherwise
advised by the Auckland D@ Oper®glons Manager, along with details of the animal’s history;
and

(c) pay for any costs ig ini igation of the death of any lizard; and

(d) if required byt
determin y the MOC Dperations Manager.

and DOC Operations Manager, cease the Approved Activity for a period

For the ayffldan t condition 12.1 applies to lizard deaths that are associated with salvage
activities, oesihot apply to incidental deaths that occur during construction activities. The
purpose of ¢ on 12.1 is to ensure the methodologies and practices for catch, transfer and liberate

are functioning successfully, and to require investigation in the event that deaths occur during salvage
activities.

Euthanasia

If any lizards are found injured as part of the Approved Activity, the Authorised Personnel are
authorised to euthanise injured lizard(s).



SCHEDULE 3 — Special Conditions

Adhere to approved application

Stevenson Aggregates Limited must comply with the LMP, and all other relevant parts of
the EMP where lizards are referred to (including, without limitation, reference to their
salvage, capture, relocation and release site enhancement and management). The LMP is
attached as Schedule 4 to this Approval.

The DOC Operations Manager for Auckland (auckland@doc.govt.nz) is to be contacted
immediately for further advice if native lizards other than those listed in Schedule 1 are
located within the site. A separate application to catch alive, liberate or kill non-authorised
native lizard species will be required.

Lizard capture and handling

Lizards must only be handled by Authorised Personnel (being Chris Wedding, ¢
qualified personnel under his direct supervision).

Lizard capture, handling and relocation should be undertaken at a sui

suitably qualified and experienced herpetologist.

Capture and handling of lizards must involve only techniques t
infection or injury to the animal.

Capture and handling methods shall follow those des i e HeMetofauna inventory
and monitoring toolbox http://www.doc.govt.nz/g
monitoring/herpetofauna/

from exposure and minimise stress. Da er material must be provided to
reduce desiccation risk and the botto giimgiall trap must be perforated to allow
drainage of water.

The Approval Holder must ens Bl i pture traps, (e.g., pitfall traps and G-
minnow traps), are checked

The Approval Holder Wy instruments that come in contact with lizards
and/or that are use off or measure lizards are sterilised between each location. A

10

11

The Approva der is strongly encouraged to ensure that current best practice hygiene
protocols are adhered to when sites of known native frog populations are visited, to avoid
the spread of pest organisms such as chytrid fungus.

12

If required in writing by the Director-General, the Approval Holder must ensure that
improvements to techniques (including catching, handling, releasing, preserving and
storing) are made, and take such other steps as directed by the Director-General.

13

Lizard Salvage Reporting

A report summarising the outcomes of lizard salvaging must be submitted in writing to the
DOC Operations Manager for Auckland (auckland@doc.govt.nz) and
permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz within three months of the end of any calendar year
within which salvage has been undertaken. Each report must include:

(a) The Project name;
(b) The species and number of any animals collected and released,;
() The GPS location (or a detailed map) of the collection point(s) and release point(s);



http://www.doc.govt.nz/our-work/biodiversity-inventory-and-monitoring/herpetofauna/
http://www.doc.govt.nz/our-work/biodiversity-inventory-and-monitoring/herpetofauna/
mailto:auckland@doc.govt.nz
mailto:permissionshamilton@doc.govt.nz

(d) The results of all surveys, monitoring or research; and
(e) A description of how the LMP was implemented, including:
(i) Any difficulties encountered with capture and handling;
(ii) How release sites were assessed;
(iii) Post-release monitoring; and
(iv) What contingency actions (if any) were required.

14

Completed Amphibian and Reptile Distribution System (ARDS) cards for all herpetofauna
sightings and captures (Report a sighting: Amphibian and reptile species sightings and
observations (doc.govt.nz)) must be sent to Herpetofauna, Department of Conservation,
National Office, PO Box 10420 Wellington 6143 or herpetofauna@doc.govt.nz, within
three months of the end of any calendar year within which salvage has been undertaken.

<
.
&
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SCHEDULE 4 - Lizard Management Plan (LMP)
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E3:9 Ecological Management Plan

5 LIZARD MANAGEMENT PLAN

5.1 Introduction

This Lizard Management Plan (LMP) has been prepared for Stevenson Aggregates Limited to
minimise potential effects on native lizards (skinks and geckos) prior to and during removal of
their identified and potential habitats at the proposed Sutton Pit, Drury Quarry (Figure 3). The
Project supports a total of 13.22 ha of non-pasture vegetation cover, comprised of a mixture of
native (9.73 ha) and exotic (3.49 ha) vegetation that may support indigenous lizards within and
around the edges of their extents. Figure 3 has mapped an additional conservative buffer to
previously mapped habitats as a precaution given that habitat stability is unpr over the
50-year life of the quarry.

bili izards is
, buglow apparent

The ecological effects assessment (E2:9 EclA) identified that the habj
considered moderate (high-value copper skinks are known to be

management, buffer planting, and contiguous offset
ecological package.

The purpose of this Lizard Manageme P) ig#to detail the management measures
required to avoid and minimise advg ts tive lizards associated with vegetation/
habitat clearance within the Proj ’ . ons required to manage adverse effects on

g are: capture and relocation, release site protection/

Job Number: 64827 20 Date of Issue: 31 October 2025
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NOTES
, Aerial Images from Nearmaps (2025).

DISCLAIMER:

This map/plan is not an engineering draft.
This mapyplan is illustrative only and all
information should be independently verified
on site before taking any action.

Legend

SAL Landholdings
Sutton Block Pit Boundary
D Quatry Stages (Numbered 1-5)
Freshwater Features

Streams

[ wetiands

Vegetation Loss

Broadleaf Podocarp

Lizard habitat types to be removed

Date: 27/03/2025
Drawn by: G

SOURCES

Aerial Photography: Nearmaps
Sutton Pit Extent: Fulton Hogan
AUP Overlays: Auckland Council

Bioresearches s

A Babbage Company

o The species of native lizard present on the site at which vegetation

cur (impact site) shall be maintained or enhanced, at an appropriate

These objectives will be achieved by:

a. Using current best practice to capture native lizards from vegetation in the footprint prior
to and during vegetation clearance and relocating any captured individuals to safe and
suitable habitats;

b. Applying recognised surveying and monitoring protocols that are to be followed, using the
Department of Conservation’s (DOC) Natural Heritage Management System’s
Herpetofauna Inventory & Monitoring Toolbox and / or using new advances in tools and
techniques not yet incorporated into the toolbox;

Job Number: 64827 21 Date of Issue: 31 October 2025
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c. Meeting requirements of the Wildlife Act (WA 1953) and Resource Management Act
(1991).

This LMP addresses the following:
e A summary of the affected habitat and species covered by the plan;
e Capture and relocation procedures;
e Details of the recommended release site;
e Postworks management and monitoring (where required).

5.1.2 Statutory Context

Native reptiles are legally protected under the Wildlife Act 1953 (and subseq®
and vegetation and other features that provide habitat for these speci
Resource Management Act 1991.

Lizards comprise a significant component of New Zealand’
currently recognised (Hitchmough et al. 2021). Of these,
Risk’ or ‘Data Deficient’ under the New Zealand Thre
2008; Hitchmough et al. 2021).

Statutory obligations require management o protected species where they or
their habitats are threatened by land useg P has been prepared or reviewed by a
Department of Conservation (“DOC” i etologist (Table 8) and a checklist of the
important components of this Plagis Qe

Table 5. Details of ProjeS@giedftologiSt.

Credentials and Contact ™ .cai. of b ‘iec* 1erpetologist

Project Ecologist / Herg < Chris Wedding
V

Credentials M.Sc.; 18 years herpetological experience
Wildlife Authority A N Subject to FTAA Wildlife Approval

Email Chris.wedding@bioresearches.co.nz

Contact Numb¢€ 0274795418

Table 1z Management Plan Checklist

Projectsta, Required of: Completed
Lizard Management Plan Approval Auckland Council

Approved Lizard Released Sites Stevenson Aggregates/ mana whenua

Demarcation of works footprint Surveyor/ vegetation clearance contractor

Pre-works management (minimum 7 days prior to staged vegetation clearance)

Pre-works lizard capture and site preparation |Herpetologist / Ecologist

Works lizard management

"The project specific WAA is currently being processed by DOC and has not been issued.

Job Number: 64827 22 Date of Issue: 31 October 2025
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E3:9 Ecological Management Plan

Machine assisted habitat searches Herpetologist, clearance contractor
Post Works

Completion report (per stage) to client,

Auckland council. Herpetologist

ARDs Records to Auckland Council, DOC

5.1.3 Tangata whenua as kaitiaki

This Plan recognises the role of tangata whenua as kaitiaki of rerenga rauropi (indigenous
biodiversity) and integrates tikanga Maori into its approach to management and monitoring.

SAL maintains partnerships with iwi and will provide for participation in implerg jon of this
Lizard Management Plan. Opportunities will be provided, including knowled®

for all
aspects of capture, holding, release, and monitoring of native lizards.

5.1.4 Lizard species covered by plan

ing copper skink

(Oligosoma aeneum), ornate skink (Oligosoma orngtu forest@igecko (Mokopirirakau

granulatus), and elegant gecko (Naultinus elegans). A e striped skink, has very
few records in the Auckland Region, but recent e ses (€tected this species in the
Hunua Ranges. It is associated with older gro ey have been found in dense

epiphytic vegetation, under loose bark and fal@#n lo cies therefore also has potential

to be present.

Table 7. Threat status and hgpi es of lizard species potentially present on

ough et al. (2021)

Recorded
T' .eat status Ground Trees and Epiphytes | from
‘ cover shrubs

| Drury

Copper skink At Risk- declining v
Ornate skink At Risk- declining v
Striped skink At Risk- declining v 4 v
At Risk- declining v v v
At Risk- declining v
g -
Pacific gecko ac.t}./locnem/s Not Threatened* v v v
pacificus

Note: * Pacific gecko has a Regional Threat status of ‘At Risk- declining’.

5.2 Lizard salvage and relocation protocols

The lizard management would be implemented as two Phases, including pre-works systematic
searches and trapping, and works-assisted destructive searches. Further, release site
monitoring would be implemented where triggered by sufficient numbers of lizards relocated
under this plan. Activities undertaken during these phases are detailed below. A summary of the
LMP activities have been provided as a checklistin Table 9.

Job Number: 64827 23 Date of Issue: 31 October 2025
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This Plan requires pre-clearance trapping and destructive habitat searches prior to and during
vegetation removal. All relocated native lizards will be released into habitats that are enhanced
to the satisfaction of the Project herpetologist. To increase carrying capacity of the release site,
shelter / refuge provision will be provided with all lizards relocated.

5.2.1 Timing of the salvage and relocation

Indicative staging of the proposed Pit is shown in Figure 2, whereby operations are anticipated at
years 3, 15, 30 and 50 of the quarry life. Timing of lizard management would therefore be repeated
per stage, requiring preclearance trapping, followed by destructive searches getation
removal.

This Plan may only be enacted between October 1 and April 30, and ing e, sett®€d weather,
when native lizards in the Auckland Region are most active.

5.2.2 Phase 1: pre-clearance salvage of native liz

Prior to the commencement of any vegetation clear, s, a herpetologist(s) will
undertake trapping and active searches for lizards in v ifigphabitats within the indicative
stage, or other demarcated area of vegetation t val (Figure 3and Figure 1). These
searches will be carried out over two to f preceding the scheduled vegetation
clearance date(s) and will target all natj ul € using the described methods; the use

(spot lighting).
Phase 1 efforts would includeg

b. A mini ground trapping (including installation /repeated 24h
inspe ing bahana baited Gee’s Minnow funnel traps; and,
c. No n otlight searching.
All captured rds wilild be processed (measured, weighed, and photographed, where
appro eyand ed to the identified relocation site (refer Section 5.3).

5.2.2.1 Envir ental conditions

Lizard capture would only be undertaken during favourable weather conditions, specifically:
when temperatures are above 10 °C, it is precipitation-free or with light precipitation (i.e. light
drizzle), and ideally with wind speed < 15 km/hr to ensure lizard detection probability is
maximised.

5.2.2.2 Trapping

e A minimum of 100 traps per ha (approx. 1 per 100 m?) would be set through all potential
lizard habitats within each indicative stage.

Job Number: 64827 24 Date of Issue: 31 October 2025
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e A minimum 10 days intensive trapping period would be undertaken per indicative stage
or other demarcated area of vegetation that requires removal.

All traps shall be embedded in, and furnished with vegetation to protect any captured
lizards from heat and exposure during confinement.

Pitfall traps and ARs shall be installed at least three weeks prior to the minimum 10-day
trapping period.

When not in use, all pitfall traps shall be sealed closed (so that no lizards can be
captured), or furnished to the upper rim so that lizards may escape.

All traps shall be checked no more than 24 hourly while active.

If a lizard is captured within the last three days of the trapping periog RoiNg must

continue beyond the ten-day period until three trap days are achig
capture.

All native lizards shall be released at the designated releg iteg . ely upon
capture (refer Section 5.3).
e During trap checks, the Project Herpetologist (or g \ nced ecologist
nominated by the project herpetologist) shall hand s¢ ctation, logs and debris
to capture lizards and to identify important areg
searching.

Figure 4: Arti

5.2.2. S tic searches

Systematic_ segfthes would be undertaken through all potential and searchable habitats
between traps. during trap checks and vegetation removal, with coordination and in cooperation
with the vegetation clearance contractor. Systematic searches shall:
e Involve searching through all potential habitats including logs, rocks, fallen epiphytes
and other ground cover;
e Searching would degrade surrounding habitats such that they:
o Increase detection within traps,
o Decrease likelihood of lizards remaining within habitats.

Any lizards captured would be released to the approved relocation site (detailed in Section 5.3;
see Figure 7) as determined by the Project ecologist.
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5.2.2.4 Nocturnal spotlight searches
e Nocturnal spotlight searches will be undertaken along all affected vegetation edges
within each stage.
e A minimum three nights of spotlight searches would be undertaken per area of vegetation
prior to any vegetation clearance.

e If a gecko is sighted and cannot be captured (e.g. due to height), then the affected tree
shall be marked / taped and the Project herpetologist shall undertake a targeted search
of that tree during vegetation tree felling (Phase 2 works management).

identify any new geckos (excluding which are identified within
within the affected vegetation.

e All native lizards shall be released at the designated r
capture.

5.2.3 Phase 2: works management

fied that all lizard habitat has
t-searched, such that no further

Phase 2 may be commenced once the Project Hegaeto
been effectively trapped and systematically sgffrche
lizards are likely to be captured using the s a@determined by Phase 1 trapping and

searches.

discrete are alily vegetation (e.g., areas of young gorse or blackberry and other
similar a ide@fed to support native lizards) may be given by the project herpetologist.
All sta natiJ@ vegetation (e.g., established trees/ shrubs > 40 mm diameter at breast height)
will be fel g hand saws (e.g. chainsaws) and trees > 5 m tall sectioned (deconstructed).

The project herpetologist will supervise the felling of trees/ shrubs and search the foliage and
branches/ trunks at their discretion to recover lizards.
e Note that this material may be required to be recycled for use at restoration locations
(refer Section 3).

Phase 2 nocturnal spotlight searches

Nocturnal searching would be undertaken by experienced herpetologists, using powerful
headlamps and aided by binoculars. Searches would target:

e Standing vegetation, prior to felling.
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e Stacked vegetation, where it would be stockpiled on a flat surface.

e Felled vegetation will be stacked and remain in situ for no less than two weeks, so that
canopy foliage and other habitats (e.g. epiphytes) of trees can be accessed during searches
(e.g. Figure 5).

Imately 1 week after felling (refer red

. ve i (tree foliage, epiphytes) may need to be stockpiled for future searching
e search canopy foliage (refer Section 5.2.2.3).

e Recgov le leaf litter substrate, woody debris and potential shelter structures (e.g.,
logs, rocks) will be collected and transferred to the lizard relocation site(s) by the
herpetologist.

e Note that this material may be required to be recycled for use at restoration locations
(refer Section 3).
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Machine-assisted lizard searches. Herpetologj

Figure 6.
terrestrial vegetation.

5.2.3.3 Lizard capture

Native lizards will be captured and handled by a

photographed, and released at the ¢ clease site the same day where possible. The

retention of lizards in captivity pe

practicable.

at a native lizard is found in the footprint that is not covered by this

¥s longer than one day should be avoided as far as

5.2.3.4 Incidental dj

In the very unlikel

Conservation Y jed. Note that incidental discoveries would be notable because they
are like les outside their known range, and/or are threatened species and not
expecigd within the Project area, therefore are not covered in this plan.

5.3 Rel e site

Direct transfer of salvaged lizards from the impact site to a receiving site is preferred wherever
possible, and the selection of an appropriate lizard relocation site is crucial to ensuring the best
possible outcome for lizard salvage-relocation programmes.

The Department of Conservation’s key principles for lizard salvage and transfer guidelines
require consideration of the following components when selecting a receiving site(s):

1. The site must be ecologically appropriate and have long-term security;

2. The habitat at the site must be suitable for the salvaged species;
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3. The site must provide protection from predators; and
4. The site must be protected from future human disturbance.

5.3.1 Release site description

In consideration of the above principles, the proposed Sutton Pit ecological package provides for
a108.35 ha area (Figure 7) to the immediate east and north of the proposed pit where lizards may
be released. This area supports low copper skink abundance, as determined from surveys
supporting the EclA, however the vegetation has the potential to support other skink and gecko
species as identified in Table 7. The habitat values of this area, including capacity to support
lizards, are expected to improve as part of the offset and compensation packa searches
& JS Ecology, 2024).

This is a significant tract of recovering and regenerating indigenous fq
mosaic of regenerating kanuka forest (VS2) and taraire, tawa and

ly rised of a
est (WF9). It
largely already
gement. There are also
SAL landholdings.

contains very similar vegetation to that within the project areg
fenced to exclude stock, but currently receive no other biodi
some fragments (5.35 ha) of unfenced rock forest to thegfuthed

These areas are proposed to be legally protected Qy w cov nt, and enhanced from Stage
1 through:

e Control of pest predators including po , rall, and mustelids,

e Control of ungulate browsers i ts, and pigs,

e Pestplant control; and,

e Fencing of the rock for
Planting to buffer and as is additionally proposed. These enhancements are
further detailed inth Deliv®y Plan: Pest and Weed Control (document E7:9; JS Ecology
Ltd, 2025).
A 20 m buffer of entfinced forestis identified in Figure 7 thatis expected to receive relocated
lizards locations along this buffer edge have not been identified in maps. This
is bec posal covers five stages over 50 years, and while the habitat suitability across

this area is pregfCted to substantially improve with pest management (e.g., vegetation ground

cover, leaf litter depth and dead wood are modelled as fauna habitat indicators, using a BOAM
and reported in document E4.6 Residual Effects Analysis Report), these decisions are better

informed at the time of relocation and based on:
1. Proximity to the affected stage;
2. Where other lizards have been released following management; and

3. Where microhabitats are determined to be most suitable for the species at the time of
management.
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NOTES
Aerial Images from Nearmaps (2025).

74 Suitable Lizard Habitat
(Pest Controlled)

ETH 20m Buffer to be used for Lizard Release

Planting/Enhancement Sutton Block
[ Proposed terrestrial offset enhancement

Proposed terrestrial offset planting

Map Title

Lizard habitat types to be removed
and release site for relocated
lizards.

Date: 27/03/2025
Drawn by: ec}

SOURCES

Aerial Photography: Nearmaps
Sutton Pit Extent: Fulton Hogan
AUP Overlays: Auckland Council

Bioresearches *&

A Babbage Company

Figure 7. Map showing proposed terrestrial enhancement areas and the proposed release site.
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5.3.2 Release site enhancement

This Plan acknowledges that the proposed release site may already support the full suite of lizard
species covered under this Plan. Displaced lizards have a lower likelihood of survival where the
carrying capacity of adjacent habitats is stressed through increased competition for fewer
resources. Further, displaced animals have a higher probability of risk of predation, and a rapid
increase in lizard numbers in a given area is likely to result in a corresponding increase in predators.
These effects are expected to be reduced at the release site, which will be within an area of targeted
pest control as part of a wider ecological package, however provision of additional natural retreats
with relocated lizards will be important to maximise successful establishment of transferred lizards.

5.3.2.1 Ecostacks

For the first lizard released and every five lizards thereafter, at least one s uge (an
log d brush or

e piles will be

ecostack or brush pile, Figure 8), comprising of a c. 1m x 1m pile of sma
rocks shall be created within the lizard release area. The material used to
sourced from the vegetation to be cleared.

To ensure that captured and relocated lizards immediatel

must be created prior to any lizard management activ
release site. If five lizards are caught and release ea
before any additional lizards are transferred.

megcing, in a location within the
ditional refuge will be installed

Following completion of lizard salvage fo age, her five ecostacks will be provided at the
alvage at future stages.

Figure 8. Example of ecostack / stacked brush pile as a supplementary refuge for relocated
lizards.
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5.3.2.2 Mouse control

Control of mice would be triggered by higher lizard values (refer Table 8) and will be achieved by way
of 20 m spacing for self-resetting traps that target mice (e.g. Goodnature A24), or lockable bait
stations (containing Double Tap (diphacinone and cholecalciferol or other suitable toxin) within the
lizard release and buffer area (Figure 7). Mouse control will provide a significant increase in pest
station density within this area, to respond to smaller home ranges of mice, compared to rats. The
frequency of baiting and trapping would be pulsed, as detailed in Table 6 of Document 7 (NGDP
PPWC), which addresses pest control maintenance for the forest area mapped in Figure 7.

Table 8. Triggers for management and post-release monitoring provisions

Trigger Required Action Durati- .«of man ~“en at

Provision of 1 ecostack,
additional 5 ecostacks at completig
of each stage (in support of f
stages)

Provision of 1 ecostack pe,

A |1-5 native lizards per stage

B |=10 native lizards per stage

future stages)
Provision of 1 eco

Monitoring annually for

> -
(o 20 native lizards per stage 5 years following release

= 30 native lizards per stage

Or of each stage (in support of|Monitoring annually for
= 40 native lizards ove, g PP g . y
D . 5 years following release per
Project
stage
Or . o
> any pacific geckos Provision of mouse control within
- zard release area (20 m spacing for
traps or bait stations)
54 M and reporting
5.4.1 Moni

Success monitoring would be undertaken at release site locations, targeting ecostacks, where
lizards are relocated. The purpose of the monitoring is to determine success by measuring /
identifying:

1. Occupancy by lizards of ecostacks, as provided for habitat replacement.

2 Identifying any relocated lizards, where photograph ID is used.

3. Recording any trends in numbers and species encountered within the pest managed area.

4 Presence of gravid females or juveniles.
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Monitoring would consist of stations of four artificial retreats and / or pitfall traps. Each monitoring
station will be set at a minimum of four locations (based on trigger c, Table 8), targeting locations of
ecostacks.

Where Artificial Retreats are used, they would be installed at least four weeks prior to the survey
period. Pitfall traps may be left in situ between survey years, however, will be neutralised with either
an impenetrable cover, or filled to ensure any lizards can climb out.

The survey period would provide for four trap inspections during fine, non-consecutive days over
November-December or March-April, when lizards are most active. Artificial Retreat survey/

monitoring would be undertaken in accordance with Lettink (2012).

5.4.2 Reporting

A works-completion report would be prepared by the Project herpe withjn¥1 month of

completion of all vegetation removal, per indicative stage. The repg
The number of lizards and species captured and transfeg
The number and location of any ecostacks created;

Whether monitoring is triggered from the relocatj

PN~

All information as required of an ARDS repart eptile Distribution Scheme,

Department of Conservation).

The works completion report would be dt land Council Ecological Advice Team,
Natural Environment Design, Environm i
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL AUTHORITY

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014

AUTHORITY NO: FILE REF: FTAA-2503-1037

DETERMINATION DATE: 11 December 2025 EXPIRY DATE: 5 years from
commencement (section 54
HNZPTA)

AUTHORITY HOLDER: Stevenson Aggregates Limited
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES: Possible subsurface sites, to be determined

LOCATION: 121 MacWhinney Drive, Drury 2577, 1189 Ponga Roa ruf¥ 2113 and
Ponga Road, Papakura

SECTION 45 APPROVED PERSON: Kim Tatton

LANDOWNER CONSENT: Landowner is applicant

This decision does not ascribe mana whenuaftat

DETERMINATION

The Drury Quarry Expansion
of the Fast-track Approva

ock®xpert Panel grants, under sections 81 and 42(4)(i)

thority under section 44(a) of the Heritage New

Parish of Hunua
a Parish of Hunua

ent 190 Parish of Hunua

- Allotment 191 Parish of Hunua

- Lot 1 Deposited Plan 21743

- Lot 2 Deposited Plan 206902

- Allotment 175 Parish of Opaheke

- Allotment 168 Section 2 Parish of Opaheke
- Allotment 211 Section 2 Parish of Opaheke

The authority is granted to Stevenson Aggregates Limited for the proposal to carry out
earthworks for the construction and operation of a new quarry pit at 121 MacWhinney Drive,
Drury 2577, 1189 Ponga Road, Drury 2113 and Ponga Road, Papakura, and is subject to the
following conditions:




CONDITIONS OF AUTHORITY

1.

The authority holder must ensure that all contractors working on the project are briefed
on site by the section 45 approved person, who may appoint a person to carry out the
briefing on their behalf, prior to any works commencing. The briefing must cover the
possibility of encountering archaeological evidence, how to identify possible
archaeological sites during works, the archaeological work required by the conditions of
this authority, and contractors’ responsibilities with regard to notification of the
discovery of archaeological evidence (including stopping works and parties to notify), to
ensure that the authority conditions are complied with.

Prior to the start of any on-site archaeological work, the authority holder must ensure
that Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga is advised of the date when work will begin.
This advice must be provided at least two (2) working days before work

ement Plan: Drury
Quarry Extension, Sutton Project, Drury, Aucklangl angafio the referenced
archaeological management plan require the Yeement of Heritage
New Zealand Pouhere Taonga.

s must be monitored by the
ppoint a g¥rson to carry out the monitoring on

Any earthworks that may affect any ar
section 45 approved person who
their behalf.

ana whenua must be enabled in order to undertake tikanga
jstent with any requirements of site safety.
Magk whenua must be informed five working days before the start of the
aeological work. Mana whenua must also be informed two working days
after the finish of the archaeological work.

c) If any koiwi (human remains) are encountered, all work must cease within 5
metres of the discovery. The Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga
Archaeologist, New Zealand Police and mana whenua must be advised
immediately in accordance with Guidelines for Kéiwi Tangata/Human Remains
(AGS8 2010) and no further work in the area may take place until future actions
have been agreed by all parties.

d) Mana whenua must be informed if any possible taonga or Maori artefacts are
identified to enable appropriate tikanga to be undertaken, so long as all statutory
requirements under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 and the
Protected Objects Act 1975 are met.

e) Mana whenua must be provided with a copy of any reports completed as a
result of the archaeological work associated with this authority and be given
an opportunity to discuss it with the section 45 approved person if required.



https://www.heritage.org.nz/protecting-heritage/archaeology/-/media/a483bc2fdcf14f1aa67dd84e3e16b80d.ashx

7. That within 20 working days of the completion of the on-site archaeological work
associated with this authority, the authority holder shall ensure that:

a) An interim report following the Archaeological Report Guideline (AGS12 2023) is
submitted to the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Senior Archaeologist
(Mid-Northern) for inclusion in the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga
Archaeological Reports Digital Library; and

b) Site record forms are updated or submitted to the NZAA Site Recording Scheme.

8. That within 12 months of the completion of the on-site archaeological work, the
authority holder shall ensure that a final report, completed following the Archaeological
Report Guideline (AGS12 2023), is submitted to the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga Archaeologist (Mid-Northern) for inclusion in the Heritage New Z d
Pouhere Taonga Archaeological Reports Digital Library.

a) A digital copy of the final report is to be sent to the Herita ew

Pouhere Taonga Archaeologist; and
b) Digital copies of the final report must also be sent to;

o the NZAA Central Filekeeper;

. Auckland Museum;

o Auckland Council Cultural Herit INVEYQR d
o Mana whenua.

Signed for and on behalf of the Drury Quarry sio

Sutton Block Expert Panel Q
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ADVICE NOTES
Contact details for Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Archaeologist

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Senior Archaeologist (Mid-Northern)

Current Archaeological Practice

Current archaeological practice may include, but is not limited to, the production of maps/
plans/ measured drawings of site location and extent; excavation, section and artefact
drawings; sampling, identification and analysis of faunal and floral remains and modified soils;
radiocarbon dating of samples; the management of taonga tGturu and archaeological material;
the completion of a final report and the updating of existing (or creation of new) site record
forms to submit to the NZAA Site Recording Scheme.

Reporting Conditions
Reports required by authority conditions are to be prepared followin
Report Guideline (reference AGS12 2023).

New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Archaeological Repor

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga has thiifrigh
under an authority where the distribution of t ort @ for the purpose of providing
qu or research or educational purposes.

Review of Conditions
The holder of an authority m itage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga for the change

Non-compliance ions

Note that failure to ith any of the conditions of this authority is a criminal offence
and is liable fup to $120,000 (Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014,
section

Costs

The autho Ider shall meet all costs incurred during the exercise of this authority. This

includes all on-site work, post fieldwork analysis, radiocarbon dates, specialist analysis and
preparation of interim and final reports.

Assessment and Interim Report Templates
Assessment and interim report templates are available on the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga website: archaeology.nz

Guideline Series
Guidelines referred to in this document are available on the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga website: archaeology.nz



https://www.heritage.org.nz/protecting-heritage/archaeology/-/media/abb37dbfd7c94bc59fbc37b19f2e8cda.ashx
http://archaeology.nz/
http://archaeology.nz/

The Protected Objects Act 1975
The Ministry for Culture and Heritage (“the Ministry”) administers the Protected Objects Act
1975 which regulates the sale, trade and ownership of taonga tGturu.

If a taonga taturu is found during the course of an archaeological authority, the Ministry or the
nearest public museum must be notified of the find within 28 days of the completion of the

field work.

Breaches of this requirement are an offence and may result in a fine of up to $10,000 for each
taonga taturu for an individual, and of up to $20,000 for a body corporate.

For further information please visit the Ministry’s website at http://www.mch.govt.nz/nz-
identity-heritage/protected-objects.

Landowner Requirements

If you are the owner of the land to which this authority relates, you ar se any
successor in title that this authority applies in relation to the land. T at any
new owner is made aware of their responsibility in regard to th it aland

Pouhere Taonga Act 2014.

&
.
&
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SECTION 45 APPROVED PERSON

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014

AUTHORITY NO:

FILE REF: FTAA-2503-1037

APPROVAL DATE: 11 December 2025

APPROVAL

The Drury Quarry Expansion — Sutton Block Expert Panel grants, un
42(9)(b) of, and clause 7 of Schedule 8 to, the Fast-track Appro

e carry out any archaeological work required as a
1037; and to

e compile and submit a report on the work d

Kim Tatton will hold responsibility for the curre i ractice in respect of the

archaeological authority for which this appro\#fl is gj

Signed for and on behalf of the Dru

Z//M z

ilN®-Frost
DETAILS: arry Expansion — Sutton Block [FTAA-2503-1037] Expert Panel

DATE:
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APPENDIX D: RESOURCE CONSENTS REQUIRED

1 The application requires resource consents under sections 9, 13, 14 and 15 of the RMA
with respect to the provisions of the AUP:OP, the NES-CS and the NES-F.

2 Land-use consents are sought in perpetuity and a term of 35 years (consent duration)
is sought for all other resource consents, with the default lapse period of five years.

3 As a bundled application, because the quarry and associated activities will operate as
one integrated site, and all components of the quarry operations that require resource
consent are interconnected, overall assessment is required as a non-complying

activity.!'!!

Tuakau (Lot 4 Deposited Plan 21399) are permitted activities

planning provisions.

5 The Auckland Council reference numbers for each of t
overall reference number BUN60449474, and the g

follows:

LUC60449475 (section 9(2) and (3) land use

Under the AUP:OP for Regional Earthworks (

Land disturbance - Regional

S

Rule reference / description

E11.4.1 (A8) - Earthworks
Greater than 2,500 m2 wher
the land has a slope equal t
or greater than 10 degre

omment / details

There are valley systems within the
Site that have a slope of equal to or
greater than 10 degrees. Given the
scale of land disturbance proposed, the
threshold of 2,500m2 of land
disturbance will be exceeded within
these areas.

greater than
the Sedi
Protectih Ar

Restricted
discretionary

The Sutton Block expansion requires
excavations which exceed 108 ha in
area, the majority of which is located
within the SPQZ. Earthworks within the
SPQR, that are not subject to overlays,
are consented by existing resource
consents. Outside of the Quarry Zone,
within the Rural Zoning, approximately
30 ha of earthworks is proposed to
construct the LOQ footprint and
Northern Bund. Given the number of
streams and wetlands located within
the Sutton Block (including outside of
the SPQZ), land disturbance within the
Sediment Control Protection Area is

111 However, as set out under schedule 5 of the FTAA, at clause 17(1)(b), the Application is not subject to
a section 104(d) RMA assessment.




129

proposed.

E11.4.3 (A28) - Land
disturbance in the SEA not
otherwise listed - Greater than
5m2

Restricted
discretionary

E11.4.3 (A30) - Land
disturbance in the SEA not
otherwise listed - Greater than
5m3

Restricted
discretionary

Outside of the SPQZ, earthworks will
encroach into SEA_T_5323 at the east
of the proposed Sutton Block LOQ
extent. Earthworks will occur in the
SEA across an area of approximately 14
ha and up to a maximum depth of - 60
RL m.

Under the AUP:OP for Vegetation Management (E15)

Vegetation management and biodiversity

Rule reference / description

Activity status

Comment / details

E15.4.1 (A10) - Vegetation
alteration or removal,
including cumulative removal
on a site over a 10-year
period, of greater than 250 m2
of indigenous vegetation that:
(a) is contiguous vegetation on
a site or sites existing on 30
September 2013; and (b) is
outside the rural urban
boundary

Restricted
discretionary

E15.4.1 (A17) - Vegetation
alteration or removal within 10
m of rural streams in the Rural
- Rural Production Zone and
Rural - Mixed Rural Zone

Restricted

E15.4.1 (A18) - Vegetation
alteration or removal withi
m of a natural wetlan
bed of a river or stre

(permanent or int i
or lake

The site is outsid
Boundary. Ap
indigenous v
removed,

yrp Yorest; and 0.65 ha
le not all contiguous,

at the area of vegetation
exceed 250 m2 for each 10-

etation clearance is required along
edges of streams and wetlands
cross the project footprint. Most of the
removal is proposed within the SPQZ.
However, 30 ha of the Sutton Block
LOQ extent is proposed to encroach
into the Rural - Mixed Rural Zone and
Rural - Rural Production Zone,
requiring vegetation removal adjacent
to Stream 9.

E15.4.2 (A43
vegetati
remov ot
provide

Discretionary

The proposed vegetation works
includes clearance of approximately
14.25 ha from within SEA overlays
(SEA_T_5323 and SEA_T_1177) both
inside and outside of the SPQZ.
Vegetation clearance within SEAs for
the purpose of mineral extraction has
not been otherwise provided for in the
rules.

E15.4.2 (A44) - Any
vegetation alteration or
removal within a Quarry Zone

Restricted
discretionary

The total amount of vegetation to be
removed from within SEAs is
approximately 14.25 ha. Approximately
7.58 ha of this is removal will be from
within the SPQZ.

Under the AUP:OP for Natural Hazards and Flooding (E36)
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Natural hazards and flooding

Rule reference / description Activity status Comment / details
E36.4.1 (A41) - Diverting the Restricted A number of overland flow paths are
entry or exit point, piping or discretionary identified within the proposed LOQ

reducing the capacity of any
part of an overland flow path

footprint. These will be diverted or filled
as the LOQ footprint expands.

H19.8.1 (A60) — Mineral Discretionary
extraction activities within
H19.8.1 the Rural - Mixed
Rural Zone and Rural — Rural
Production Zone

As the Sutton Block footprint expands
to LOQ, haul roads and access roads
are considered to be infrastructure but
are not otherwise provided for in the
rules. Both will cross and divert
numerous overland flow paths.

Under the AUP:OP for Land use activities in the Rural zones (H19)

Rural zones

Rule reference / description Activity status

H19.8.1 (A60) — Mineral Discretionary
extraction activities in the
Rural - Mixed Rural Zone

H19.8.1 (A60) — Mineral Discretionary
extraction activities in the
Rural - Rural Production Zone

gbund (until
ately 30 ha

— Rygal Production Zone at Lot 1
17

Under the AUP:OP for Land use activitie he Speci urpose - Quarry Zone (H28)

Rule reference / description

Comment / details

H28.4.1 (A7) - Mineral The Sutton Block expansion involves
extraction activities withi the establishment of mineral extraction
Special Purpose - Qua activities within the SPQZ.
H28.4.1 (A14) Lan Controlled The Sutton Block expansion involves
disturbance - Dist giN@ter land disturbance across approximately
than 2500 m2 78 hectares within the SPQZ (as
detailed in Technical Report R, Volume
gé?u‘r‘bl (AdS) cater Controlled 2 of the AEE). To access the underlying
rock, excavation of overburden material
than 2580 will be required before extraction
activities can commence. Overburden
removal will occur progressively and in
stages to minimise the extent of
exposed areas.
H28.4.2 (A16) Land Controlled There are extents within the SPQZ that
disturbance - Regional, have a slope of less than 10 degrees
greater than 10,000 m2 where and are outside the Sediment Control
land has a slope less than 10 Protection Area of the site’s streams
degrees and is outside the and wetlands. Given the scale of land
Sediment Control Protection disturbance proposed, the threshold of
Area 10,000 m2 of land disturbance may be
exceeded in these areas.
H28.4.2 (A17) Land Controlled There are valley systems within the
disturbance - Regional, SPQZ that have a slope of equal to or
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greater than 2,500 m2 where
the land has a slope equal to
or greater than 10 degrees

greater than 10 degrees. Given the
scale of land disturbance proposed, the
threshold of 2,500 m2 of land
disturbance will be exceeded within
these areas.

H28.4.1 (A18) - Land
disturbance Greater than
2,500 m2 within the Sediment
Control Protection Area

Controlled

A number of streams and wetlands are
located within the LOQ footprint, with
earthworks occurring within the
Sediment Control Protection Area of
those streams and wetlands.

Under the NES-CS for Contamination (Regulation 9)

Rule reference / description

Activity status

Comment / details

Regulation 9 (1) - Removing
or replacing fuel storage
system, sampling soil, or
disturbing soil

Regulation 9 (3) - Subdividing
or changing use

Controlled

Small discrete area
LOQ footprint co

Under the NES:F for:

e Vegetation clearance (Regulation 45A(

mment / details

Regulation 45A (1) -
Vegetation clearance within, or
within a 10 m setback from,
natural inland wetland is a
discretionary activity if it}
the purpose of quarryi
activities.

Regulation 45A (2)

Regulation 45A (3) -
Earthworks or land disturbance
outside a 10 m, but within a
100 m, setback from a natural
inland wetland is a
discretionary activity if it:

(a) is for the purpose of
quarrying activities; and

(b) results, or is likely to

Quarrying activities, as defined in the
National Planning Standards 2019, are
proposed within the Sutton Block.
There are a number of natural wetlands
within the Sutton Block. Vegetation
clearance and earthworks are proposed
within @a number of natural wetlands in
order to establish quarrying activities
within the Sutton Block. Over the LOQ,
the proposed earthworks will result in
the complete, or partial, drainage of a
number of natural wetlands.
Additionally, the take, use and
diversion of groundwater and diversion
of streams are proposed throughout the
stages of the LOQ, resulting in changes
to the hydrological function of the
wetlands.

112 Noting that the NES- F Regulation 45A explicitly provides for quarrying activities.
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result, in the complete or
partial drainage of all or part of
the wetland.

LUS60449476 (section 13 stream works consent)

Under the AUP:OP for Stream works (E3)

Activities in, on, under or over the bed of lakes, rivers, streams (including
intermittent streams) and wetlands

Rule reference / description

Activity status

Comment / details

E3.4.1 (A19) - Diversion of a
river or stream to a new
course and associated
disturbance and sediment
discharge (outside overlays)

Discretionary

E3.4.1 (A19) - Diversion of a
river or stream to a new
course and associated
disturbance and sediment
discharge (within overlays)

Non-complying

A number of streams both outside and

E3.4.1 (A20) - Diversion of a
river or stream associated with
mineral extraction activities
within the H28 Special Purpose
- Quarry Zone

Restricted
discretionary

within SEA overlays, ar osed to be
reclaimed and their fl quently
diverted.

umber eams within the SPQZ

re posed to be reclaimed and their
Ss quently diverted.

E3.4.1 (A33) - Culverts or
fords more than 30 m in

Disc ry
length when measured parallel
to the direction of water flow
(outside overlays)

ulvert is proposed as part of Stage 1
of the LOQ to enable access to the
Sutton Block. The proposed culvert is
located outside overlays. Detailed
design of the proposed culvert has not
yet been undertaken and therefore the
exact length is not yet known.

Noting that consent is also required
under the NES-F for culverts not
complying with the relevant conditions
outside SEA overlay as a Discretionary
Activity under Regulation 70 (1).

E3.4.1 gA49

reclam r di@inage,
including filljn er a piped
stream

Non-complying

Approximately 3,341 linear metres of
intermittent / permanent stream is
proposed to be reclaimed.

Under the NES:F for Reclamation of streams (Regulation 57(1))

Rule reference / description

Activity status

Comment / details

Regulation 57 (1) -
Reclamation of the bed of any
river is a discretionary activity.

Discretionary

The reclamation of the bed of several
rivers is proposed for the purpose of
constructing the Sutton Block
expansion. Aggregate is a natural
material that is determined by geology
and can therefore only be sourced from
where it is naturally found in situ.
Given aggregate is located in the
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Sutton Block, it is considered that there
is a functional need for the proposed
reclamation in order to be able to
extract the aggregate from this
particular location.

Under the NES:F for Placement, use and alteration of culverts (Regulation 71(1))

Rule reference / description

Activity status

Comment / details

Regulation 71 (1) - The
placement, use, alteration,
extension, or reconstruction of
a culvert in, on, over, or under
the bed of a river is a
discretionary activity if it does
not comply with any of the
conditions in regulation 70(2).

Discretionary

The placement, use, and alteration of
culverts is proposed. Regulation 70
states that this activity is permitted if it
complies with the conditions outlined in
Regulation 70(2). It is pammgsed that

. The specifications of the
not be confirmed until
design phase and therefore, it
ssUmed that the permitted

ndards cannot be met.

Activity status

Comment / details

the permitted &
restrict
standarfs o
listed

therwise

Discretionary

A maximum groundwater take diversion
of 19,426 m3 per day is proposed at
Stage 5 of the LOQ,
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Under the NES:F for Take of water (Regulation 45A(4)) '3

Rule reference / description

Activity status

Comment / details

Regulation 45A (4) - The
taking, use, damming, or
diversion of water within, or
within a 100 m setback from, a
natural inland wetland is a
discretionary activity if:

(a) the activity is for the
purpose of quarrying activities;
and

(b) there is a hydrological
connection between the taking,
use, damming, or diversion
and the wetland; and

(c) the taking, use, damming,
or diversion will change, or is
likely to change, the water
level range or hydrological
function of the wetland.

WAT60449478 (section 14 water permit)

Under the AUP:OP for Diversion of water (E7)

Diversion of groundwater

Rule reference / description

Comment / details

E7.4.1 (A28) - The diversion
of groundwater caused by a
excavation, (including
or tunnel that does ng
the permitted activjty
standards or not o
listed

The Sutton Block expansion will require
excavations which exceed 108 ha in
area and more than - 60 RL m below
the natural ground level, and therefore
the permitted activity standards are
exceeded. Consent is sought for the
diversion of groundwater associated
with the proposed excavations.

113 Noting that the NES- F Regulation 45A explicitly provides for quarrying activities.
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Rule reference / description

Activity status

Comment / details

Regulation 45A (4) - The
taking, use, damming, or
diversion of water within, or
within a 100 m setback from, a
natural inland wetland is a
discretionary activity if:

(a) the activity is for the
purpose of quarrying activities;
and

(b) there is a hydrological
connection between the taking,
use, damming, or diversion
and the wetland; and

(c) the taking, use, damming,
or diversion will change, or is
likely to change, the water
level range or hydrological
function of the wetland.

WAT60449479 (section 14 water permit)

Under the AUP:OP for Damming of water

Damming water

Rule reference / description

Comment / details

E7.4.1 (A35) - Dams not

otherwise listed or not meeti
the permitted activity
standards or controllg
standards

In order to complete the construction of
the access road, temporary damming of

Stream 4 is required as described in

Stage 2C of the ESCP.

114 1bid, footnote 109.
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Under the NES:F for Damming of water (Regulation 45A(4) 115

Rule reference / description

Activity status

Comment / details

Regulation 45A (4) - The
taking, use, damming, or
diversion of water within, or
within a 100 m setback from, a
natural inland wetland is a
discretionary activity if:

(a) the activity is for the
purpose of quarrying activities;
and

(b) there is a hydrological
connection between the taking,
use, damming, or diversion
and the wetland; and

(c) the taking, use, damming,
or diversion will change, or is
likely to change, the water
level range or hydrological
function of the wetland.

DIS60449510 (section 15 discharge per

Under the AUP:OP for Diversion and discharg

torr@vater (E8)

Rule reference / description

prea pursuant to sections 14 and 15 of

rom impervious areas onto or into

Comment / details

E8.4.1 (A10) - All other,
diversion and discharg
stormwater runoff fro
impervious areas n
otherwise proyided fo

All stormwater within the Sutton Block
catchment will be diverted and
discharged into the Sutton Block pit.
This includes the diversion and
discharge of stormwater across the
proposed access and haul roads
(impervious areas).

DIS604 11

ction 15 discharge permit)

Under the AUP:OP for Discharge to Air (E14)

Air quality

Rule reference / description

Activity status

Comment / details

E14.4.1 (A91) - Mineral
extraction activities at a rate
exceeding 200 tonnes/ hour
from any one quarrying
process within the Low air

Controlled

The Sutton Block expansion involves
the establishment of mineral extraction
activities within the SPQZ, including
associated generation of dust
emissions.

115 1bid, footnote 109.
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quality — dust and odour area
(Quarry)

E14.4.1 (A91) - Mineral
extraction activities at a rate
exceeding 200 tonnes/ hour
from any one quarrying
process within the Medium air
quality - dust and odour rural
area (Rural)

Discretionary

Approximately 30 ha (28%) of the LOQ
footprint is located within the Rural
Zoning.

Existing resource consents

As outlined below, the Applicant currently holds a range of resource consents

alating to the

parking, maten

ey the FOH area, including

Consent number(s) Consent type(s) EX date(s)
BUN60409108 Consents to replace the existing dis February
(LUC60409170 and to air permit (R/REG/2013/51 058
DIS60409109) mining extraction activities F

SPQZ. q
BUN60359817 Consents to relocate " 7 October 2055
(LUC60359819 and Quarry FOH includin Lapse date of 7
DIS60359818) equipment and e facilities, October 2025

rsion and discharge

BUN60325729 pand existing quarry pit N/A
(LUC60325732, getation and stream removal.
LUC60325732-A and Lapse date of
LUS60325733) 12 December
2023
24722 Consent to divert the McWhinney 30 April 2036
watercourse
26543 Consent to divert surface water in 15 m of | 30 April 2036
an unnamed tributary of the Hingaia
Stream through a culvert
25584 Consent to divert surface water in 330 m 31 December
of an unnamed tributary of the Peach Hill 2036
stream through a constructed stabilised
channel.
9062 Consent to construct an internal haulage N/A
road, landscaping earth bund and a new
access road to Ramarama Road. Consent
was also sought to upgrade the existing
access road to serve the block plant.
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Consent number(s)

Consent type(s)

Expiry date(s)

ARC permits 36799, 37315
and 37146

21.4 ha of earthworks associated with
existing (retrospective) and proposed
overburden stockpiling on the Thorburn
Site, and isolated overburden stockpiling
elsewhere around the quarry, and surface
water diversion and reclamation associated
with diversion of 1237 m of Peach Hill
stream.

30 January
2045

40317

Consent to take groundwater — authorises
the taking and use of groundwater for the
purposes of dewatering a quarry and for
general site use, dust suppression and
stream augmentation purposes. Authorises
up to 3700 cubic metres of groundwater to
be taken daily. Annual limit (1 June - 31
May) should not exceed 1,350,500 cubj
metres.

ARC permits 15071,
15072, 15073, 15074,
15075 and 15076.

LU 9565 (as varied b
9985)

Consent to dam surface water for
quarrying operations, specifica

15071: A 4 m high dam cat4g
(top dam);

15073: a 2 m high d ca 5 ha
(bottom dam); and
15075: a 1.5 Igh da ment 125

ha (bottom w

o take s ce water from:

the two western most
Ruakohua and Taihiki;

and Whangapouri (the two
fedgtreams); and

, Hingaia (the two eastern most
streaMs), Glassons Creek, Drury Creek and
Waihoihoi.

29 October
2044

May 2027
15071, 15073,
15075)

31 May 2025
(15072, 15074)

Consent to create an overburden disposal
area including removal of protected
vegetation and realignment of a stream at

N/A
Lapse date of 3

475 Quarry Road. June 2015
R/REG/2014/41 Consent to divert and discharge 1 November
stormwater from a metalled hard stand 2049

area of 4,200 m2 proposed for aggregate
storage.

R/LUC/2015/2419 and
R/REG/2015/2420

Consent to replace sediment control
resource consent 13241 to undertake
earthworks and land disturbance at the
Drury Quarry over an area of 315 hectares
and to construct a stormwater pond in the
Industrial Zone.

14 August 2045
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Consent number(s) Consent type(s) Expiry date(s)
R/REG/2015/2514, The placement of managed fill at the 30 January
R/REG/2015/2508 and existing Thorburn Site and for the 2045
R/LUC/2015/2513 placement of approximately 210,000 m2 of

managed fill and clean fill over an area of

3.03 hectares to form the Noise Bund

along the northern boundary of the

property.
BUN60078206 Consent to establish and operate a 25 January

batching plant producing ready-mix
(R/LUC/2016/5186, concrete, including the use of land for a 2037
R/REG/2016/5188 and high risk industrial or trade activit
R/REG/2016/5229) newnig v

storage and use of hazardous substances,

discharge of contaminants from a new

industrial or trade activity, and discharge

to air for the manufacture of concrete.
BUN60400412 Consent to construct and operate an ary
(LUC60400414, asphalt plant c_m_site,_inclu_ding the
DIS60400413 and land for an existing high risk mdst 1S60400413)
DIS60400961) trade activity, storage an_d use

hazardous substances, disc 10 January

2058

trade activity and from (DIS60400961)

activities, and discha

manufacture of asph
BUN60415900 Consent to co te a perlite 8 August 2038
(LUC60415901, processing pla ( dlng_ the use
DIS60415935) :

substa barge of contaminants

, and discharge to air for
ng of perlite.
LUC60425853 emove approximately 5,589 N/A
enous vegetation from within
y Quarry to enable the extension Lapse date of

of the existing quarry pit and quarrying of | 26 March 2029

the western fagade, including undertaking

compensation revegetation across an area

of 4.22 ha and enhancement planting

across 0.56 ha.
LUC603R57. nd Consent to change the location of offset 03 April 2025
LUS603 3-A (terrestrial and freshwater) planting to

elsewhere on the SAL wider landholdings
associated with the Northern Pit Extension.

WAT60277068-C

Variation to conditions to revise daily and annual dewatering
quantities, change bore location and trigger values for Drury
Quarry. Specifically, to increase the daily consented
dewatering rate from 3,700 m3/d to 5,750 m3/d (including
storage) and the annual dewatering rate from 1,350,000 to
2,098,750 m3/year, change the authorised drawdown trigger
level for monitoring bore SG6, and update the accompanying

Monitoring Plan.




	Final decision report 11 December 2025.pdf
	Appendix A - Resource consent conditions 11 December 2025.pdf
	Appendix 2 to resource consent conditions Figure 17A.pdf
	Appendix B header page.pdf
	Appendix B - Wildlife approval and conditions 11 December 2025.pdf
	Schedule 4 to wildlife approval Lizard Management Plan.pdf
	Appendix C header page.pdf
	Appendix C - Archaeological authorities and conditions 11 December 2025.pdf
	Appendix D.pdf



