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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 
 Report purpose 

 
1.1. This report sets out our recommendation to the Wellington City Council (“WCC” 

or “the Council”) on Proposed Plan Change 83 (“PC83” or “the Plan Change”) to the 
operative Wellington District Plan. 

 
1.2. We were appointed by the Council as independent commissioners to hear 

submissions made on the Plan Change and to consider and make a recommendation 
to the Council as to whether PC83 should be declined, approved or approved with 
amendments. 

 
1.3. The Plan Change was initiated by WCC. WCC is therefore the proponent of the Plan 

Change and also has a role to prepare the S42A report. Throughout this 
recommendation report, we have endeavoured to describe the Council as the 
proponent, as the “Applicant”. The Council’s role in preparing the S42A report will 
be described as “the Council”.   

 
1.4. The proposed Plan Change seeks to: 

• Rezone an area on the southern side of the quarry site from Open Space B to 
Business 2. 

• Introduce a new objective that responds to the Regional Policy Statement 
(RPS) that recognises the importance of quarrying aggregates at Kiwi Point 
Quarry to provide for the future growth and development of the city. 

• Introduce a new Controlled Activity rule that applies to the rezoned southern 
face expansion area. The Council’s control is maintained over buffer areas 
from residential sites, cut face rehabilitation, ecological mitigation, and 
screening. 
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• Introduce a range of standards relating to the quarrying of the expanded site, 
and make changes to a range of explanatory text and a number of 
consequential changes including changes to Planning Maps 22 and 23. 
 

1.5. The Plan Change has an extensive background, which we will canvas in due course. 
It has been the subject of a “section 32” report, consultation with stakeholders, and 
of course the public notification and hearing, culminating in this report. 

 
1.6. Before setting out the details of PC83, the submissions to it and our evaluation, 

there are some procedural matters that we will address, beginning with our role as a 
Hearing Panel. 

 
 Role of Hearing Panel and report outline 

 
1.7. As noted above, our role is to make a recommendation to the Council about the 

approval (or otherwise) of the Plan Change.  The final decision-making power rests 
with the Council; and in the event that the Council adopts our recommendations, 
then this report will become the Council Decision. 

 
1.8. Having familiarised ourselves with PC83 and its associated background material, 

read all submissions, conducted the hearing, visited the site and locality on several 
separate occasions, we hereby record our recommendations. 

 
1.9. In this respect, our report is generally organised into the following parts: 

(a) Context for the Plan Change: 
 

This non-evaluative section is largely factual and contains an overview of the site 
and locality subject to the Plan Change and an outline of the background to the 
Plan Change, including the sequence of events leading to this report. It also 
outlines the main components of the Plan Change as notified.  This 
background section provides relevant context for considering the issues raised 
in submissions to the Plan Change. Here, we also describe the submissions 
received to the Plan Change, and provide a brief account of the hearing process 
itself and our subsequent deliberations. 

(b) Evaluation of Key Issues: 

 

The second part of our report (comprising Sections 3-5) contains an assessment 
of the main issues raised in submissions to PC83, and where relevant, 
amplification of the evidence/statements presented at the hearing (in Section 
3). We conclude with a summary of our recommendations (in Section 5), 
having had regard to the necessary statutory considerations that underpin our 
considerations (in Section 4). These parts of the report are evaluative, and 
record the results of our deliberations on substantive matters. 

 

2.0 PLAN CHANGE CONTEXT 
 

Immediate site and local environment 

 
2.1. The proposed Plan Change is specific to an area of land adjacent to the existing Kiwi 

Point Quarry located in Ngauranga Gorge. The subject land is owned by Wellington 
City Council and is partially currently being used for quarry purposes. 
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2.2. Current quarry activity has a limited life given the availability of suitable quarry 
material within the parts of the site that are currently zoned and available for 
quarrying. 
 

2.3. A detailed description of the site was contained within the s32 Analysis Report. The 
commissioners carried out several site inspections of the quarry site and the wider 
neighbourhood. We have reviewed much of the s32 material and adopt large parts of 
that report to assist in describing the site. 
 

2.4. The Quarry site is located on the south-western side of State Highway 1 (Centennial 
Highway) within the Ngauranga Gorge, approximately five kilometres north of 
central Wellington. The Quarry site is held in a number of land parcels under the 
ownership of Wellington City Council. The site has been quarried extensively and 
presents generally as a highly modified environment. The current (northern) Quarry 
has been excavated from south to north into a ridge at the northern boundary of the 
site resulting in the formation of a batter slope rising steeply to the north. Associated 
infrastructure is located throughout the site including extraction systems, crushing 
plant, workshops, transformer huts, sediment retention ponds and storage structures.  
 

2.5. Vehicle access to the site is via the western side of the Centennial Highway, near the 
summit of the Ngauranga Gorge. Access to the quarry site involves a left hand turn 
in, and then a left out exit from the site.   
 

2.6. An earth bund extends along the site frontage north of the access, limiting views of 
the lower quarry area from vehicles passing the immediate site area.  
 

2.7. A locked gate provides access to an unsealed internal accessway via Fraser Avenue 
however the current District Plan standards require that the State Highway access is 
the sole means of entry and exit for quarry vehicles.  
 

2.8. The area of the proposed Plan Change is to the south of the existing northern site and 
adjoins the area known as the southern extension. This rises steeply from State 
Highway 1 westwards towards the top of the escarpment generally below the eastern 
end of Gurkha Crescent and the eastern properties of Shastri Terrace.  
 

2.9. The area of land affected by the Plan is shown below in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: Figure showing the legal descriptions and layout of the 
existing Kiwi Point Quarry land and the DPC83 area. 

 

 

The Surrounding Area 

 
2.10. Ngauranga Gorge forms a gateway to Wellington City with State Highway 1 serving 

as the main roading link to the north. State Highway 1 in this location is formed as a 
separated road corridor with three lanes both north and south bound. Due to a lack of 
feasible alternatives, pedestrian and cycling access is not prohibited along this 
stretch of State Highway 1 which is declared a Limited Access Road not a 
Motorway.  

 
2.11. The topography of the gorge is generally steep, falling sharply as the road descends 

from the Newlands Interchange to the bottom of the gorge near Wellington Harbour. 
The State Highway running through the centre of the gorge is a dominant feature of 
the area with the landscape otherwise characterised by the relatively steep, and in 
some instances battered, rock walls and vegetated or semi-vegetated hillsides. 
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2.12. Within the wider Quarry site is the Taylor Preston Abattoir, located at 131 
Centennial Highway. The abattoir features a number of buildings, generally 
obscured from passing vehicles by the road boundary earth bund. The abattoir is 
located on a relatively flat site platform created by previous quarrying activity. The 
site also contains an area for stock grazing should abattoir operations require it. 

 
2.13.  South of the Quarry site is the Ngauranga Business Park, centred on Tyers Road and 

featuring a range of commercial and light industrial activities. A hill physically 
separates the Quarry activity from the Business Park.  

 
2.14. The south western ridgeline of the gorge features established residential 

development. The closest residential properties to the area proposed to be rezoned 
are located in Gurkha Crescent, Shastri Terrace and Imran Terrace located high 
above the Ngauranga Gorge towards the top of the hill on the gorge’s southwestern 
flank.  

 
2.15. The Quarry site is in part visible to some properties along the ridgeline although 

direct views are generally limited due to the topography of the area and the fact that 
subdivision development has generally occurred since the quarry activity has been in 
operation.  

 
2.16. The Westmount School campus (a registered private school for Year 3-13 students) 

is located along Fraser Avenue directly opposite the northern extent of the site. The 
Malvina Major Retirement Village is located at 134 Burma Road, with views 
generally orientated toward the Wellington Harbour, over the wider quarry area.  

 
2.17. The Johnsonville Railway Line also runs in part along the western ridgeline.  
 
2.18. The eastern side of the gorge is characterised by steep rock face and hillsides with 

vegetation density generally increasing south of the Quarry site.  
 
2.19. A residential subdivision is currently being developed along the eastern ridgeline 

(Spenmoor Street extension). Direct views into the existing Quarry from residential 
properties are available from many of these sections under development.  

 

Pre-Plan Change Initiatives and Notification Sequence 

 
2.20. The Plan Change was initiated by Wellington City Council as Applicant. The 

background to the Plan Change was set out in the s32 report. A summary of the 
engagement, formal consultation and statutory steps taken leading up to the Plan 
Change hearing are as follows: 

• Formal consultation period was from 22 September to 30 October 2017. The 
Council had developed 4 options to be considered which ranged from closure 
to maximum extension of the quarry. At the close of the consultation period, 
the Council reported that there were 67 submissions. Of those: 
� 24% supported quarry closure 
� 54% supported maximum expansion 
� 12% supported medium expansion 
� 7% were unsure 

• The Plan Change was notified on 13 April 2018. The submission period ran 
from 13 April to 14 May 2018. At the close of submission date, 33 
submissions had been received.  Two submissions (NZTA submitter 34 and 
Allied Concrete submitter 35) were received late. 

• The Summary of submissions was notified on 11 June 2018. The submission 
period closed on 25 June 2018. One further submission was received at the 
close of the submission period.  

• Further notification to 8 additional properties on 5 September 2018. 
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• Final submission received 27 September 2018. 

• Hearing date set on 12 October 2018 for 10-12 December 2018.  
 

Pre-hearing directions from the Panel 

 
2.21. In readiness of the hearing, we issued a memorandum (‘Minute 1’) to the parties on 

2 July 2018 and (‘Minute 2’) on 16 August 2018.  A copy of the minutes (and all 
other minutes we subsequently issued) is attached at Appendix 2 but in summary, 
Minutes 1 and 2 related to the originally proposed dates for the exchange of 
evidence. 

  
2.22. On 3 September 2018, we issued a memorandum (‘Minute 3’). This minute gave 

notice of the suspension of the hearing. It was brought to the attention of the 
hearing panel that there were 8 properties that should have been directly notified of 
the Plan Change and were not. The minute noted that notice of the hearing would be 
served on those properties on 5 September 2018. The notification and further 
notification periods were extended to allow those parties to make submissions. The 
date of the hearing was subsequently rescheduled. As a result of this process, one 
additional submission was received (submitter 36). 

 
2.23. On 12 October 2018 the hearing panel issued a further memorandum (‘Minute 4’) 

which advised the date of the hearing (10 to 12 December 2018) and provided a 
new exchange of evidence timetable. 

 
2.24. The hearing panel released a memorandum (‘Minute 5’) on 26 November 2018. 

This was a request by the S42A officer for an additional technical report to be 
prepared in response to matters raised by Submitter 36. The submission had been 
received in the extended submission period that was the subject of Minute 3.   The 
hearing panel granted the request to submit a technical report on the potential wind 
effects on the basis that it was in the interests of all parties that the technical report 
addresses the submission. 

 

Pre-hearing procedural matters 

 
2.25. We firstly record that the S42A report was circulated a day late.  This did not 

present any material concern for us, and we were satisfied that no party was 
prejudiced by its lateness. No party raised the circulation of evidence as an issue in 
the hearing. 

 
2.26. This concluded the pre-hearing sequence, and our attention turned to the formal 

proceedings which we describe now. 
 

The Hearing 

 
2.27. The hearing was convened at 9:15am on Monday 10 December 2018 in Committee 

Room Two at Wellington City Council’s main offices. 
 

2.28. There were two procedural issues addressed at the start of the hearing. 
 

2.29. Firstly, the commissioners advised that a site inspection of the quarry was 
undertaken prior to the hearing. During the inspection we were accompanied by Mr 
Logen Logeswaran who is a representative of the Plan Change requester. The 
hearing committee raised the issue primarily on the basis that it was not ‘standard 
practice’ for the committee to be accompanied by any party during a site inspection. 
In this case, the reason for Mr Logeswaran accompanying the committee was for 
health and safety reasons. The hearing committee could not ‘wander’ the site 
unaccompanied. No matters relating to the decision making process were discussed 
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with Mr Logeswaran. None of the parties present at the hearing expressed a concern 
to this procedural issue and the hearing progressed. 

 
2.30. A second procedural issue was raised by Jason Jones (S42A reporting officer) with 

respect to a wind report/evidence prepared by Mr Mike Donn which was tabled by 
Council. The wind report had been prepared in response to a submission1 to the 
Council. The wind report/evidence had been pre-circulated to submitters outside of 
the statutory time frames for other evidence provided by the other Council 
witnesses. The matter was the subject of Minute 5 and therefore technically in our 
view had already been dealt with. The hearing committee elected to hear the 
evidence prepared by Mr Donn on the basis that hearing that evidence would assist 
in the hearing committee making a better and more informed decision. In the view 
of the hearing committee, no party would be disadvantaged as no alternative expert 
wind evidence had been prepared by any party. No parties raised a concern over this 
at the hearing.  

 
2.31. There were two submissions which were received after the close of submissions on 

14 May 2018. These were submitters 34 (NZTA) and 35 (Allied Concrete). The 
hearing panel agreed to accept these submissions on the basis that there was no 
disadvantage to any party in allowing these submissions. Particularly in light of the 
fact that the submission period was further extended to allow for submissions from 
residents who were not previously formally identified as being directly affected.  

 

Plan Change Applicant 

 

2.32. Following the hearing opening and discussions on procedural matters, the hearing 
committee heard from the Applicant. The Applicant’s evidence included the 
following: 

 

• Phillip Simpson – Business Analyst 

• Darcy Maddern – Quarry Operator 

• Alexander Ormiston – Ormiston Associates Ltd – Engineering Geologist 

• Doug Boddy - Pattle Delamore Partners – Air Quality Scientist 

• Tim Kelly – Transport Planning Ltd – Traffic Engineer 

• Dr Astrid van Meeuwen-Dijkgraaf – Ecologist 

• David Cameron – Stantec NZ Ltd – Environmental Scientist  

• Gavin Lister – Isthmus – Landscape Architect  

• Lindsay Daysh – Incite - Planner 
 

Submitters 

 

2.33. The hearing committee heard from the following submitters: 
 

• Submitter 7 – Anthony Norton 

• Submitter 8 – Jan Brydges Jones 

• Submitter 13 - Carol Mundell 

• Submitter 18 – Brian Stapleton 

• Submitter 30 - Taylor Preston 

• Submitter 28 - Greater Wellington Regional Council 

• Submitter 32 - Onslow Residents’ Community Association  

• Submitter 35 – Allied Concrete 
 
2.34. Further to the submitters appearing, the hearing committee received a submission 

statement from the following parties: 

                                                           
1 Submitter 36 
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• Submitter 17 – Powerco 

• Submitter 34 – New Zealand Transport Agency 
 

The Council Advisors 

 
2.35. The committee heard from the following parties on behalf of the Council’s S42A 

report: 
 

• Ryan Cameron – WCC Officer – Noise expert 

• Stephen Fuller – Boffa Miskell – Ecologist 

• Boyden Evans – Boffa Miskell – Landscape Architect 

• Michael Donn – Wind Expert  

• Jason Jones – Resource Management Group, Council Reporting Officer and 
Planner 

 

Deliberations and Hearing Closure 
 

2.36. A memorandum (‘Minute 6’) was issued on 12 December 2018 advising that the 
panel had heard from all parties who wished to be heard and that a site inspection 
was to be undertaken. The hearing panel advised that the formal written right of 
reply for the Applicant would be received by the end of Monday 17 December 
2018. 

 
2.37. A memorandum (‘Minute 7’) was issued on 18 December 2018 which confirmed 

that the hearing was closed and that deliberations were commencing. 

 
 

3.0 EVALUATION OF ISSUES 

 
Overview 

 
3.1. As in the S42A report, we have grouped our discussion of the submissions and the 

reasons for accepting, rejecting, or accepting them in part by the matters to which 
they relate – rather than assessing each issue on a submitter by submitter basis. 

 
3.2. This approach is not to downplay the importance of the input from submitters; to 

the contrary, such input has been invaluable in shaping the grouping of issues and 
our collective consideration of those matters. However, we consider it will be to 
everyone’s benefit for our recommendation to be as tightly focussed on the key 
issues as possible. 

 
3.3. For those parties who are only interested in a particular matter as it pertains to their 

submission(s), reference can be made to the submitter-by-submitter summary of 
decisions requested in Appendix 1, which includes our recommendation on each 
relief point sought.  Those specific decisions have been derived from our issues 
assessment below. 

 
3.4. We have organised our discussion of issues as follows: 

 

Issue 1: The need for quarry supplies – Positive Effects 

Issue 2: Landscape/Visual Effects 

Issue 3: Ecological Effects 

Issue 4: Noise Effects 
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Issue 5: Dust Effects  

Issue 6: Vibration and Blasting Effects 

Issue 7: Stability Effects 

 
Issue 8: Traffic Effects 

Issue 9: Wind Effects 

Issue 10: Other Matters 
 

 

Evaluation Preamble – Statutory Framework 

 
3.5. Before formally recording our consideration of the above issues, we summarise here 

the relevant statutory matters that frame our evaluation. 

 
3.6. The Council must give reasons for the decision it reaches.  In arriving at its 

decision, the Council must undertake the further evaluation required under s32AA 
and have regard to that evaluation. 

 
3.7. While we are ‘recommenders’ and not the final decision-makers in this case, we 

have structured the report so it enables WCC to adopt it as the decision. 

 
3.8. In considering these matters, we record that our decision is based on the notified 

Plan Change and s32 evaluation, the submissions and further submissions received, 
the Council S42A report, and the statements/presentations from all parties 
appearing before us. 

 
3.9. Our role has been to: 

 
(a) establish that all relevant evidence is before us (or where it isn’t, consider 

whether we should commission additional reports or information); and 
 
(b) test the evidence of others; and  

 
(c) to determine the most appropriate outcome based on the views we consider 

best achieve sustainable management. 

 
3.10. The proposed Plan Change is essentially about the facilitation of the extension of 

quarry activities at the Kiwi Point Quarry. With a ‘typical’ Plan Change proposal 
decision-makers are required to consider a range of activities that may occur when 
recommending a Plan Change be adopted. In this case however, the outcome of the 
Plan Change and the resulting effects will be relatively well understood given the 
‘confined’ nature of the activity which will be facilitated by the Plan Change.  

 
3.11. Whilst the detail being provided in the hearing was at times to the level that might 

often be presented in a resource consent hearing, the hearing panel was conscious 
that the future quarry activity would still be subject to a resource consent 
application. The role of the hearing panel was to determine, at the higher level, that 
the facilitation of further quarry activity on the site was an appropriate activity, 
consistent with the Act and secondly that the provisions of the District Plan would 
ensure that the effects would be appropriately considered in a future resource 
consent application. 

 
3.12. The Council as Applicant of the Plan Change has provided information about the 

likely specific effects of the proposal. The expert evidence given by the Applicant 
as proponent and the experts instructed by Council in its role in preparing the S42A, 
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have generally been in agreement in relation to the extent of the effects. Whilst we 
note the general agreement on the extent of effects we do note that there has been 
some disagreement between experts as to the effectiveness in future of mitigation 
measures which we will discuss below.  

 
3.13. At a fundamental level, the agreed message we received from the relevant expert 

witnesses attending the hearing was that the site is suitable for the proposed 
rezoning and in part already contains the quarry activity and that the Plan Change is 
about facilitating an extension of that existing activity.  

 
3.14. There was also general agreement amongst the expert witnesses, that a number of 

residential properties within the vicinity of the site would experience significant 
adverse effects as a result of the extension of quarry activity on this site. The 
submissions from residents confirmed that a range of adverse effects was being 
experienced by the local community from the existing activity. 

  
3.15. There was some disagreement at the expert level about the most appropriate 

methods the Plan Change should adopt to manage effects associated with future 
development i.e. the quarry activity.  These matters of expert disagreement were 
largely resolved as at the close of proceedings. 

 
3.16. The submitters we heard from during the hearing largely fell into one of two 

groups: 
 

(a) local residents concerned about ongoing effects of quarry activities such as 
dust, noise, vibration and visual effects; and 

 
(b) industry organisations and businesses concerned at the potential for the 

disruption of the short and long term supply of aggregates and quarry 
products. 

 

 

3.17. In highlighting these high-level positions expressed to us during the hearing, it is 
not our intention to undercut the more detailed findings we set out below. We do, 
however, consider it appropriate to record these generic themes here to provide a 
broad context within which our evaluation is framed. 

 
3.18. The Plan Change has the obvious tension between the two groups of submitters 

with different interests. The residential amenity of local residents and the 
commercial/economic benefits that might accrue to the rest of the city, in particular 
the construction industry.  

 
3.19. In closing this preamble, we observe that s32AA(1)(d)(ii) enables our further 

evaluation reporting to be incorporated into this report as part of the decision- 
making record. To this end, our evaluation of issues has been structured to satisfy 
the evaluation report requirements of s32AA as outlined above.  Essentially this 
means that in those instances where we have recommended an alteration to the as-
notified Plan Change, we have explicitly assessed the appropriateness of that 
alteration in terms of s32AA. 

 
3.20. With these contextual matters established, we now turn to our evaluation of issues, 

before providing our summary evaluation of the above statutory requirements. 
 
 

Issue 1: The need for quarry supplies – Positive Effects 
 

Issue Identification 
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3.21. During the hearing, we heard undisputed evidence from Mr Phillip Simpson on 
behalf of the Applicant that addressed the demand for quarry products, the 
importance of the Kiwi Point site to the construction industry in Wellington and the 
economic and strategic advantages of its location. 

 
3.22. The Kiwi Point quarry is strategically located close to the demand, whereas other 

existing sites had higher transportation costs for Wellington construction industry.  
 

3.23. The quarry also ensured that there was adequate competition in the market for 
quarry products which assisted in controlling the price for consumers.  

 
3.24. Mr Simpson told us that the adoption of the Plan Change would extend the life of 

the other existing quarries in the area such as Belmont and Horokiwi which also had 
a limited life. 

 
3.25. At this point, Mr Simpson pointed out that despite some initial scoping, no other 

alternative quarry sites had been identified in the local area as a replacement. He 
was of the view that obtaining consent for a new quarry site would be potentially 
difficult.  

 
3.26. Mr Simpson’s evidence was supported by Alexander Ormiston who expressed the 

view that finding a new quarry site and getting it operational would have a long lead 
in time which might be of the order of 10 years. 

 
3.27. We also heard from Wayne To (on behalf of Submitter 35 – Allied Concrete) that if 

Kiwi Point were to close down, meeting the demands of the local market would not 
simply be about finding an alternative supplier. Mr To advised that all existing 
suppliers were working at full capacity. Therefore if one supplier were to cease 
production, then there would be a potential shortage in the local supply network 
which would have an impact on the local construction industry. 

 
3.28. Mr To also provided useful information with respect to alternative sources of 

aggregate material and comparisons of the costs of transporting the material from 
other regions. Mr To advised that bringing aggregate from other regions where 
there was an available supply, would result in an aggregate cost some four times the 
existing price in Wellington.  

 
3.29. Whilst not directly related to the supply of quarry products, the hearing panel heard 

an additional positive effect of the Plan Change, would be the creation of additional 
flat, industrially zoned land in the city, once quarry activity on site had been 
completed.  

 
Discussion and Findings 

 

3.30. The hearing panel is in agreement that there are significant positive effects and 
benefits from the Plan Change. In fact there was no evidence presented to us which 
expressed a contrary view. The benefits of the Plan Change in facilitating an 
extension to the quarry activity on the existing site, would accrue to the entire city 
and the wider region. The benefits relate to both lower economic and environmental 
costs.    

 
3.31. There is existing infrastructure relating to the quarry in the existing location. The 

panel agree that finding an alternative location would be a difficult exercise, with 
no certainty that a suitable location could actually be found. Given the very limited 
lifespan of the Kiwi Point Quarry, the hearing panel agreed that it was very unlikely 
that a suitable alternative location could be identified and approved within the next 
2-5 years.   
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3.32. The Plan Change as notified, rezones part of the Open Space to Business 2, 

provides specific new objectives, policies and a Controlled Activity rule to facilitate 
the future development of quarry activity. 

 
3.33. The hearing panel find that the rezoning and introduction of the new District Plan 

provisions will appropriately facilitate quarrying and the positive effects sought by 
a number of submitters. 

 
3.34. The hearing panel has recommended an amendment to the Controlled Activity 

provisions to include a specific reference to the benefits of providing quarry 
supplies as a matter for consideration under the Controlled Activity rules.  This is 
consistent with the objectives and policies of the Plan Change and eliminates an 
ambiguity as to whether this is a matter that can be considered in a resource consent 
application. 

 
Issue 2: Landscape and Visual Amenity 

 
Issue identification 

 
3.35. The hearing panel has heard undisputed expert evidence that the proposed Plan 

Change will facilitate quarry activity which will potentially have significant adverse 
landscape and visual effects.   

 
3.36. The potential landscape and visual effects were a consistent and common concern 

from submitters who fell into the local residents group. Fourteen submissions raised 
concerns about landscape, and/or visual effects. All opposed the Plan Change. 

 
3.37. A number of submitters who spoke in support of their submissions expressed 

surprise that no active revegetation programme was underway on the northern face. 
Based on his experience, Anthony Norton (#7) requested that mitigation be started as 
soon as one area is finished, and not delayed until the end of the quarrying process. 
The Onslow Residents’ Community Association (#32) requested residential areas be 
protected by buffers such as fast growing vegetation. Mr Stapleton (#18) submitted 
that the 'artist impression' of the quarry expansion was unrealistic and did not 
provide the full scope of what the wider quarry including both the southern and 
northern faces would look like. 

    
3.38. Expert evidence on landscape and visual issues was provided by Gavin Lister for the 

Applicant and Boyden Evans for the Council. The landscape architects issued a Joint 
Witness Statement July 2018 but by the time of the hearing additional material had 
been provided by the Applicant that resolved most of the differences between the 
experts.  

 
3.39. Mr Lister and Mr Evans generally agreed on the characteristics and qualities of the 

existing landscape, the nature and degree of adverse effects, and the general 
approach to mitigation and rehabilitation measures.  

 
3.40. We set out below the final differences and outstanding areas of concern. 

 
3.41. Time period for site rehabilitation -   While both landscape experts recognise that 

site rehabilitation will depend on natural colonisation and will occur over a period of 
time, they do not agree how long that period of time will be. Mr Lister considers that 
the Isthmus photosimulations of the quarry are consistent with the revegetation that 
has occurred on the Newlands interchange batters after 20 years and accurately 
depict what the southern quarry will look like 15-20 years after quarrying has 
ceased.  
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3.42. Based on his local experience, Mr Evans considers that the rehabilitation process 

will be slow and could potentially happen over a longer time frame than that 
depicted in the simulations. Mr Evans told us that given the prevailing environmental 
factors, interventions to mitigate landscape and visual effects and assist with the 
natural processes would not fundamentally change the need to rely on natural 
colonisation, which would occur over a 35-40 year time frame. 

 
3.43. Mitigation measures and methodology - Mr Evans was unconvinced by some of the 

rehabilitation measures described by Mr Lister and by the Applicant’s ecologist 
although both landscape experts agreed that it is good practice to assist natural 
processes and promote regeneration of the quarry perimeter. Revegetation and site 
rehabilitation are required for ecological, landscape and visual mitigation. 

 
3.44. Information to be provided - By the time of the hearing additional material had been 

provided by the Applicant that resolved most differences between the experts on the 
level of information to be provided. The remaining area of disagreement is the 
requirement for a Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment (LVEA) prior to the 
Plan Change being lodged. It is Mr Evans’ opinion that a LVEA should have been 
provided as part of the Plan Change documentation to assist in identifying landscape 
and visual issues, and establish appropriate mitigation and rehabilitation measures 
which can be carried through into the revised quarry management plan for the site. 
Mr Lister acknowledges that while a LVEA would have been best practice, 
landscape and visual effects were assessed in his evidence. 

 
3.45. Finally Mr Daysh told us that while it might be possible to offer off-site mitigation to 

individual properties, a number of people will want to retain their views. From a 
planning perspective this would be very difficult to implement and impossible to 
enforce without willingness from both parties. 

 
Discussion and Findings 

 
3.46. The landscape experts generally agreed that any quarrying on the southern face 

would have adverse visual effects during the life of the quarry, arising from the 
unnatural appearance of the exposed rock and benched profile, and the industrial 
appearance of the quarrying activities and yards. The most severe visual effects 
would be from SH1 Ngauranga Gorge. The nature and degree of effects from 
surrounding residential areas would depend on their proximity and exposure to the 
quarry face.  

 
3.47. It is proposed that some rehabilitation at the top of the cut face on the quarry would 

be carried out at approximately one-third the life of the quarry. However the major 
part of site rehabilitation will not be undertaken until active quarrying ceases, which 
Mr Maddern told us will be 15 to 20 years after the quarry opens.  

 
3.48. The landscape experts have told us that the time period for the rock surface to 

weather and for native plant species to replace gorse and exotic grasses lies 
somewhere between 15 and 40 years.  In short, it will be a minimum of 30 years 
before the quarry face resembles the ‘rehabilitated’ photo simulations, by which time 
most of the residents who submitted or who have been identified as affected parties 
will have moved on and out of their current properties. Put another way, the visual 
effects of the quarry will last for the life time of most local residents. 

 
3.49. We understand that the ability to provide mitigation during the life of the quarry is 

limited due to the scale and nature of the proposals. Mr Lister said there is potential to 
reduce visibility of works by carrying out restoration planting of the intervening 
hillside prior to quarrying commencing. Mr Evans was less specific, saying that 
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mitigation needs to be considered as an integral part of the development of the 
quarry during its lifetime, not just at the rehabilitation stage, to address the 
maintenance and enhancement of amenity values and the maintenance and 
enhancement of the quality of the environment under Section 7(c) and (f) of the 
RMA respectively. 

 
3.50. We acknowledge the concerns of residents on the visual impact of additional 

quarrying on the southern face and their confusion with regard to rehabilitation 
within the existing quarry. 

 
3.51. A primary issue to be considered by the hearing panel relates to the scope of the 

landscape effects and whether the proposed provisions of PC83 are adequate to 
ensure that the later resource consent process will adequately address the landscape 
and visual effects. This is particularly poignant in that the ‘as notified’ position PC83 
proposes to make the future resource consent a Controlled Activity. A Controlled 
Activity cannot be declined. Therefore the panel must be satisfied that the landscape 
effects of the proposal can be considered to be acceptable and that the Controlled 
Activity provisions adequately address the potential effects. 

 
3.52. We accept the advice of the landscape experts that the PC83 has provisions that 

address or have the potential to address the most significant visual effects, identified 
by both landscape experts as the landscape and visual effects experienced with the 
‘gateway’ Ngauranga Gorge. Having heard concerns of residents who live near the 
Northern Face and given the long time before quarrying ceases, we endorse 
measures embedded into the Plan Change to mitigate effects on visual amenity for 
residents who live near the Southern Face. 

 
3.53. In addition, we have included minor amendments to more specifically provide 

mitigation for effects on visual amenity of adjoining residential areas. 
Notwithstanding an integrated approach to ecological and landscape mitigation, we 
recommend that all methods of quarry rehabilitation with the aim of mitigating 
effects on residential visual amenity before and during the life of the quarry should 
be explored including opportunities for the use of both native and exotic species for 
revegetation on buffer areas on the residential boundary. To that end, we agree with 
Mr Evans that at the time of application for resource consent, some form of 
landscape and visual assessment will be required that identifies effects, opportunities 
for potential mitigation during the operational quarry period and includes details of 
their implementation within an amended version of the QMP.  

 
3.54. With regards to long term site rehabilitation, it is the QMP rather than the Plan 

Change itself that is the vehicle for a rehabilitation plan. The range and efficacy of 
such mitigation measures has been discussed below.  We are satisfied that the 
proposed QMP requirements in conjunction with the Quarry Standards and the 
Ecological Survey and Restoration Plan contains provisions for a timetable and 
associated budget for the landscape and visual mitigation of quarry faces, as well as 
processes for monitoring the effectiveness of rehabilitation measures and 
contingency plans to improve measures shown to be ineffective.  

 
3.55. The hearing committee finds that the Plan Change provisions will facilitate 

quarrying activity which is likely to have significantly adverse landscape effects. 
The proposed Plan Change provisions require a robust assessment of the future 
landscape effects and the mitigation measures to be included in any future resource 
consent application. 
 

Issue 3: Ecological Issues 
 

Issue Identification 



Proposed Change 83 Hearing Panel Report & Recommendation 

Page 17 

 

 

 
3.56. Effectively there are two primary issues related to ecology to consider. Firstly there 

is the aquatic ecology and the effects on the stream running through the subject land. 

There are discussions between experts as to whether this Plan Change should 

provide specific provision for addressing the aquatic ecological issues. 

 

3.57. The second issue relates to the extent of potential adverse effects from the Plan 

Change and the Plan Change provisions for terrestrial ecology and whether these 

satisfactorily address the mitigation of effects.   

 

3.58. Expert evidence on ecological issues was provided by Dr Astrid van Meeuwen-

Dijkgraaf and David Cameron for the Applicant and Stephen Fuller for the Council. 

Dr Tarryn Wyman, biodiversity officer for Greater Wellington Regional Council, 

provided evidence on its behalf. 

 

3.59. Evidence focussed on the Mitigation Options report prepared by Dr van Meeuwen-

Dijkgraaf as part of the notification of Plan Change 83 in February 2018 and 

progressively revised in response to submissions and requests for further 

information. By the time of the hearing there was general agreement between experts 

on potential ecological effects, on mitigation options that should be considered as 

part of an overall mitigation plan, on the mitigation measures to be provided for in 

the QMP and on the information required for the Ecological Survey and Restoration 

Plan that would be submitted as part of an application.  
 

3.60. Dr van Meeuwen-Dijkgraaf clarified that the purpose of the Mitigation Options 

report is to assess whether there is sufficient mitigation available within the site or 

on nearby sites to mitigate the ecological effects of the proposed quarry expansion. 

The report is not a formal mitigation plan, nor does it address quarry rehabilitation or 

mitigation of landscape effects. 
 

3.61. Aquatic ecology - Mr Cameron’s evidence focussed on the implications of Proposed 

Plan Change 83 for the water quality and aquatic ecology of adjacent water courses, 

which lie within the jurisdiction of GWRC. Mr Cameron was of the opinion that 

these indirect effects would be mostly addressed by existing conditions of the 

GWRC discharge consent and that Condition 67 of the GW WGN170175 consent 

provided for stream remediation as part of the overall site rehabilitation package. 

However he told us that while the quarry was operational it will be particularly 

important that the existing extent of riparian vegetation is maintained and, if 

opportunities arise, extended, and that if a haul road is to be constructed near 

Waitohi Stream, it should not encroach into the stream channel any further than the 

current track margin or existing fence. 
 

3.62. At a prehearing meeting on 9 October 2018 the S42A Report authors, expert 

advisors to the Council, and Council officers agreed that in order to achieve an 

effective and integrated mitigation design, some stream mitigation should be 

identified as part of the overall ecological mitigation package for Plan Change 83. 

This was endorsed by Dr Wyman, who supported an additional quarry management 

plan requirement for the enhancement of Waitohi Stream and riparian vegetation.  
 

3.63. There was some disagreement between experts as to whether existing GW consents 

addressed potential effects or would require consideration through future consents.  
 

3.64. Terrestrial ecology - There was general alignment between Dr van Meeuwen-

Dijkgraaf and Mr Fuller on the Ecological Survey and Restoration Plan included in 

the Plan Change as information required to be submitted with an application for 

resource consent, including the commitment to restore streams within the site rather 
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than offset mitigation on streams outside the site and the overall quantum of 

mitigation that potentially could be applied to the site.  There remained several 

outstanding areas of disagreement that focussed on site rehabilitation philosophy, 

methodology and the establishment of a fauna corridor. 
 

3.65. There was some disagreement between ecologists on the need for a vegetated 

corridor that would provide a direct link between the open space areas to the west of 

the quarry and SH1 to the east, on the width of such a corridor and on the habitat it 

might provide.  Mr Fuller believes the only way to appropriately mitigate for the 

likely impact of the quarry expansion on avifauna is to set aside a block of the bed of 

the quarry to provide a stepping stone from Tyers Reserve to the North face of 

Ngauranga Gorge. In contrast Dr van Meeuwen-Dijkgraaf notes the bird species 

found in the wider area are known to travel considerable distances to reach preferred 

food sources. It is her opinion that a small loss of area of indigenous vegetation will 

not significantly reduce connectivity for these species. 
 

3.66. Although the plans we were provided do not show Stage 2 of the Southern Face 

development, we were informed by Mr Lister that the bank adjacent to SH1 to return 

along the south east quarry boundary (Ormiston Associates drawing 3655-SR302) 

that would provide a continuous corridor even during quarrying. In his opinion, 

enrichment planting could be extended across this area that would have both 

landscape and ecological benefits for both landscape reasons and ecological 

connections.   
 

3.67. We heard from ecologists and landscape architects from the Applicant and Council 

regarding the virtues of direct transfer of existing vegetation onto the upper benches 

of the cut face, planting onto the slopes above the working quarry face and the use of 

exotic and native vegetation for revegetation. 
 

3.68. Dr van Meeuwen-Dijkgraaf supports the use of indigenous site plants and soil as a 

form of mitigation. It is her opinion that direct transfer would retain elements of the 

original ecosystem, including important soil microbes and that should some or all of 

the direct transfer areas fail, the site topsoil will remain and could be replanted in a 

more conventional manner. Mr Fuller does not believe direct transfer can be relied 

upon as mitigation in the rehabilitation of the upper benches the Southern Face 

quarry. His views are supported by Mr Evans who cites his direct experience with 

revegetation on cut faces within the Ngauranga Gorge. 
 

3.69. There is agreement between Dr van Meeuwen-Dijkgraaf and Mr Lister on the 

benefits of assisting natural regeneration of the hillside around the perimeter of the 

quarry face. In contrast Mr Fuller sees problems with establishing such vegetation 

based on failure of field trials to date. 
 

3.70. While there appeared to be disagreement with regard to the use of exotic plant 

species for mitigation, the ecologists agreed that exotic plant species can be used in 

the remediation process if they have a useful role to fulfil (such as screening), but 

should not count towards the mitigation for the loss of ecological values. 
 

3.71. The wider divergence lay in the issue of site rehabilitation. Mr Fuller’s opinion was 

that site rehabilitation was largely unconsidered as a mitigation option. Dr van 

Meeuwen-Dijkgraaf noted that the Mitigation Options report sets out options that 

could commence immediately upon the start of quarrying to mitigate for the loss of 

indigenous vegetation and habitat from the site, and the Quarry Management Plan 

                                                           
2 Gavin Lister. Evidence 7.3 (b)  
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would be the appropriate mechanism for considering rehabilitation and landscape 

mitigation planting. 
 

3.72. Finally, Mr Fuller urged the panel to consider integrated ecological and landscape 

mitigation, which would include the potential for remediation and rehabilitation 

across the entire Kiwi Point Quarry site as part of the wider mitigation package over 

the life of the Quarry. 
 

3.73. GWRC made a submission that conditionally supported the Proposed Plan Change 

based on its consistency with Policy 60 of the RPS: Utilising the region’s mineral 

resources but sought further consideration of how the Plan Change will support and 

contribute to achieving the integrated management of natural and physical resources 

in the Wellington region.  
 

3.74. By end of hearing it was clear that a number of issues raised by GW had been 

clarified or addressed through the pre-hearing discussions, leaving two major areas 

of disagreement. 
 

3.75. Dr Wyman expressed a preference for off-site mitigation on other coastal escarpment 

corridors. We were told that mitigation and offsetting at more remote locations 

significantly reduces the benefit to the Kiwi Point Quarry site. However Mr Daysh 

informed us that because the Plan Change is a WCC driven process, adjacent WCC 

land such as Tyers Reserve, Imran Terrace/Maldive Street Reserve and a WCC site 

on the eastern side of Ngauranga Gorge, south of Glover Road, can be made 

available for the mitigation and offsetting activities. 
 

3.76. Greater Wellington Regional Council indicated that the mitigation proposed in Plan 

Change 83 is considerably less than the “ideally at least three times larger” 

suggested. Dr Wyman told us they would like to see an increase in the mitigation 

proposed to align more closely with a nominal 3:1 ratio. 
 

3.77. Dr van Meeuwen-Dijkgraaf told us the Wildlands November 2018 Mitigation 

Options report sets out a potential mitigation solution that exceeds the 3:1 ratio for 

mitigation and integrates with stream and riparian rehabilitation. She expressed her 

concerns about embedding mitigation and offsetting ratios in policy when these 

should be dealt with through resource consents. She noted that “all mitigation ratios 

need to be considered relative to the vegetation or habitat that is potentially affected, 

and the potential risk of not achieving the predicted outcome, including current 

restoration knowledge and techniques. Embedding a ratio in a policy has the risk 

that this will be considered the default ratio and will therefore be used henceforth 

whether or not it is appropriate.”3 
 

3.78. Furthermore, given that the resource consent is to be non-notified because the 

activity is controlled, the GW request to include the 3:1 mitigation and offsetting 

ratio means that GWRC will not be able to comment on the terrestrial aspect of the 

future resource consent.  
 

3.79. In his evidence, Mr Fuller supported the revised Wildlands Mitigation Options 

proposals and is satisfied that sufficient mitigation is available to ensure no net loss 

and that the 3:1 mitigation ratio is achievable. 
 

3.80. Mr Norton (Submitter 7) was concerned that adequate mitigation options have not 
been identified. Submitters 8 (Jan Brydges-Jones), 20 (Brad and Nicola Young), 26 
(Sarah Pennel), 29 (Silvia Rudzki and John Savage), and 36 (Angela Garty) have 

                                                           
3 Dr van Meeuwen-Dijkgraaf. Paragraph 3.6 Supplementary Evidence 7 December 2018.  
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raised concerns that the Proposed Plan Change will have adverse environmental 
effects, including the loss of indigenous forest vegetation, and reduced habitat for 
fauna.  

 
Discussion and Findings 

 

3.81. In respect to aquatic ecology, we find that this issue is outside the scope of this Plan 

Change. From a Plan Change 83 perspective, we acknowledge that the QMP applies 

across regional and district jurisdictional boundaries and therefore it is appropriate 

that it address both terrestrial and aquatic issues.  

 

3.82. The Plan Change provisions for PC83 need not specifically address the aquatic 

environment as this is not part of the rezoned land and is within land already zoned 

for quarrying.  
 

3.83. It is noted however that as the land is owned and controlled by WCC, then nothing 

stops the quarry operator preparing a QMP which combines its consent requirements 

under the GWRC and WCC consent requirements. 
 

3.84. In regard to the need for a fauna corridor, regardless of the differences between Dr 

van Meeuwen-Dijkgraaf and Mr Fuller, we accept that there is potential for a 

continuous west-east connection across the Southern Face site which could be 

maintained and enriched even during quarrying. While it is a smaller scale corridor 

than that requested by Mr Fuller, we recommend that this option is explored in the 

future RC application.  

 

3.85. In respect to the mitigation measures and the disagreements between experts, the 

hearing panel need only be satisfied that the PC83 provisions are appropriate to 

ensure that the ecological effects and mitigation measures are considered during the 

resource consent process. Much of the discussion and disagreement in the hearing 

has the “flavor” of debating a resource consent.  
 

3.86. In relation to our role in the Plan Change process, we are satisfied that the PC83 

provisions will adequately be addressed through the Plan Change provisions as 

recommended. 
 

3.87. The panel endorses the collaborative process of design and revisions to resolve 

issues raised in submissions. Dr van Meeuwen-Dijkgraaf has established that there is 

a range of mitigation options within the quarry site and on Wellington City Council-

owned land close to the quarry to mitigate the potential ecological effects associated 

with further development of this quarry and that these options can achieve at least 

the required 3:1 mitigation ratio. The establishment of a specific provision requiring 

a 3:1 mitigation ratio is a matter left to the resource consent process and the 

information submitted with the application. 
 

3.88. There are separate accounting systems for ecological mitigation and for site 

rehabilitation. However it is our understanding that site rehabilitation and landscape 

mitigation planting will provide additional ecological benefits, but most of these 

benefits will occur at some future date as parts of the quarry no longer required are 

rehabilitated. The Plan Change requires that the QMP contains measures for site 

rehabilitation and landscape mitigation planting that will provide additional 

ecological benefits above and beyond the mitigation that is required to commence at 

the start of the quarrying operation. The QMP also contains provision for a timetable 

and associated budget for rehabilitation of quarry faces, as well as processes for 

monitoring the effectiveness of rehabilitation measures and contingency plans to 

improve measures shown to be ineffective. In short, it is our opinion that the Plan 
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Change has sufficient teeth to ensure that on-going ecological mitigation and site 

rehabilitation have adequate funding and will be undertaken in a timely fashion, 

starting before the quarry is closed.  
 

3.89. Beyond this, the refinement and detail of the proposed ecological and landscape 

mitigation options are outside the scope of this Plan Change. Ecological mitigation 

will be addressed through the Ecological Survey and Restoration Plan for the wider 

quarry site to be submitted with an application for resource consent for the Kiwi 

Point Quarry Southern Face and incorporated into the QMP. 
 

3.90. With regard to the concerns of Dr Wyman over the loss of coastal habitat, we 

acknowledge that increasing the area of coastal escarpment habitat is preferred over 

enhancing existing habitat but accept advice from Council that there are no other 

nearby coastal escarpment areas that could be planted up as they already have 

existing valued forest cover or are privately owned residential or commercial sites. 

We agree with Dr Wyman that the two mitigation sites included in the Wildlands 

Mitigation Options report should be included in the Plan Change document. Plan 

Change 83 has been amended to include specific reference to Tyers Reserve and the 

Ngauranga Scenic Reserve Lot 3 DP63927 at 3.2.2.18 in provisions for the 

Ecological Survey and Restoration Plan. 
 

3.91. Mr Fuller made a recommendation that fell outside the scope of this Plan Change 

with regard to long term protection for areas of open space and replanting outside the 

quarry working face. Mr Daysh outlined at the hearing that the WCC City Strategy 

Committee has resolved in February 2018 to place Reserves Act protection on the 

areas to be rehabilitated but the process will be undertaken under a separate piece of 

legislation. 
 

3.92. The Mitigation Options report was revised since submissions were made in May 

2018 with an increased range of potential mitigation options that in turn will be used 

to inform the Quarry Management Plan that will be required as a condition of a 

Resource Consent. There is agreement between Mr Fuller, Dr van Meeuwen-

Dijkgraaf and Mr Cameron that the method proposed for managing ecological 

effects through an Ecological Survey and Restoration Plan is the most appropriate 

method for managing such effects. 
 

3.93. The panel agrees that the Plan Change has addressed all potential ecological effects 

and has measures that provide for appropriate mitigation options. 

 

3.94. With regard to integrated ecological mitigation and site rehabilitation, the panel 

agrees with the experts that mitigation is most effective when ecological and 

landscape and visual issues are dealt with as a package, and not ‘siloed’. We are 

confident the Plan Change provides for the QMP to consider integrated ecological 

and landscape mitigation and encourages mitigation that provides dual landscape and 

ecological benefits while still maintaining separate budgets for essential ecological 

mitigation.   
 

Issue 4: Noise 

 
Issue identification 

 
3.95. The Plan Change will facilitate the extension of the quarry activity which will have 

potential noise effects on the surrounding area, in particular the local residents.   
This section focusses on issues relating to the generation of noise and the impact on 
the local amenity arising from the proposed Plan Change. 
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3.96. A number of submitters have raised concerns relating to the potential noise effects. 
These include submitters #4, 7, 12, 13, 18, 24, 26 and 32.  

 
3.97. We heard from Anthony Norton (Submitter #7), Jan Brydges Jones (Submitter #8), 

Carol Mundell (Submitter #13) and Brian Stapleton (Submitter #18) that they 
experienced a range of noise effects that included the blasting, sirens, the operations 
of vehicles and machinery which was operating under the current District Plan 
provisions. The submitters expressed a view that these existing effects were adverse 
on their residential amenity. 

 
3.98. During the hearing we heard from Mr Ormiston in respect to noise effects on behalf 

of the Applicant. Mr Ormiston acknowledged that he was not a noise expert, 
however he had attached the noise monitoring report from Marshall Day Acoustics 
to his evidence. The summary of his evidence was that the operation of the existing 
quarry was such that noise monitoring had confirmed that the existing operation 
complied with the existing Noise Standards that applied to the site. 

 
3.99. The committee heard from Mr Ryan Cameron, who appeared on behalf of the 

Council. Mr Cameron is a qualified noise expert who is employed by Wellington 
City Council. Mr Cameron advised that he had reviewed the submissions made on 
the Plan Change in respect to noise. In his view, the level of concern expressed in 
the submissions was not apparent in the complaint history. Mr Cameron advised 
that WCC received/attended some 6000 noise complaints per year, however only 3-
4 of those related to the quarry and activity around the site. 

 
3.100. Mr Cameron was clear in his opinion that the proposed noise provisions were 

appropriate to manage noise effects in the future. 
 

3.101. The hearing panel was advised however, that the noise of blasting, was not included 
in the standard assessment of noise as its characteristics were “impulsive”. The 
blasting noise effects required “special attention”.   

 
3.102. Mr Cameron advised the panel that there needs to be reasonable noise standards in 

place to allow activity to take place. In some circumstances, if the noise is audible, 
the receptors of that noise may automatically consider the effect to be adverse, 
however that level of noise might be deemed reasonable by other parties. 

 
Discussion and findings 

 
3.103. The hearing committee note the submitter concerns to the noise being generated by 

the existing quarry (and hence potentially the likely effects from the future quarry 
operation). It is also noted that the expert evidence/reports from acoustic 
engineers/noise experts have provided information that indicates that the noise 
generated by the quarry, most likely complies with the District Plan provisions as 
they currently stand. 

 
3.104. That existing activity is within the Business 2 Area. The hearing panel notes that the 

existing provisions of the Business Areas contain noise standards which are under 
standard 34.6.1.1. If the rezoning is accepted, these new provisions would apply to 
the rezoned land. 

 
3.105. The site already contains activity which is not related to the quarry operation. The 

hearing panel notes that if quarry operations were to cease these activities would 
continue and it is also likely that other industrial/commercial activity would take the 
place of the quarry. This activity could have noise effects which are similar to the 
quarry activity except in relation to blasting.  
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3.106. A feature of the current rezoning proposal is that the quarrying area maintains a 
buffer area which would assist in reducing the potential noise effects on the 
residential properties adjacent, and ensure that the future effects comply with the 
District Plan requirement. 

 
3.107. The current DPC83 standards adopts the existing Business Area provisions of the 

District Plan. These would apply to the future quarry operation. It is however noted 
that Mr Jones, the S42A reporting officer in their report to the hearing, has 
recommended changes to the ‘as notified’ DPC83 provisions4. 

 
3.108. Essentially those changes include insertion of a new Controlled Activity standard 

34.2.3.6 which requires that the future resource consent for quarrying on the site 
must consider the measures necessary to manage noise and vibration from blasting 
activities plus at 3.2.2.18 a separate requirement for an Acoustic Report to be 
submitted with an application for a resource consent that includes a description of 
all anticipated noise sources, measures to be adopted to ensure activities comply 
with relevant standards and measures to be adopted to ensure impulsive noise and 
vibration effects are not unreasonable. 

 
3.109. It is the panel’s view that it is appropriate that these amendments be adopted, 

particularly in light of the fact that Mr Cameron has advised that blasting would not 
fall within the ‘normal’ range of noise activities assessed in the District Plan and 
existing noise measurement standards. 

 
3.110. It is also the panel’s expectation that any resource consent application would need 

to include noise predictions, future monitoring of noise from general activity. The 
adoption of these provisions would be an appropriate way to manage the noise 
effects to protect residential amenity of neighbours and allow for reasonable use of 
the land in future. 

 

Issue 5: Dust Generation 

 
Issue identification 

 
3.111. The Plan Change will allow the extension of the quarry operation and this has the 

potential to generate a dust nuisance for existing commercial and residential 
properties within the vicinity of the site. This has potential effects on these 
activities. 

 
3.112. A total of 16 submitters identified dust generation from the quarry activity as an 

issue.  
 

3.113. During the hearing we heard from the Onslow Residents’ Community Association 
(submitter #32), Brian Stapleton (submitter #18), Carol Mundell (submitter #13) 
and Anthony Norton (submitter #7) who all raised their concerns at the dust effects 
from the extension of quarry activity in the vicinity of Kiwi Point Quarry. 

 
3.114. We also heard from Mr Doug Boddy of Pattle Delamore Partners who is an Air 

Quality Scientist.  
 

3.115. Mr Boddy presented a summary of his evidence at the hearing. In his evidence, Mr 
Boddy had confirmed that the proposed extension of the quarry would have a ‘slight 
adverse’ effect within the surrounding community5.  

 

                                                           
4 S42A Report – See paragraph 4.13, page 30 
5 Statement of Evidence of John William Douglas Boddy – Page 14, paragraph 6.15. 
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3.116. The hearing panel have noted that the ‘as-notified’ Plan Change, will make 
quarrying on the subject site a Controlled Activity if compliance with the standards 
in 34.6.1 (activities) and 34.6.2 (buildings and structures) is achieved.  

 
3.117. The standards in 34.6.1 include the standards under 34.6.1.11 which relate to dust. 

A dust nuisance is defined under 34.6.1.11.1 as: 
• There is visible evidence of suspended solids in the air beyond the site boundary; or 

• There is visible evidence of suspended solids traceable from a dust source settling on 
the ground, building or structure on a neighbouring site or water. 

 
3.118. These are existing provisions under the Business zone and they are not matters 

which are the subject of this Plan Change.  
 
3.119. The Controlled Activity provisions of the PC83 require compliance with the above 

standards and would be difficult to achieve in practice. 
 

3.120. The structure of the proposed rules, requires a prediction that compliance will be 
achieved. Mr Boddy responded to questions on this issue and was of the view that 
compliance could be achieved, however his evidence had concluded that the 
potential effects overall would be slightly adverse.  

 
3.121. The hearing panel notes that the PC83 provisions are such that failure to achieve 

compliance with a standard results in the future resource consent defaulting to a 
Discretionary Activity. 

 
3.122. It is noted that Mr Jones as S42A officer and Mr Daysh as Plan Change proponent, 

have both recommended that additional provisions be included in the PC83 
provisions addressing the effects of dust.   

 
Discussion and findings 

 
3.123. We accept the submissions from residents that they experience a dust nuisance.  
 
3.124. The hearing panel also accept the evidence of Mr Maddern that the existing quarry 

operation could be managed better to improve its effects on the local area.  
 

3.125. The panel further notes that the existing quarry operates under a permitted activity 
rule. No consent has been required to operate the quarry and therefore the operation 
was not subject to the ‘scrutiny’ of a consent process. 

 
3.126. We note that there are ambiguities in the District Plan provisions and these will 

make the determination of the activity classification in future difficult. Mr Boddy’s 
evidence was that the dust effects are “slightly adverse” which would suggest that 
the permitted standards under 34.6.1.11.1 would not be met and therefore any 
activity would have to be assessed as a discretionary activity. The panel has 
therefore recommended that the requirement to comply with the dust permitted 
activity standard be deleted from the site specific rules, to allow the activity to in 
future be assessed as Controlled Activity.  

 
3.127. Dust control measures however remain an important requirement of the Controlled 

Activity rule and the QMP will require dust control measures to be considered as 
part of the resource consent. 

 
3.128. The recommended amendments to the PC83 provisions suggested by Mr Jones and 

Mr Daysh are both adopted by the hearing panel and will be included in the 
recommended new provisions of the Plan Change. 
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Issue 6: Vibration and blasting effects 

 
Issue identification 

 
3.129. The proposed Plan Change will extend and facilitate additional quarry activity at 

the Kiwi Point site and this will result in blasting being undertaken in the quarry 
management processes. 

 
3.130. We heard evidence from Mr Darcy Maddern for the Applicant for the Plan Change 

who described the process for blasting and notification of activity to businesses and 
residents in the local area. 

 
3.131. The hearing panel also heard expert evidence of the monitoring of blasting effects.  
 
3.132. A number of submitters6 have raised concerns specifically in relation to vibration 

and blasting effects.  
 

3.133. During the hearing we heard from submitters Jan Brydges Jones (submitter #8) and 
Carol Mundell (submitter #13) who were particularly concerned at the effects of the 
vibrations on their property and likened the effects to small earthquakes. 

 
3.134. The hearing panel heard from WCC Noise expert Ryan Cameron who explained 

that the noise generated from blasting was not controlled by the applicable standard 
noise monitoring standards applied in the District Plan.  

 
3.135. The submitters generally were concerned that there was a lack of communication on 

blasting and subsequent activities.  
 

3.136. The panel asked submitters if they would be interested in participating in a 
community liaison group, with blasting and notification being one of the issues to 
be addressed. No submitter expressed an interest in participating in such a group.  

 
Discussion and findings 

 

3.137. The hearing panel finds that the blasting is a real concern to residents in the 
surrounding area and a potential danger to business in the immediate area of the 
quarry.  

 
3.138. The submitters made it clear that there were issues with blasting communication 

and in particular that the existing provisions for the existing quarry operation could 
be improved.  

 
3.139. The proposed provisions of the District Plan and in particular the QMP, will allow 

the assessment of future effects of blasting and vibration. 
 

Issue 7: Stability Effects 

 
Issue identification 

 
3.140. The proposed rezoning and Plan Change will facilitate quarrying activity which will 

result in excavations on steep slopes.  
 
3.141. Twelve submissions7 have raised concerns about the effects of the quarry on land 

stability around the quarry.  
 

                                                           
6 Submitters #3, #8, #10, #12, #25 and #31. 
7 Submitters #7, $8, #10, #12, #18, #20, #23, #24, #25, #26, #29 and #33. 
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3.142. During the hearing, the hearing panel heard submissions from Anthony Norton 
(submitter #7), Jan Brydges Jones (submitter #13) and the Onslow Residents’ 
Community Association (submitter #32) who were concerned with short and long 
term stability of the proposed quarry faces. Some suggestions were made that 
benchmarks should be monitored on certain properties and records of settlement 
recorded. 

 
3.143. The panel members have been presented with expert evidence from Alexander 

Ormiston on behalf of the Applicant. Mr Ormiston, further to his statement of 
evidence, described the benching design process for the quarry, the Factor of Safety 
(FOS) recommendations and benching design that would be undertaken before the 
QMP was finalised.  

 
3.144. Mr Ormiston confirmed that whilst his evidence stated there was potential for 

individual batter slopes to fail in the ultimate state (1 in 500 year earthquake)8 he 
was not concerned about deep seated instability on this site.  

 
Discussion and findings 

 
3.145. Overall, the hearing panel accept the expert evidence that deep seated instability is 

unlikely to be encountered with the implementation of good quarry management 
practices, such as appropriate benching and battering of the slopes.  

 
3.146. The design and layout of the quarry is to be addressed in the QMP and the potential 

effects on neighbouring landowners is further reduced by the proposed residential 
area setbacks or buffer requirements. 

 
3.147. The amended provisions provided in Appendix 3 improve the outcomes of the as-

notified provisions.  
 

Issue 8: Traffic Effects 
 

Issue identification 
 

3.148. Submissions have raised the potential traffic effects from the extension of the 
quarry9.  

 
3.149. The hearing panel received a hearing statement from the NZTA (submitter #34) 

which essentially asked for the appropriate management of traffic and accepted that 
the traffic effects were acceptable on SH1. 

 
3.150. The hearing panel heard from traffic engineer Tim Kelly who advised that quarry 

traffic accounted for 4% of heavy vehicle traffic entering SH1 and that the gorge 
accommodated 37,000 vehicles per day.  

 
Discussion and findings 

 
3.151. The hearing panel found that traffic effects could be satisfactorily addressed by the 

proposed provisions of the Plan Change, specifically those contained in the QMP. 
 

Issue 9: Wind Effects 

 

Issue identification 
 

                                                           
8 Evidence of Alexander Ormiston, page 15 paragraph 9.7 
9 Submitters #18, #24, #30 and #34. 
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3.152. Two submissions have raised the issue of potential wind effects from the alteration 
of the landform10.  

 
3.153. The hearing panel received a hearing statement and heard from wind expert Mike 

Donn.  
 

3.154. Mr Donn explained that in his view, the terrain modification was unlikely to cause 
any effects to wind speeds outside of the site i.e. these effects were not likely to 
reach the adjoining residential properties. 

 
3.155. Mr Donn also advised that the terrain modification was unlikely to have a more than 

minor effect on wind speeds. 
 

Discussion and findings 
 

3.156. The hearing panel accept the expert evidence that there is a low probability of 
increased wind speeds as a result of landform modification. The panel also accept 
that in the unlikely event that any effects do occur, any reduction in local residential 
amenity will be less than minor.   

 
3.157. No changes to the provisions of the Plan Change are required in relation to the 

potential wind effects.  
 

Issue 10: Other Matters 

 
Issue identification 

 
3.158. Submitters have raised a number of issues, which would fall into the category of 

‘Other Matters’. These include: 
 

• Effects on property values 
• Light pollution 
• The existing quarry effects 
• Odour from the abattoir 
• Community liaison 

 
 
3.159. Effects on property values are already considered in the overall assessment of the 

effects of the Plan Change. Case law has determined that to consider property values 
as an additional adverse effect above the matters already discussed above is double 
counting of the effects.  

 
3.160. The light pollution raised by submitters is caused by other activities rather than 

quarrying. 
 

3.161. The provisions of the Plan Change do not relate to the existing operation and do not 
affect how that operation is carried out. 

 
3.162. The abattoir acts independently from the quarry. 

 
3.163. It is evident to us that existing lines of communication are unsatisfactory. Local 

residents and businesses need a dedicated contact for information and complaints. 
 
We agree with Mr Daysh that there is no need for a Community Liaison Group to be 
formalised within the Plan Change. However we are strongly of the view that there is 
a need for local residents and businesses to be kept informed. Clear lines of 
communication should be established between the quarry and the wider community, 
whatever form that may take. Given modern technology, anyone who wishes to be 

                                                           
10 Submitters #26 and #29. 
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given advance warning of blasting can be contacted easily and quickly and we 
recommend anyone who considers themselves to be affected and wishes to be 
notified in advance of blasting be placed on the list. 
 
We have accepted the change recommended to the provisions by Mr Jones, the S42A 
reporting officer, in respect to community liaison practices in the QMP. 

 
Summary of Issues 

 
3.164. Analysis of the issues above, including the unchallenged expert evidence clearly 

establishes that it is an important requirement for the city to have quarry supplies. 
The current site is one of a very limited number of locations where quarrying is 
being undertaken and all have limited lifespans.  

 
3.165. It is difficult to identify alternative locations where a quarry could be approved. 
 
3.166. The existing quarry has a number of positive aspects including its location close to 

the demand and in close proximity to the state highway. 
 

3.167. The hearing panel have reached the opinion that the Plan Change will potentially 
impose adverse effects on the local community by extending the quarry activity. 

 
3.168. It is relevant that sources of quarry products are a necessity for the city and the lack 

of identified alternative locations in part, supports the approval of an extension of 
activity at this site, despite the potential adverse effects. 

 
3.169. The hearing panel were of the view that the mitigation measures required to be 

implemented by the quarry operator, needed to be set at the highest practicable 
level, in part to ‘compensate’ the local community for having to experience other 
adverse effects which were difficult to fully mitigate, such as the visual and 
landscape effects on the batter faces. 

 
3.170. The hearing panel were of the view that the ecological and other landscape works 

will be required to be completed to a high standard. The neighbouring properties 
should not be inconvenienced by dust, noise or vibration effects which will also 
need to be controlled to a high standard. The provisions will require detailed review 
of the potential effects during the resource consent process. 

 
3.171. The hearing panel also note that the existing quarry operating at Kiwi Point, was 

established under a Permitted Activity rule. The current PC83 provisions will 
require at minimum, a Controlled Activity consent and therefore all aspects of the 
proposal will be assessed and a measure of control put in place to ensure that the 
relevant standards are met. This will in the hearing panel’s view, increase the level 
of scrutiny and potentially the performance of the quarry operator in future in terms 
of mitigating effects. 

 
3.172. For the reasons set out above, we consider the annotated provisions in Appendix 3 

are more effective at achieving the settled and proposed objectives of the Plan than 
the notified provisions. Greater clarification and certainty of anticipated outcomes 
have been incorporated into the rules to ensure the future consent process for 
development is as efficient as possible. 

 
3.173. Accordingly, we consider the provisions as amended in Appendix 3 are the most 

appropriate to achieve the objectives and policies of the Plan. 
 

3.174. Submissions for or against the proposal, were accepted or rejected on the basis of 
their consistency with the overall conclusions of the hearing panel.  
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4.0 STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS 

 
Assessment 

 

4.1. Drawing  on  consideration  of  the  plan  change  material,  the  submissions  and 
further submissions, and the evidence presented, this part of our report addresses 
the statutory requirements we outlined at section 3 above. 

 
4.2. We have adopted a thematic approach to presenting our findings in this respect. 

 

 
Are the proposed objectives the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the 

Act? 
 

4.3. As noted at the outset of section 3 above, the ‘objectives’ to be assessed against Part 
2 of the Act in this case are the goals of the Plan Change to: 

 
(a) Specifically recognize the importance of quarry aggregates at Kiwi Point for 

the city’s growth and development; 
 

(b) provide for the sustainable management of the site; and 
 

(c) avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects. 
 

4.4. In our view, the objectives of the Plan Change are the most appropriate means to 
achieve the Act’s sustainable management purpose in respect of future development 
of Kiwi Point Quarry. 

 
4.5. In particular, the objectives facilitate the extension of quarry activity while 

requiring potential adverse effects to be considered and addressed during a resource 
consent process.  

 
 

Are the provisions the most appropriate way to implement the “objectives,” having 

regard to their efficiency and effectiveness, actual and potential environmental 

effects and reasonable alternatives? 

 
4.6. As set out under our preamble in section 3 of this report, there is an unavoidable 

‘tension’ between the outcomes of seeking to provide for the provision of quarry 
supplies and potential future effects. 

 
4.7. The proposed Plan Change provisions increase the efficient use of the Kiwi Point 

Quarry site.  
 

4.8. If the Plan Change were not to proceed, the impact on aggregate supplies in the city 
would be almost immediate as the capacity of the site under the current District 
Plan has been reached. There will therefore be economic costs which occur which 
will be imposed on the building and construction industry of the city. 

 
4.9. There is considerable economic value in the existing plant. 

 
4.10. None of the expert evidence presented at the hearing has identified any alternative 

locations for quarry activity to replace the Kiwi Point site. The evidence has 
suggested that it would be a minimum 10 year lead in time for a new quarry to be 
established. 
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4.11. On the other side of this Plan Change are the potential adverse visual and ecological 
effects to be experienced by the local residential community. The expert evidence 
was again that the effects were potentially significant.  

 
4.12. When balancing the competing interests, the fact that there is no alternative location 

for the quarry activity is the deciding factor in terms of supporting the Plan Change.  
 

4.13. The provisions seek to ensure that the potential effects are minimized. They cannot 
however be avoided. The hearing panel have reached the position that the effects 
will be acceptable.  

 
 

Is the Plan Change designed to accord with, and assist the Council to carry out its 

functions so as to achieve the purpose of the Act? 

 
4.14. PC83 involves the establishment of objectives, policies, and methods to achieve 

integrated management of the effects of the use, development of land and associated 
natural and physical resources of Wellington City.  Further, the Plan Change will 
manage the actual or potential effects of the use, development of land. 

 
4.15. Accordingly, we find that the Plan Change is designed to accord with and assist the 

Council to carry out its s31 functions. 
 

 
 

Does the Plan Change give effect to any national policy statement (NPS) or New 

Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS)? 
 

4.16. The NZCPS is not relevant to the Plan Change. 
 
4.17. The National Policy Statement for Urban Development Capacity (UDC) is 

considered to be indirectly relevant to the proposal. The efficient and economic 
supply of aggregates is necessary for the housing and construction industry. The 
adoption of PC83 would be consistent with the UDC. 

 
 

Does the Plan Change give effect to the Regional Policy Statement? 

 
4.18. The Regional Policy Statement (RPS) has a number of relevant objectives and 

policies. The objectives and policies are fully outlined in the S42A report11.  
 
4.19. In particular we note Objective 1 seeks to ensure: 

 
Discharges of….dust to air do not adversely affect amenity values and people’s wellbeing. 

 
4.20. The proposed Plan Change is consistent with Objective 1 and will ensure that dust 

discharge is appropriately controlled so as not to affect amenity values and people’s 
wellbeing. 

 
4.21. Policy 1 of the RPS requires District Plans to include policies that discourage 

location of new uses to be established adjacent to sensitive receiving environments. 
For this site and activity, the extension of existing activities can potentially be 
deemed inconsistent with the Policy. This then has the potential to create 
inconsistency with other objectives and policies of the RPS. In this case, the PC83 
provisions incorporate setbacks from residential activity and appropriate provisions 
which ensure consistency with the overall intent of the RPS. 

                                                           
11 S42A Report dated 19 November, Pages 21-25 
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4.22. Objective 10 of the RPS states: 

 
The social, economic, cultural and environmental benefits of regionally significant 
infrastructure are recognised and protected. 

 
4.23. SH1 network is a regionally significant piece of infrastructure. The existing and 

proposed extension of the quarry connects to this infrastructure.  The Plan Change 
will recognise and extend the efficient use of this infrastructure for the city. 

 
4.24. Policies 7, 8 and 39 are related to Objective 10 and seek to have District Plans to 

recognize regionally significant infrastructure. PC83 directly achieves those 
policies. 

 
4.25. Objective 16 of the RPS states: 

 
Indigenous ecosystems and habitats with significant biodiversity values are maintained and 
restored to a healthy functioning state. 

 
4.26. The existing biodiversity of the site does not meet the status of being significant 

from a regional standard, nonetheless PC83 provisions will meet the requirements 
of Objective 16 of the RPS in terms of restoring the existing values around the site 
of the Kiwi Point Quarry.  

 
4.27. The relevant policies of the RPS are policies 23, 24 and 47. These seek to recognise 

significant ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity, and to protect these areas from 
inappropriate use of development. The policies seek to protect these areas from 
inappropriate use and development. As already discussed above, the site does not 
necessarily contain regionally significant ecosystems and biodiversity areas 
therefore the policy is not particularly relevant. However the wider overall 
intentions of the RPS in terms of promoting biodiversity and ecosystem 
development are maintained by PC83 provisions. 

 
4.28. Objective 31 of the RPS states: 

 
The demand for mineral resources is met from resources located in close proximity to the 
areas of demand. 

 
4.29. The extension of Kiwi Point Quarry operations is entirely consistent with RPS 

Objective 31. 
 
4.30. Policy 60 is related to this objective. Policy 60 requires “particular regard” to the 

“social, economic and environmental benefits from utilising mineral resources 

within the region.” 
 

4.31. PC83 will implement Policy 60. 
 
4.32. Overall the proposed PC83 provisions are consistent with the RPS and put that 

document into effect. 
 

4.33. No inconsistencies have been identified with other Regional Plans including the 
Proposed Natural Resources Plan. 

 

 

What (if any) regard should be given to relevant management plans and strategies 

under other Acts? 

 
4.34. No other management plans or strategies have been identified as being relevant.   
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Summary 

 
4.35. In  summary,  we  conclude  that  when  assessed  against  the  relevant  statutory 

framework and the individual elements produced under that framework, PC83 as 
amended in Appendix 3 is the most appropriate outcome for the site. 

5.0 SECTION 32AA ANALYSIS 
 
 
 

5.1 Section 32AA(1)(a) of the Act, requires an analysis of the changes made to PC83 
since the original s32 report be prepared for the plan change. The analysis is to be 
undertaken in accordance with sections 32(1) to (4) of the Act. 
 

5.2 The hearing panel is also aware of section 32AA(1)(c) that states that there is a 
requirement to undertake the S32 analysis to a level of detail that corresponds to the 
scale and significance of the changes. 

 
5.3 The amendments to the provisions (attached as Appendix 3) are summarized as 

follows: 
 

• Changes to the text relating to Policy 33.2.2.7 discussing the quarry 
mitigation and restoration plan. 

• Amendment to text of Policy 33.2.2.7 including matters to be included in the 
quarry management plan 

• Exclusion of dust as a matter of compliance that needs to be complied with 
under the Controlled Activity Rule 34.2.3. 

• Inclusion of a specific matter of control into Rule 34.2.3 to include the need 
for aggregates and quarry supplies. 

• Specific inclusion into the matters to be included in the quarry management 
plan relating to noise, vibration, slope stability and dust.  

 
5.4 In relation to the scale and significance of the changes, the hearing panel note that 

the amendments made to the plan change since the preparation of the S32 report and 
then the notification of the plan change, do not alter the intent of the original plan 
change to any significant degree. 

 
5.5 The changes that do occur, are essentially clarifications of matters to be considered 

in the ‘mechanics’ of the policies and rules, together with the removal of potential 
ambiguities as to what was originally intended.  

 
5.6 The overall conclusions of the s32 report remain valid. The recommended option for 

future quarrying of the site remains the same. 
 

 
5.7 The above changes to the as-notified provisions have been introduced to specifically 

address matters raised in submissions or during the hearing. The changes will better 
implement the wider objectives and policies of the District Plan and the purpose of 
the Act.  
 

5.8 The amendments will not impose a greater or lesser level of restriction on activity, 
than was proposed under the original ‘as notified’ provisions. 
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6.0 OVERALL RECOMMENDATION 

 
6.1 Based on our consideration of all the material before us, including the section 42A 

report from the council advisors, submissions, further submissions, evidence 
presented at the hearing and following consideration of the requirements  of Section 
32 and other relevant statutory matters, we make the following statutory 
recommendations to the Council: 

 
(a) That the Plan Change be accepted as amended in Appendix 3 and that all 

submissions on the Plan Change be accepted or rejected to the extent set out 
above (and summarised in Appendix 1); and 

 
(b) That pursuant to Clause 10 of the First Schedule of the Resource Management 

Act 1991, Council give notice of its decision on submissions to Plan Change 
83. 

  







 
DPC 83  

Submission No. 
Name Support / Oppose 

1 Vincent Keating Support  

Submission 
relates to: 

 
The expansion of the south face of the quarry. 

Summary 
submission points 

 

 
The submitter states support for option 4 for future use. 

Summary relief 
sought 

 
Not stated 

Recommendation  Accepted  

2 Rob Suisted Oppose 

Submission 
relates to: 

• The rezoning on the southern side of Kiwi Point Quarry from Open Space B to 
Business 2 

• The standards relating to the quarrying of the expanded site 
 
Summary 
submission points 

 

 
1.Impacts of dust from the quarry in particular: 

 
• the ability to contain the dust within the quarry boundary 
• the impacts of dust on the submitter's property and photography equipment 
• the impacts of dust on human health 
• increase in dust due to the direct line of sight and prevailing wind direction 
• odour problems from the abattoir on site 
• the expansion of business activity, which is not desirable around the new 

areas of housing development around the site 

• visual effects of the new south face of the quarry as the submitter feels it will 
be an 'eyesore' as the gateway into Wellington City, and will be a visual 
contradiction to the environmental values we hold dear, and are developing, in 
Wellington. 

 
Summary relief 
sought 

The submitter seeks the following decision from Council: 
 
1. The submitter opposes the rezoning of the South face from Open Space B to 

Business 2. 
 
2. If the rezoning is approved the submitter requests that: 

 
a.   stringent controls are placed on quarrying activities based on stipulated and 

monitored wind speed. Any activity likely to put particulate matter into the air 
must be halted at moderate or greater wind speeds. 

 
b.   comprehensive monitoring of airborne particulate matter at the boundary 

of the quarry should be established, at a minimum of the prevailing wind 
direction sectors 

 
c. analysis of the mineral content of the Kiwi Point airborne dust particles is 

carried out with particular regard for long term impacts on human health 
 

Recommendation  Accept in part 
 
Amendments have been proposed to improve mitigation and remediation of visual 
effects, and to ensure the gateway values of the area are taken into account. 
 

 

  



DPC 83  
Submission No. 

Name Support / Oppose 

3 Geraldine Keith Oppose 

Submission 
relates to: 

 
Not stated 

Summary 
submission points 

 

1. The submitter understands that the Council needs aggregate for future 
development, but suggests that the Council relocate the quarry away 
from residential houses.  

2. The submitter has concerns relating to the vibration effects (blasting) from 
quarry operation as: 
• the submitter states that blasting at the quarry causes the submitter's house 

to shake 
• there is no prior warning for these 'blasts' 
• the submitter believes these 'blasts' have cause damage to their property 

over the years. 
Summary relief 
sought 

Not stated 

Recommendation  Accept in part 
 
Recommendations include a new matter of control to manage noise and vibration from 
blast activities, and to require future consent applications and operations to be informed 
by assessments and recommendations from a qualified acoustic engineer to manage 
these effects. 

4 Johnathan Austin Oppose 

Submission 
relates to: 

• Rezoning of an area on the southern side of Kiwi Point Quarry from Open Space B 
to Business 2. 

• Introduction of a new objective that recognises the importance of quarrying 
aggregates at Kiwi Point Quarry to provide for the future growth and 
development of the city. 

• Introduction of a new controlled activity rule that applies to the rezoned southern 
face expansion area. 

Summary 
submission points 

 

1. The submitter feels Council has not engaged in genuine consultation with local 
residents on this issue as: 
• Councillors expressed a pre-determined view in support of the proposal before 

hearing resident's views. 
• In consideration of this issue greater weight has been given to the views of 

those who stand to derive commercial benefit from the proposal and non-
ratepayers. Continuation of quarrying is not an appropriate activity for a 
residential area. 

2. Concerns on the impacts of quarrying activity on: 
• human health in relation to the impacts of dust and noise 
• amenity such as noise and visual effects 
• property values (where no compensation is proposed) 

3. The submitter considers such industrial activity is an 'eyesore' on the northern 
approaches into the city and detracts from Wellington's proposition as a progressive 
and environmentally conscious city. 

4. The continuation of quarrying will have an impact on image and tourism returns and 
will negatively impact other existing businesses in the area and prevent the site from 
being redeveloped to provide additional employment and business opportunities. 

5. The submitter feels there is no need for ongoing quarrying in a residential area when 
alternative supplies of aggregate are available nearby and suggests that the 
additional cost of importing aggregate from another location has a small impact on 
overall construction costs. 

Summary relief 
sought 

Not to proceed with this change to the District Plan. 

Recommendation   
Accept in part 
Recommendations include a new matter of control to manage noise and vibration from 
blast activities, and to require future consent applications and operations to be informed 
by assessments and recommendations from a qualified acoustic engineer to manage 
these effects. Amendments have also been proposed to improve mitigation and 
remediation of visual effects, and to ensure the gateway values of the area are taken 
into account. 
 

DPC 83  Name Support / Oppose 



Submission No. 
5 Tanuja Patnaik Support  

Submission 
relates to: 

 
A medium expansion of the south face of the quarry 

Summary 
submission points 

 

The submitter supports the medium expansion of the south face of the quarry for the 
following reasons: 
• Quarry expansion could be a great source of employment to the local community. 
• Quarry expansion would support our local industries and economy 

Summary relief 
sought 

 
The medium expansion option of the south face of the quarry 
 

Recommendation  Not accept 

6 Stan Goodman, Goodman Contractors, Ltd Support  

Submission 
relates to: 

 
Kiwi Point Quarry 

Summary 
submission points 

 

As the Wellington area expands, contractors are limited to only three quarries’ that have 
shrinking resources available. The submitter feels it is vital that quarry material is 
available to contractors in Wellington from all locations in order to keep competitive 
pricing up and low transport costs. 

Summary relief 
sought 

 
The submitter is in favour of the extension to the quarry operation. 
 

Recommendation  Accept 

7 Anthony Norton Oppose 

Submission 
relates to: 

Rezoning an area on the southern side of Kiwi Point Quarry from Open Space B to 
Business 2. 

Summary 
submission points 

 

1. The submitter has concerns relating to: 
• the ability of the quarry to contain dust and noise impacts within their boundary 
• the ability to maintain land mitigated during the Quarrying process. 
• the vibration effects ('blasting') from quarry operation as it impacts the properties 

around the site and has potential to cause land instability 
• the potential change in wind flow that could result from the removal of this section 

of the hillside and impact that this could have on the local area and residents. 
2. The submitter argues that the rezoning of the south face from Open Space B to 

Business 2 is only a short term solution for supplying rock and suggests that a long 
term replacement for the quarry needs to be determined now, as this proposal has 
only a 20 year lifespan. 

3. The submitter does not feel there are any real benefits for extending the quarry 
4. The submitter believes this expansion will not present Wellington in a 'good light' as 

the 'gateway to our city' 
Summary relief 
sought 

 
The submitter opposes the rezoning of the south face from Open Space B to Business 2 
as per the concerns stated in their submission and that all activity should be stopped. If 
rezoning is approved then the submitter requests that: 
• Mitigation should start as soon as one area is finished and not delayed till the end 

of the quarrying process. 
• A mitigation management plan is put in place that details dates, areas to be 

worked on and when mitigation will be started and completed for each section. 
• That on-going long term monitoring of noise and dust control be implemented. 

 
Recommendation  Accept in part 

Recommendations include a new matter of control to manage noise and vibration from 
blast activities, and to require future consent applications and operations to be 
informed by assessments and recommendations from a qualified acoustic engineer to 
manage these effects. Amendments have also been proposed to improve mitigation 
and remediation of visual effects, and to ensure the gateway values of the area are 
taken into account. Provisions are also included to ensure mitigation and rehabilitation 
are carried out as soon as practicable and a comprehensive rehabilitation plan is to be 
included in any future application for resource consent. Effectiveness monitoring of 
dust, noise and other management measures has been added as a requirement for the 
quarry management plan. 

DPC 83  Name Support / Oppose 



Submission No. 

8 Jan Brydges-Jones Oppose 

Submission 
relates to: 

Not stated  

Summary 
submission points 

 

• Further quarrying is harmful to the environment 
• The impact on the view and overlooking the quarry as further quarrying will spoil 

the look of the area 
• Concerns of air pollution 
• Concerns relating to the destabilisation of the surrounding area from quarry 

operation that is impacting the neighbouring houses. 
• The submitter objects to the fact that quarrying is encroaching further onto non-

industrial areas and is convinced it is destabilising nearby land, which is not good 
in an earthquake prone city. 

Summary relief 
sought 

• That further quarrying to be halted. 
• For the council to stop plundering the hillside as not enough research has been 

done on the effects of the quarrying. 
• The submitter suggests the relocation of the quarry to a site beyond urban areas. 

Recommendation  Accept in part 
A new matter of control and quarry management plan requirement have been added in 
relation to the management of slope stability and erosion 

9 Ryan Halverson, Halverson Civil Ltd Support  

Submission 
relates to: 

Rezoning of an area on the southern side of Kiwi Point Quarry from Open Space b to 
Business 2 to allow for future development and expansion of the quarry 

Summary 
submission points 

 

The submitter argues the need to ensure future operation of a local quarry, as 
Halverson Civil Ltd could not operate without a large local quarry due to increasing 
traffic. 

Summary relief 
sought 

 
The submitter supports quarry expansion 

Recommendation  Accept 

10 Kim Irene Tree Oppose 

Submission 
relates to: 

Rezoning from Open Space B to Business 2 at Kiwi Point Quarry. 

Summary 
submission points 

 

1. The continuation of the vibration effects from the explosive techniques used for 
quarry operation, and the impacts this has on the local people and properties. The 
submitter notes these blasts often feel like earthquakes. 

2. The submitter also opposes the potential visual effect from the expansion of the 
quarry that will be visible from all parts of the neighbourhood. 

Summary relief 
sought 

That Council reject this proposal. 
 

Recommendation  Accept in part 
Recommendations include a new matter of control to manage noise and vibration from 
blast activities, and to require future consent applications and operations to be informed 
by assessments and recommendations from a qualified acoustic engineer to manage 
these effects. Amendments have also been proposed to improve mitigation and 
remediation of visual effects, and to ensure the gateway values of the area are taken 
into account. 

 

  



DPC 83  
Submission No. 

Name Support / Oppose 

11 Wayne Wright, Woodridge Homes Support  

Submission 
relates to: 

Expansion of Kiwi Point Quarry 

Summary 
submission points 

 

 
1. Roads, buildings, houses, etc. cannot be built without quarries 
2. It is in keeping with the existing gorges steep exposed banks and batters 
3. The location to the three cities it services is perfect 
4. The benefit of local jobs. 

Summary relief 
sought 

 
To allow full expansion of the Kiwi Point Quarry. 

Recommendation  Accept 

12 Gareth Knight Oppose 

Submission 
relates to: 

Expansion of the quarry to the south side. 

Summary 
submission points 

 

The submitter has concerns relating to: 
• The impact of the expansion on houses on Imran Terrace and the surrounding 

streets that are situated directly above the proposed area for further extraction 
• The increase in noise from quarry operation 
• Land instability and the long term risk of 'slips' cause by quarry vibrations. The 

submitter suggests the relocation of the quarry away from a major housing 
area. 

 
Summary relief 
sought 

The expansion plans should be refused or at least curtailed to a very minimal level until 
an alternative site can be found.  
To be informed on what compensation is available should damage occur to the 
properties. 

Recommendation  Accept in part 
Recommendations include a new matter of control to manage noise and vibration from 
blast activities, and to require future consent applications and operations to be informed 
by assessments and recommendations from a qualified acoustic engineer to manage 
these effects. A new matter of control and quarry management plan requirement have 
been added in relation to the management of slope stability and erosion. 

13 Carol Mundell Oppose 

Submission 
relates to: 

The visual and landscape impacts from the proposed rezoning of Kiwi Point Quarry. 

Summary 
submission points 

 

1. The quarry is: 
• excessively noisy to the point where residents are terrified of sudden and 

violent explosions 
• excessively dusty which requires regular washing of homes and cars to remove 

grit and grime that attracts paint destroying mould 
• an 'eyesore' to residents and visitors 

2. The submitter has concerns regarding an environmental assessment that has been 
promised if the decision to expand the quarry goes ahead as the submitter feels any 
assessment by Council would have a biased outcome. 

 
Summary relief 
sought 

• That Council instruct Holcim Ltd to close the quarry once the present site is 
depleted. 

• Holcim's Kiwi Point Quarry should be made to adhere to the terms of safe 
engagement and stop its offensive air and noise contamination that regularly 
exceeds beyond its boundaries. 

 
Recommendation  Accept in part 

Recommendations include a new matter of control to manage noise and vibration from 
blast activities, and to require future consent applications and operations to be informed 
by assessments and recommendations from a qualified acoustic engineer to manage 
these effects. Amendments have also been proposed to improve mitigation and 
remediation of visual effects, and to ensure the gateway values of the area are taken 
into account. Effectiveness monitoring of dust, noise and other management measures 
has been added as a requirement for the quarry management plan. 



DPC 83  
Submission No. 

Name Support / Oppose 

14 Bruce Gordon Perry Support  

Submission 
relates to: 

Option 4 maximum expansion of Kiwi Point Quarry. 

Summary 
submission points 

 

 
Option 4 for maximum expansion is the best option in the long term  
 

Summary relief 
sought 

• Expansion of Kiwi Point Quarry 
• The submitter supports some 'green belt' that is proposed but only if they do not 

lessen the full use of the asset. 
Recommendation  Accept 

15 Craig Foss, Afrimat Australasia Support 

Submission 
relates to: 

Options regarding the south face of Kiwi Point Quarry 

 
Summary 
submission points 

 
It ensures that Wellington has access to as much roading and construction material as 
possible at a reasonable and comfortable transportation distance. 

Summary relief 
sought 

 
That option 4 is progressed. 
 

Recommendation  Accept 

16 Ian and Beverley Dawe Support  

Submission 
relates to: 

Support for the plan change. 

Summary 
submission points 

 

 
The economics dictate the logic of carrying out this plan. 
 

Summary relief 
sought 

• Supportive of this plan 
• The submitter would like to see replanting of the obsolete areas as promised 
• More effective dust control. 

Recommendation  Accept 

17  

Simon Roche, Powerco Limited 
Neutral 

Submission 
relates to: 

Proposed Plan Change 83 

Summary 
submission points 

 

 
1. The Powerco gas distribution networks in the area of this proposal, in     

 particular the location of a gas pipe on the quarry site.  
 
2. The submitter would like to ensure the proposal does not affect: 

• the operation, maintenance and upgrading of the gas network 
• restrict legal access and physical access to the network 
• or cause any damage to the existing intermediate pressure gas pipe or 

regulator station located on the quarry site. 
 

Summary relief 
sought 

1. To make the Council and land owners aware of existing gas assets within the site in 
case future development, earthworks, or expansion is planned. 

2. Prior to any work in close proximity to Powerco’s gas pipe, the “Dial Before You Dig” 
service should be used for work within 2m of the pipeline. 

 
Recommendation   

Accept 
A note to plan users has been added in the quarry standards to advise of the assets. 
 



DPC 83  
Submission No. 

Name Support / Oppose 

18 Brian Stapleton and Kylie McQuellin Oppose 

Submission 
relates to: 

Proposed District Plan Change – Kiwi Point Quarry 

Summary 
submission points 

 

 
1. Issues relating to the scope and breadth of consultation such as: 
• The poor timing of the consultation in 2017, as the consultation was conducted 

at the end of the year which clashes with school summer holidays, travel 
overseas, and Christmas. 

• The range of people who were consulted included non-WCC residents and 
people who do not live near the quarry which resulted in skewed feedback.  

2. Issues around the Quarry's proximity to housing, schools, crèches, and local 
retirement village. 

3. Issues relating to the impacts from quarry operation such as: 
• The impacts of dust on human health 
• The smoke emissions created from quarry operation 
• The potential increase in noise from quarry operation and vehicles operating in 

the quarry site 
• Additional light pollution 
• The impacts on property values to homes surrounding the quarry 
• Concerns regarding the unknown impacts from extended 'blasting' and 

potential land instability and earthquake issues 
• Impacts on daily traffic patterns. 

4. Concerns relating to the true costs of transporting aggregate. 
5. The lack of an assessment for alternative land use options for the site. The 

submitter suggests the redevelopment of the quarry site into a business park or 
a park and ride facility. 

6. Concerns relating to the visual impact the expansion will have as it is located off of a 
main arterial road into Wellington and the impact it will have on tourists and visitors. 

7. Issues relating to the contractors who received majority of the economic benefits 
from this quarry. 

8. The submitter also provided photographs of the existing conditions on the site and 
argues that the 'artist impression' of the quarry expansion do not provide the full 
scope of what the quarry will look like 

Summary relief 
sought 

 
1.   To close Kiwi Point Quarry; OR 
2.   Carry on at Kiwi Point Quarry until aggregate exhausted, 
3.   Transfer operations to Horokiwi or new site, 
4.   Assessment and proposals for alternative uses of the land. 

Recommendation  Accept in part 
Recommendations include a new matter of control to manage noise and vibration from 
blast activities, and to require future consent applications and operations to be informed 
by assessments and recommendations from a qualified acoustic engineer to manage 
these effects. Effectiveness monitoring of dust, noise and other management measures 
has been added as a requirement for the quarry management plan. The cleanfill 
activities anticipated under the proposed controlled activity rule will provide land suitable 
to accommodate options for alternative business uses of the site in the long-term. 

19 James Anthony Ginty Support  

Submission 
relates to: 

Not stated 

Summary 
submission points 

 

 
The submitter feels Wellington needs this quarry for future growth of the city. 
 

Summary relief 
sought 

 
Not stated 

Recommendation  Accept  

 

 



DPC 83  
Submission No. 

Name Support / Oppose 

20 Brad and Nicola Young Oppose 

Submission 
relates to: 

1.   Rezoning of an area on the southern side of Kiwi Point Quarry from Open Space B 
to Business 2. 

2.   Introduction of a new objective that recognises the importance of quarrying 
aggregates at Kiwi Point Quarry to provide for the future growth and 
development of the city. 

3.   Introduction of a new controlled activity rule that applies to the rezoned southern 
face expansion area. 

Summary 
submission points 

 

 
1. The significant environmental impacts of extending the quarry such as: 

• loss of indigenous forest vegetation 
• reduced vegetation for birds and wildlife 
• the seismic risk to the surrounding land 
• the discharge of contaminants and air pollution. 

2. Concerns relating to the impact on Wellington's gateway experience to visitors and 
residents traveling into the city.  

3. Concerns relating to the validity of Council's ambition to being a socially and 
environmentally conscious city. 

4. The idea that the proposal is a short term solution that will only provide an additional 
10 years of aggregate. 

5. The question as to whether or not the costs (destruction of natural habitat, gateway 
values, and disruption and risk to nearby residents) outweigh the benefits of the 
proposed short term solution. The submitter suggests the Council should consider 
longer term options. 

6. Issues relating to the initial consultation process, in that it did not consider or 
properly reflect the submissions from residents located near the quarry and 
that the proposed expansion of the quarry is biased toward supporting 
corporate businesses. 

7. The submitter argues that majority of the 72 submissions received that 
favoured maximum expansion were from people living outside of Wellington 
and who have a direct interest in the aggregate supply. 

8. Concerns regarding whether or not the Councillors have full understanding or 
consideration of the proposal. 

Summary relief 
sought 

The submitter opposes: 
1. Rezoning an area on the southern side of the quarry site from Open Space B to 

Business 2 
2.   Introducing a new objective that recognises the importance of quarrying aggregates 

at Kiwi Point Quarry to provide for the future growth and development of the city 
3.   Introduce a new controlled activity rule (i.e. the resource consent standard) that 

applies to the rezoned southern face expansion area. 
Recommendation  Accept in part 

Recommendations include a new matter of control to manage noise and vibration 
from blast activities, and to require future consent applications and operations to 
be informed by assessments and recommendations from a qualified acoustic 
engineer to manage these effects. Amendments have also been proposed to 
improve mitigation and remediation of visual effects, and to ensure the gateway 
values of the area are taken into account. Provisions are also included to ensure 
mitigation and rehabilitation are carried out as soon as practicable and a 
comprehensive rehabilitation plan is to be included in any future application for 
resource consent. Effectiveness monitoring of dust, noise and other management 
measures has been added as a requirement for the quarry management plan. 
The quarry management plan requirements, policy explanation, matters of control 
and restoration plan requirements provide for mitigation of native vegetation loss 
and long-term ecological enhancement of the site. 

21 Laurie Hart Support  

Submission 
relates to: 

Not stated 

Summary 
submission points 

1. Wellington needs aggregate for building projects and if it is not sourced from this 
quarry then it has to be carted which adds extra rates and road wear and tear 

2. Should utilize the natural resource that is available. 
Summary relief 
sought 

 
That consent be granted. 



Recommendation  Accept  

 

DPC 83  
Submission No. 

Name Support / Oppose 

22 Matt Peel Oppose 

Submission 
relates to: 

• Rezoning of an area on the southern side of Kiwi Point Quarry from Open 
Space B to Business 2 with regard to Plan Change 83 

• Standards relating to quarrying work conducted at Kiwi Point Quarry 
Summary 
submission points 

 

 
1. The ability to contain dust impacts within the quarry boundary, as their property is 

already coated with a fine brown dust 
2. The expansion will be an 'eyesore' to all visitors to Wellington coming down 

Ngauranga Gorge on State Highway 1 
3. The continued expansion of the quarry in the future as the original intent to be 

quarried for a 30 year period has already been permitted to extend 
4. The fact that new housing has been approved by Council in the surrounding area. 
 

Summary relief 
sought 

1. If the plan change is approved, ensure that it is not possible to extend beyond the 
expected 30 years, and ensure that m itigation is completed prior to this time. 

2. Strongly consider not approving this change, instead selecting a better site that is 
less of an eyesore for all visitors to Wellington. 

Recommendation  Accept in part 
 
Recommendations include a new matter of control to manage noise and vibration from 
blast activities, and to require future consent applications and operations to be informed 
by assessments and recommendations from a qualified acoustic engineer to manage 
these effects. Amendments have also been proposed to improve mitigation and 
remediation of visual effects, and to ensure the gateway values of the area are taken 
into account. 

23 Allan Mainwaring Oppose 

Submission 
relates to: 

All provisions relating to proposed District Plan Change 83. 

Summary 
submission points 

 

1.  Dust and airborne particulates. They create a clear health risk to the community and 
are already an issue and expanding the quarry will increase this greatly 

2.  Poorly conceived land use as the idea of expanding the quarry is picking the 
easiest possible option, not the best, and a longer term solution should be 
found that has less impact on the community 

3.  The negative visual impact of the quarry is significant already and is an issue for both 
residents and tourists 

4.  Instability of the slopes surrounding the quarry, as slips have been an increasing 
problem in Wellington and keeping the quarry's current border slopes stable is a 
major risk, thus expanding the quarry will increase the impact and risk in the area. 

 
Summary relief 
sought 

 
For the Council to not expand the Kiwi Point Quarry any further. 

Recommendation  Accept in part 
 
A new matter of control and quarry management plan requirement has been added in 
relation to the management of slope stability and erosion. Amendments have also been 
proposed to improve mitigation and remediation of visual effects, and to ensure the 
gateway values of the area are taken into account. Effectiveness monitoring of dust, 
noise and other management measures has been added as a requirement for the 
quarry management plan. 

 

  



DPC 83  
Submission No. 

Name Support / Oppose 

24 Clive Brodie Oppose 

Submission 
relates to: 

Proposed District Plan Change – Kiwi Point Quarry  

Summary 
submission points 

 

1. Issues relating to the scope and breadth of the consultation as it includes non-WCC 
respondents who are not Wellington City local tax payers and who are not directly 
affected by the quarry, which resulted in a biased result. 

2. Issues around the Quarry's proximity to housing, schools, crèches, and a local 
retirement village.  

3. Issues relating to the impacts from quarry operation to those in the immediate area 
such as: 

• The impacts of dust and smoke on human health 
• The smoke emissions created from quarry operation, that are said to be clean 

but may not be the case 
• The potential increase in noise from quarry operation and vehicles operating in 

the quarry site 
• Additional light pollution 
• The impacts on property values to homes surrounding the quarry 
• Concerns regarding the unknown impacts from extended 'blasting' and 

potential land instability and earthquake issues. The submitter feels this 
should be addressed before any expansion can be considered 

• Impacts on daily traffic patterns as additional activity from the quarry will 
result in even worse traffic in the surrounding areas during peak times. 

4. Concerns relating to the true costs of transporting aggregate and the need to 'save 
money' by having the quarry in the city. 

5. Concerns relating to the visual impact of the expansion and not providing a great 
image for the 'Coolest Little Capital'. The submitter also provided images of the 
quarry as evidence. 

6. Issues relating to the contractors who received majority of the economic benefits from 
this quarry. 

Summary relief 
sought 

 
That WCC should not expand the quarry at Kiwi Point and that the Council begin to look 
at alternative uses for the site. For example, returning the Kiwi Point Quarry to use as a 
Business or Industrial Park would encourage long-term business growth with greater 
income and revenue for the Wellington region. 

Recommendation  Accept in part 
 
Recommendations include a new matter of control to manage noise and vibration from 
blast activities, and to require future consent applications and operations to be informed 
by assessments and recommendations from a qualified acoustic engineer to manage 
these effects. Effectiveness monitoring of dust, noise and other management measures 
has been added as a requirement for the quarry management plan. The cleanfill 
activities anticipated under the proposed controlled activity rule will provide land suitable 
to accommodate options for alternative business uses of the site in the long-term. 

25 Thejananda Wijeweera Oppose 

Submission 
relates to: 

The entirety of the proposals in District Plan Change 83: 
 
1.   Rezone and area on the southern side of the quarry site from Open Space B to 

Business 2 
2.   Introduce a new objective that recognises the importance of quarrying 

aggregates at Kiwi Point Quarry to provide future growth and 
development of the city. 

3.   Introduce a new controlled activity rule that applies to the rezoned southern face 
expansion area. 

4.   Introduce a range of standards relating to the quarrying of the expanded site, and 
make changes to a range of explanatory text and a number of consequential 
changes including changes to Planning Maps 22 and 23 

Summary 
submission points 

 

 
1. The vibrations/effects from Quarry operations as: 

• the vibrations/effects in the new areas will undermine and degrade soil 
structure, formation, stability, and strength inherent to the properties located 
directly above the hill, that border the proposed expansion 

• the risks are amplified significantly given the fact that Wellington is prone to 
earthquakes 



• the fact that the most prominent/well documented earthquake fault line is 
located nearby which adds further risks. 

2. The submitter argues it would be reckless for WCC, its Councillors, and office 
bearers to promote this plan without first examining the risks professionally (i.e. a 
comprehensive geophysical/structural survey, comprehensive risk assessment by 
professionals) and take all necessary steps to mitigate such risks 

3. If WCC were to move forward with the expansion, the submitter has noted the right 
to pursue any action legally at any time in the future. 

 
Summary relief 
sought 

 
1. Take note of their strong objections enumerated above - including the strong warning 

on the additional risks created to the neighbouring houses/structures.  
2. Not to carry on recklessly without first examining the risks that affects the submitter 

due to this project and taking appropriate actions to mitigate them. 
Recommendation  Accept in part 

A new matter of control and quarry management plan requirement has been added in 
relation to the management of slope stability and erosion. 
 

DPC 83  
Submission No. 

Name Support / Oppose 

26 Sarah Pennell Oppose 

Submission 
relates to: 

Opposition for the expansion and for the Council to consider closing down and 
redeveloping Kiwi Point Quarry. 

Summary 
submission points 

 

 
1. Concerns relating to the impacts from expanding the quarry on houses, schools, and 
businesses in the surrounding area such as: 
• Negative environmental impacts. The quarry already generates noise and dust 

pollution and an extension would increase these from vehicle and blasting 
activity, in addition to light pollution from around the clock excavation 

• The increase in the risk of landslides and seismic damage from blasting and 
excavation 

• The submitter believes an increase in quarry activity will have an adverse 
impact on those in the vicinity and pose a health risk. 

2. Concerns regarding the Ngauranga water reservoir which is already at risk from 
earthquakes and seismic activity. The submitter notes the reservoir is in the 
immediate vicinity of the proposed expansion and questions if there is consideration 
or contingency for damage and/or pollution to this water supply from blasting and 
increased quarry activity. 

3. Concerns relating to the consultation and engagement of this proposal. 
The submitter questions Kiwi Point and WCC's honesty with the way the proposal 
has been presented as the environmental impacts seem to be downplayed and the 
language used seems biased to expanding the quarry. 

4. The submitter indicates the timing of the original consultation at the end of last year 
(2017) was not ideal as many people were occupied with Christmas/holidays and 
could not submit. 

5. The current consultation also includes non-Wellington City ratepayers and non-WCC 
respondents which feels inappropriate at this stage of the process. 

6. The submitter feels as if this process is a formality and that the expansion of Kiwi 
Point is a foregone conclusion 

7. The submitter feels that the quarry has more than served its original purpose as it has 
been in business for nearly 100 years and has already been extended. 

8. Aesthetics and the impression the expanded area will have on tourists entering the 
city on State Highway 1. 

9. The submitter understands future plans for development in Wellington and the need 
for aggregate but believes enough damage has been done to the land around Kiwi 
Point quarry and it is time to restore it. 

 
Summary relief 
sought 

1. The submitter opposes proposed District Plan Change 83. 
2. The submitter proposes that closure and redevelopment of the site should now be 

considered. With re-planting there is enough space to have it used for parks and 
recreation, community or botanic gardens, housing and business developments. 
There’s potential to have retail or business development in the lower basin currently 
occupied by quarry buildings, while the surrounding hills used for housing and 
recreation (hiking or mountain biking tracks for example). 

Recommendation  Accept in part 
 



Recommendations include a new matter of control to manage noise and vibration from 
blast activities, and to require future consent applications and operations to be informed 
by assessments and recommendations from a qualified acoustic engineer to manage 
these effects. Amendments have also been proposed to improve mitigation and 
remediation of visual effects, and to ensure the gateway values of the area are taken 
into account. Provisions are also included to ensure mitigation and rehabilitation are 
carried out as soon as practicable and a comprehensive rehabilitation plan is to be 
included in any future application for resource consent. Effectiveness monitoring of 
dust, noise and other management measures has been added as a requirement for the 
quarry management plan. A new matter of control and quarry management plan 
requirement has been added in relation to the management of slope stability and 
erosion. The cleanfill activities anticipated under the proposed controlled activity rule 
will provide land suitable to accommodate options for alternative business uses of the 
site in the long-term. 

DPC 83  
Submission No. 

Name Support / Oppose 

27 Brian Bouzaid Support  

Submission 
relates to: 

Proposal to rezone the land to the south of Kiwi Point Quarry for quarrying and clean 
filling. 

Summary 
submission points 

 

1. The submitter supports the proposed rezoning of Kiwi Point Quarry because: 
2. The region needs access to quarries as shown in prior Plan Change 25 (which the 

submitter also supported). 
3. The submitter notes as part of Plan Change 25, WCC was the first Council in NZ 

to recognise aggregates are strategic to the city and regions growth and this 
needs to be further supported with planning to look beyond this to where the 
aggregates of the future will come from. 

4. Without quarries Wellington City, its rate-payers and greater region will pay more for 
their infrastructural costs. 

 
Summary relief 
sought 

To approve the Plan Change in full as detailed. 

Recommendation  Accept  

28 Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC) Support with conditions 

Submission 
relates to: 

Proposed District Plan Change 83 - Kiwi Point Quarry Extension 

Summary 
submission points 

 

 
1. The submitter conditionally supports Proposed District Plan Change 83 - Kiwi Point 

Quarry Extension and seeks further consideration of some particular matters. The 
submitter supports the Plan Change for its consistency with: 
• The Wellington Regional Policy Statement 2010 (RPS) 
•   The Regional Public Transport Plan 2014 (RPTP) 
• The Regional Land Transport Plan 2015 (RLTP) 
• The National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 (NPS-FM) 
• The Proposed Natural Resources Plan (PNRP) 

2. The submitter also supports the Plan Change because: 
• Of the requirement to have a Quarry Management Plan (QMP) (guided by RPS 

Policies) 
• The submitter recognises that aggregates in the Wellington region are in short 

supply 
3. The submitter is particularly interested in how this plan change will support and 

contribute to achieving the sustainable management of natural and physical 
resources in the Wellington Region. 

4. The submitter has concerns regarding the assessment of biodiversity values such 
as: 
• the lack of full assessment on the biodiversity significance of the site, in 

addition to the comments by Wildlands in the Assessment of Environmental 
Effects (AEE). 

• details on the operational phase and post-operation phase impacts, or details 
on how the identified mitigation sites would be remediated and monitored. 

5. The submitter has concerns regarding ecological mitigation as the Plan Change does 
not currently meet the requirements for mitigation stated in the AEE (on page 16) as 
the site specified for the preferred mitigation is only twice as large as the affected 
area. 



Summary relief 
sought 

The submitter requests that their support for the Plan Change is noted where given and 
amendments are made where sought. The submitter requests that, prior to WCC 
making a decision on the Plan change: 
1. Surveys of freshwater fish and reptile fauna are completed 
2. Further assessments be undertaken to identify adequate mitigation options 
3. Further information is provided on the operational and post operational phase 

impacts, as well as what monitoring regime will be followed once remediation of 
this area is completed 

4. The proposed site for mitigation be increased to at least three times the size of the 
affected area, and 

5. The relevant district plan maps and new text in the QMP method are updated to 
reflect this. 

Recommendation  Accept in part 
 
Additional assessments have been carried out since notification. The quarry 
management plan requirements, policy explanation, matters of control and restoration 
plan requirements provide for mitigation of native vegetation loss and long-term 
ecological enhancement of the site. 

DPC 83  
Submission No. 

Name Support / Oppose 

29  

Silvia Rudzki and John Savage 
Oppose 

Submission 
relates to: 

1. Rezoning of the area on the southern side of Kiwi Point Quarry from Open Space B 
to Business 2 

2. Introduction of a new objective that recognises the importance of quarrying 
aggregate at Kiwi Point Quarry to provide for the future growth of the city. 

3. Introduction of a new controlled activity rule that applies to the rezoned southern 
face expansion area. 

Summary 
submission points 

 

 
1. Oppose the reduction of real estate value of homes close to the quarry 
2. Noise, dust, light and air pollution 
3. Loss of indigenous vegetation 
4. Loss of habitation for fauna 
5. Seismic risks 
6. Unappealing gateway for tourists and residents coming to Wellington 
7. Short lifespan of the proposed quarry of 10 years creating excessive damage. 

 
Summary relief 
sought 

Oppose points 1, 2 and 3. 
1.   Rezoning an area on the southern side of the quarry site from Open Space B to 

Business 2. 
2.   Introducing a new objective that recognises the importance of quarrying aggregates 

at Kiwi Point Quarry to provide for the future growth and development of the city. 
3.   Introduce a new controlled activity rule (i.e. the resource consent standard) that 

applies to the rezoned southern face expansion area. 
Recommendation  Accept in part 

 
Recommendations include a new matter of control to manage noise and vibration 
from blast activities, and to require future consent applications and operations to 
be informed by assessments and recommendations from a qualified acoustic 
engineer to manage these effects. Amendments have also been proposed to 
improve mitigation and remediation of visual effects, and to ensure the gateway 
values of the area are taken into account. Provisions are also included to ensure 
mitigation and rehabilitation are carried out as soon as practicable and a 
comprehensive rehabilitation plan is to be included in any future application for 
resource consent. Effectiveness monitoring of dust, noise and other management 
measures has been added as a requirement for the quarry management plan. 
The quarry management plan requirements, policy explanation, matters of control 
and restoration plan requirements provide for mitigation of native vegetation loss 
and long-term ecological enhancement of the site. 

30 Simon Gatenby, Taylor Preston Ltd Not stated  

Submission 
relates to: 

The following provisions: 
 
34.1.5, 34.2.3, and 34.6.5.4.1 - Area of quarrying and cleanfill 
34.6.5.6.1 - Traffic Movement 
34.6.5.3.3 – Blasting 



DPC 83  
Submission No. 

Name Support / Oppose 

Summary 
submission points 

 

 
The submitter has concerns regarding the proposed District Plan Change for the 
following reasons: 

 
1. The proposed area of quarrying and cleanfill operations includes Taylor 

Preston Ltd (TPL) leasehold land, legal access to that land, and TPL Grazing 
Licence Land. There has been no communication from WCC in regard to the 
lease land and legal access, and unspecific conversations regarding the 
Grazing Land. 

2. Concerns relating to the traffic movement clause and the safe entry and exit of TPL 
staff and continued operation of stock and delivery and product despatch.  

3. Concerns relating to traffic management at peak production periods as there is an 
excess of 800 employees and a significant number of truck movements.  

4. The submitter also commented on blasting notices and would also like to be 
included in the list of neighbours to get written (or email) notice of blasting. 

 
Summary relief 
sought 

1. To have the Proposed District Plan Change amended to reflect the submitters 
concerns. Specifically: acknowledgement from WCC that if they do want or 
need parts of the submitters land that an appropriate agreement as to 
compensation and/or alternative arrangements will be negotiated. 

2. The submitter seeks involvement in development of traffic management plans for 
the quarry and specifically for the interface between TPL and the quarry. TPL 
needs to approve in writing any traffic management plan or movement that affects 
or potentially affects the safety of their staff and contractors. 

3. Traffic management should also be included in 34.2.3 as a matter of control for 
WCC. 

4. TPL wishes to be notified of consent applications in relation to the quarry. 
5. As the closest neighbour the submitter wishes to be aware of possible future 

consents and their impact on their business. 
 

Recommendation  Accept in part 
 
The traffic management requirement in the quarry management plan has been 
amended to expressly take account of the abattoir and community liaison requirements 
are recommended procedures. The abattoir operator has also been added to the list of 
parties to be notified of blasting activities in writing under the quarry standards. 

31 Dean and Vivienne Soldera Oppose 

Submission 
relates to: 

Rezoning from Open Space B to Business 2. 

Summary 
submission points 

 

 
1. The rezoned area appears to be closer to the residential area and the current area 

used for blasting 
2. Future operations are likely to have an increased negative impact on residential 

structures in terms of shaking and in the risk of concrete or masonry cracking 
due to the proximity of the blasting 

3. Concerns of anxiety and fear for people (as a result of blasting nearby) 
4. The submitter argues that a distance measure as a means of determining the 

effects of a blasting programme on surrounding residential areas is not reliable 
5. Concerns relating to the quarry operators control of the blasting activities, as it is 

too general and will not achieve the objective of mitigating outcomes of a balanced 
result between commercial operations and the well-being of residents. 

 
Summary relief 
sought 

A test regime procedure to ensure that blasting in any new area meets the council 
objectives of ensuring the environmental im pacts are satisfactory in terms of impacts on 
residents. 
 

Recommendation  Accept in part 
 
Recommendations include a new matter of control to manage noise and vibration from 
blast activities, and to require future consent applications and operations to be informed 
by assessments and recommendations from a qualified acoustic engineer to manage 
these effects. 

 



DPC 83  
Submission No. 

Name Support / Oppose 

32 Onslow Residents Community Association Support with conditions 

Submission 
relates to: 

Proposed District Plan Change 83 to allow maximum expansion of Kiwi Point Quarry. 

Summary 
submission points 

 

The submitter conditionally supports proposed District Plan Change 83 but has 
concerns regarding the following: 
• The impacts on residents who live in properties adjoining the quarry who will 

now be impacted by the quarry for an additional 20 years 
• Increased dirt and dust from quarry operations on nearby residents’ properties 
• Mitigation of dirt and dust promised in the proposed quarry management plan 

as the submitter worries they will not be sufficient 
• Intermittent blasting and vibrations from quarrying operations and the resulting 

property damage 
• Constant noise of quarrying operations for those that live on Shastri Terrace, 

Gurhka Crescent, Maldive Street and Irman Terrace. 
 

Summary relief 
sought 

1. The submitter supports the proposed District Plan changes as follows: 
• Rezone an area on the southern side of the quarry from Open Space B to 

Business 2. 
• Introduce a new controlled activity rule that applies to the rezoned southern 

face expansion area (resource consent standard). 
• Make a range of other consequential changes to the District Plan including 

performance standards, explanatory text, and rezoning on Planning Maps 22 
and 23. 

2. The submitter gives conditional support on the basis that: 
• noise level standards set out in the District Plan are applied to the Quarry 

Management Plan and are adhered to and rigorously monitored by Council 
officials 

• dust levels are monitored regularly by council officials and methods of dust 
minimisation are used to reduce the dust nuisance beyond the quarry. 
Cost should not be a consideration in this respect 

• if dust in residents homes is more than should be expected for someone to 
have to clean up, Council will pay for the dust to be removed/cleaned from 
their homes 

• modern methods of blasting working faces must result in minimal vibration. 
Small sequenced explosions should be used rather than single large blasts 

• Council benchmarks the homes of residents and does regular checks to 
ensure that the vibrations and blasting from quarry operations do not 
negatively impact the safety of the property. Any negative impacts on their 
homes, such as cracking, are fixed at Council cost 

• hours of operation as set out in the Management Plan are strictly adhered to 
• residential areas are protected by buffers such as fast growing vegetation 
• a gap of at least 70 m is maintained between residential boundaries and the 

first batter area of excavation but 100m would be preferred. 
 

Recommendation  Accept in part 
 
Recommendations include a new matter of control to manage noise and vibration from 
blast activities, and to require future consent applications and operations to be informed 
by assessments and recommendations from a qualified acoustic engineer to manage 
these effects. Effectiveness monitoring of dust, noise and other management measures 
has been added as a requirement for the quarry management plan. Any proposal to 
undertake quarry activities in the buffer area will require resource consent and be 
assessed as a restricted discretionary activity. 

33 Andrea Rivera-Jimenez and Ivan Gashko Oppose 

Submission 
relates to: 

Kiwi Point Quarry expansion - DPC 83 

Summary 
submission points 

 

 
1. Concerns regarding health risks not only for residents in the nearby proximity but 

for the more vulnerable people as the quarry is located very close to several 
schools and a retirement village. The submitter states any type of additional 
pollution and noise so close to residents and students will have negative 
consequences on public health. 

2. Concerns regarding land instability as the submitter considers it to be a future risk 



for all residents in the surrounding hills (i.e. Khandallah, Broadmeadows, and 
Johnsonville neighbourhoods) 

3. Concerns regarding property owners investment as extra noise and pollution can 
have a negative impact on the value of surrounding properties 

Summary relief 
sought 

Expect that the Council consider the negative impacts for surrounding residents 
(specifically health risks), over financial benefits for outsiders. 

Recommendation  Accept in part 
 
Recommendations include a new matter of control to manage noise and vibration from 
blast activities, and to require future consent applications and operations to be 
informed by assessments and recommendations from a qualified acoustic engineer to 
manage these effects. Effectiveness monitoring of dust, noise and other management 
measures has been added as a requirement for the quarry management plan. A new 
matter of control and quarry management plan requirement has been added in relation 
to the management of slope stability and erosion. 

DPC 83  
Submission No. 

Name Support / Oppose 

34 New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) Not stated – request for 
traffic analysis 

Submission 
relates to: 

The safe and efficient functioning of State Highway 1 and the potential effect of quarry 
activities on people using State Highway 1 in this location. 

Summary 
submission points 

 

 
1. The submitter requests further traffic analysis on the transport network around Kiwi 

Point Quarry (i.e. State Highway 1) 
2. The submitter notes the importance of the section of State Highway 1 that provides 

access for Kiwi Point Quarry 
3. The submitter has concerns regarding traffic generation from the proposed quarry 

activities as the proposed plan change lacks a detailed traffic analysis. 
 

Summary relief 
sought 

1. The submitter seeks clarification on the matter of any additional traffic effects that 
may be generated from the relocation of quarry activities within the site. 

2. The submitter would like to continue dialogue to understand what, if any additional 
traffic effects may be generated from the relocation of the quarry activities, and 
would like to see evidence on which the conclusion is drawn for the proposal to have 
more than minor effects on the transport network. 

Recommendation  Accept 
Additional investigations on potential impacts of the plan change on the safety and 
efficiency of the state highway have been conducted since notification. 

35 Wade To (Allied Concrete) Support  

Submission 
relates to: 

Option 4 - Maximum development of the south face. 

Summary 
submission points 

 

1. Not opening up land for an aggregate resource would have an impact on the 
businesses that the quarry directly and indirectly services 

2. Access to aggregates benefits the wider region as a key construction material in 
both municipal and privately funded projects 

3. Reduction in competition through lack of access to quality aggregate resource 
would most likely result in price escalation and would be passed onto the rate-
payer and private sector 

4. Any reduction in capacity would result in a reduction to the region's resilience to 
natural hazard disasters 

5. Any future reduction in access would potentially jeopardise employment 
opportunities 

6. A successfully operating quarry provides business support to other key 
material providers for the construction sector (i.e. roading, water services, 
and cement distribution businesses) 

7. A future proofed city requires access to quality resources. 
Summary relief 
sought 

 
Approval of the changes proposed in amendment 83 to the District Plan, specifically the 
maximum development of the south face outlined in Option 4. 

Recommendation  Accept  

DPC 83  
Submission No. 

Name Support / Oppose 



36 Angela Kathleen Garty Oppose 

Submission 
relates to: 

The proposed Plan change in its entirety: 
•  Proposed rezoning of southern side of quarry from Open Space B and Business 2 
•  Introduction of a new objective and new controlled activity rule 
•  New standards relating to the quarry 

Summary 
submission points 

 

The submitter opposes the proposed changes to the District Plan at Kiwi Point Quarry 
for the following reasons: 

1. the significant environmental effects that will adversely affect the submitters 
property as well as the surrounding properties (including schools and a 
retirement village) 

2. the effects on the Wellington ‘gateway’ experience for residents and visitors 
along State Highway 1 into Wellington City 

3. the proposed mitigation measures, to control noise, dust and the long term 
visual impact if the proposed quarrying activities are not sufficient in 
managing the overall and irreversible impact 

4. concerns over the loss of the submitter’s property along with other properties 
on Homebush Road to enjoy views across the valleys to green vegetation and 
ridgelines 

The submitter also has further concerns with the proposed plan change in regards to: 
5. Amenity values – the submitter has attached to their submission 3D modelling 

information of the proposed landform changes that would result if the proposed 
plan change is approved. The submitter feels the cut into the existing ridgeline 
is extremely significant as the proposed quarrying activities would not only 
irreversibly modify the ridgeline but also open up the submitter’s views into the 
existing quarry operations which would bring further adverse effects of dust, 
noise and wind. 

6. Dust and noise – The submitter believes that even with dust and control 
measures, that the dust and noise from the quarrying operations, particularly in 
Wellington weather, will still adversely affect their property. 

7. Wind – The submitter believes the removal of the ridgeline will remove some of 
the current shelter that the hill provides from northerly and westerly winds. The 
submitter’s property is already in a very high wind zone with strong and gusty 
winds that often shake the house. The submitter feels this will be exacerbated 
by the proposal. 

8. Biodiversity – The submitter believes the current Open Space B zoning of the 
proposed plan change site is the most appropriate zoning in promoting 
biodiversity in the area. The submitter notes that they currently enjoy native 
birdlife across the valley, which will be significantly impacted by the loss of 
vegetation and habitat by the proposed plan change. 

 
Summary relief 
sought 

 
That the Council decline Proposed Plan Change 83 in its entirety. 

Recommendation  Accept in part 
 
Recommendations include a new matter of control to manage noise and vibration from 
blasting activities, and to require future consent applications and operations to be 
informed by assessments and recommendations from a qualified acoustic engineer to 
manage these effects. Amendments have also been proposed to improve mitigation 
and remediation of visual effects, and to ensure the gateway values of the area are 
taken into account. Provisions are also included to ensure mitigation and rehabilitation 
are carried out as soon as practicable and a comprehensive rehabilitation plan is to be 
included in any future application for resource consent. Effectiveness monitoring of 
dust, noise and other management measures has been added as a requirement for the 
quarry management plan. The quarry management plan requirements, policy 
explanation, matters of control and restoration plan requirements provide for mitigation 
of native vegetation loss and long-term ecological enhancement of the site. 

 
  



 
 

DPC 83 Further  

Submission No. 
Name Support / Oppose 

1  

Simon Roche, Powerco Limited 
Neutral 

Submission 
relates to: 

Further submission to Submission 24 

Summary 
submission points 

 

The submitter is neutral to the submission. 
 
The submitter would like to ensure they are consulted prior to any alterations to the 
site with close proximity of their gas pipeline. 

Summary relief 
sought 

Prior to any work in close proximity to Powerco’s gas pipe, the submitter is 
consulted 

Recommendation  Accept in part.  
 
A note to plan users has been added in the quarry standards to advise of the 
assets. 

Submission 
relates to: 

Further submission to Submission 26 

Summary 
submission points 

 

The submitter is neutral to the submission. 
 
The submitter would like to ensure they are consulted prior to any alterations to the 
site with close proximity of their gas pipeline. 

Summary relief 
sought 

Prior to any work in close proximity to Powerco’s gas pipe, the submitter is 
consulted 

Recommendation Accept in part.  
 

 
 





Wellington City Council 

Proposed Plan Change 83 – Kiwi Point Quarry 

 

Hearing Panel Minute 1 

2 July 2018 

 

Procedure for the Hearing of Submissions on Plan Change 83 

 

Introduction 

1. The purpose of this Minute is to establish the procedure for the hearing of 
submissions on Plan Change 83.  
 

2. The Hearing Panel may issue further Minutes as it sees fit in the lead up to 
the hearing, and potentially during the hearing.  

Background 

3. Plan Change 83 was notified on 13 April 2018 and 35 submissions were 
received by the Council by the close of the submission period1. The Council 
prepared a summary of submissions (summary of decisions requested) which 
was notified on 11 June 2018 for further submissions. One further submission 
was received by the close of the further submission period on 25 June 2018.  

The Hearing Panel and Process 

4. Wellington City Council (the Council) has appointed a Hearing Panel to hear 
submissions on Plan Change 83. The Panel is comprised of the following 
members: 
 

 Alick Shaw, Chair (Independent Commissioner) 
 Julia Williams, Member (Independent Commissioner) 
 Ian Leary, Member (Independent Commissioner) 

 
5. The role of the Hearing Panel is to hear and make recommendations to the 

Council on the submissions and further submissions made to the Plan 
Change. The Hearing Panel does not determine the outcome of the Plan 
Change. Rather its role is to make recommendations to the Council having 

                                                           
1
 Two of those submissions were late submissions, received after the close of the submission period. 



heard the submissions and evidence.  The Council will then make a decision 
as to whether to adopt those recommendations or not. 
 

6. Despite the relative formality of this Minute, it is the intention of the Hearing 
Panel to run a process that: 
 

 Is as informal as possible; 
 Enables all submitters to ‘have their say’ and to provide an appropriate 

amount of time for each submitter to do so; and 
 Is fair to all participants. 

Hearing Dates 

7. The hearing has been set down for the Monday 17th and Tuesday 18th 
September 2018. At present the Hearing Panel envisages that two days will 
be sufficient to hear all of the submitters. A third day, the 19th September, has 
been earmarked as a reserve day should that be required.  
 

8. Submitters who indicated that they wished to be heard in support of their 
submission will be contacted in the lead up to the hearing to schedule their 
appearance.  

The Role of the Council 

9. The Council has proposed the Plan Change for the site. Given the Council’s 
ownership interest in the site, two steps have been taken to address any 
actual or perceived conflicts of interest: 
 

 The appointment of the Hearing Panel as an independent body to hear 
submissions on the Plan Change; and 

 The appointment of an independent Planning Consultant as a 
Reporting Officer to provide recommendations to the Hearing Panel. 

 
10. The Council as proponent of the Plan Change will present evidence in support 

of the Plan Change. This will be supported by expert advisors who contributed 
to the preparation of the Plan Change document.  
 
Reporting Officer 
 

11. The reporting officer will prepare a report (known as a section 42A report) for 
the Plan Change which will consider the plan change and the matters raised 
in submissions and further submissions, and provide recommendations to the 
Hearing Panel for their consideration.  
 



12. The Reporting Officer will attend the hearing, provide a summary of their 
report and answer questions from the Hearing Panel. Any advisors to the 
Reporting Officer will also be in attendance to answer questions.  
 
Contact with the Council regarding Plan Change 83 
 

13. Council staff will continue to liaise with submitters in preparation for the 
hearing. This will include scheduling submitters who indicated that they 
wished to be heard in support of their submissions.  
 

14. For submitters, the best point of contact with Council staff for all enquiries 
regarding Plan Change 83 will be via the following email address: 
districtplan@wcc.govt.nz  

Evidence Exchange 

15. The Hearing Panel proposes to pre-read evidence in advance of the hearing.  
 

16. It is anticipated that the majority of submitters will only want to speak to the 
submissions already made. However some submitters may wish to present 
expert evidence from suitably qualified people.  
 

17. The Hearing Panel therefore proposes the following timetable for the supply 
and exchange of evidence: 
 
Section 42A Report 
 

18. The Council’s s42A report will be made available 15 working days in advance 
of the hearing, and will be made available on the Council’s website on the 27th 
August 2018.  
 

19. Submitters will be notified of the availability of the s42A report by email.  
 
Council evidence as Plan Change proponent 
 

20. Evidence from the Council, in its capacity as proponent of the Plan Change, 
will need to be supplied 10 working days before the start of the hearing.  
 

21. Evidence must be submitted to the Council via email to 
districtplan@wcc.govt.nz by 5pm on Friday 31 August.  Once received, the 
evidence will be made available on the Council’s website on the 3rd 
September 2018.  
 

mailto:districtplan@wcc.govt.nz
mailto:districtplan@wcc.govt.nz


22. It is the Panel’s expectation that a short summary statement will be presented 
by each expert witnesses at the hearing. 
 
Submitter Evidence 
 

23. If a submitter wishes to call expert evidence, then such evidence will need to 
be provided 5 working days in advance of the hearing. Expert evidence shall 
be submitted to the Council via the districtplan@wcc.govt.nz email address by 
5pm on Friday 7 September 2018, and once received will be made available 
on the Council’s website on the 10th September 2018.  
 

24. If expert evidence is provided, it is the Panel’s expectation that a short 
summary statement will be presented by the expert witness at the hearing.  
 

25. For submitters not presenting expert evidence, there is no need to pre-
circulate any evidence, and submitters can simply speak to their submission 
during their hearing time and answer any questions from the Hearing Panel.  
 

For and on behalf of the Plan Change 83 Hearing Panel: 

 

Alick Shaw 
Chair 

mailto:districtplan@wcc.govt.nz


Wellington City Council 

Proposed Plan Change 83 – Kiwi Point Quarry 

 

Hearing Panel Minute 2 

16 August 2018 

 

Amendment to Minute 1  

Procedure for the Hearing of Submissions on Plan Change 83 

 

Introduction 

1. The purpose of this Minute is to correct an error contained in Minute 1 relating 
to the timetable for the supply and exchange of evidence.  
 

Amended Evidence Exchange 

 
2. The Hearing Panel issued Minute 1 on 4 July 2018. It outlined the procedure 

for evidence exchange and provided the dates for the circulation of the 
Section 42A Report, evidence from the Council in support of the plan change, 
and from submitters.  
 

3. In setting out those dates, the Minute required that evidence from the Council 
in support of the plan change was required on the 31st of August to then be 
made available on the Council website on Monday 3rd September. That only 
provided the Council with 4 working days from the release of the s42A report 
whereas it should have been 5 working days.     
 

4. The same error occurred for submitters (should they wish to provide expert 
evidence) where that evidence was required on Friday 7 September providing 
9 working days instead of 10. 
 

5. The Hearing Panel therefore proposes the following amended timetable for 
the supply and exchange of evidence: 
 
 
Section 42A Report 
 

6. The Council’s s42A report will be made available 15 working days in advance 
of the hearing, and will be made available on the Council’s website on the 27th 
August 2018.  



 
7. Submitters will be notified of the availability of the s42A report by email.  

 
Council evidence as Plan Change proponent 
 

8. Evidence from the Council, in its capacity as proponent of the Plan Change, 
will need to be supplied 10 working days before the start of the hearing.  
 

9. Evidence must be submitted to the Council via email to 
districtplan@wcc.govt.nz by 12pm on Monday 3rd September 2018.  Once 
received, the evidence will be made available on the Council’s website on the 
same day and submitters will be notified of its availability by email.  
 
 
Submitter Evidence 
 

10. If a submitter wishes to call expert evidence, then such evidence will need to 
be provided 5 working days in advance of the hearing. Expert evidence shall 
be submitted to the Council via the districtplan@wcc.govt.nz email address by 
12pm on Monday 10th September 2018, and once received will be made 
available on the Council’s website on the same day.  
 

11. As noted in our first Minute, for submitters not presenting expert evidence, 
there is no need to pre-circulate any evidence, and submitters can simply 
speak to their submission during their hearing time and answer any questions 
from the Hearing Panel.  
 

For and on behalf of the Plan Change 83 Hearing Panel: 

 

Alick Shaw 
Chair 

mailto:districtplan@wcc.govt.nz
mailto:districtplan@wcc.govt.nz


Wellington City Council 

Proposed Plan Change 83 – Kiwi Point Quarry 

 

Hearing Panel Minute 3 

3 September 2018 

 

Suspension of Hearing Procedure for Plan Change 83 

 

Introduction 

1. The purpose of this Minute is to advise submitters on Proposed District Plan 
Change 83 (Kiwi Point Quarry) of the suspension of the hearing process, and 
to provide details for the future resumption of the hearing process.  
 

Background  

2. The Panel has been made aware of an issue arising regarding the service 
(i.e. direct notification) of proposed District Plan Change 83. Last week a site 
visit was conducted in which it was discovered that eight properties which 
should have been advised of the plan change notificaiton were not.   
 

3. As a result these properties will need to be given the opportunity to submit on 
the plan change. In order to provide adequate notice of the plan change to 
those property owners, the Panel is briefly suspending the hearing to enable 
notification to those property owners and adjusting the timetable to allow for 
participation in the hearings process 
 

4. Once notified, and the submission period for these properties closes, the 
hearing process will resume. 

Next Steps  

5. The Council will be serving notice of the plan change to the eight properties 
identified on 5 September 2018.  
 

6. A submission period will then be provided for those properties, in which they 
will have 20 working days to submit on the plan change if they wish.  
 

7. Once the submission period closes, the Council will summarise the new 
submissions received and notify a new summary of submissions allowing for a 
new further submission period (10 working days) which will allow all 
submitters to submit a further submission should they wish.  
 



8. Once this process for submissions and further submissions is complete, the 
hearing procedure will be resumed. An updated Section 42A Officer’s Report 
will be prepared and a new timetable for evidence exchange will be provided.  
 

9. Although we are uncertain at this stage of specific dates for when the hearing 
will be rescheduled, we remain hopeful of holding a hearing before the end of 
the year.  
 

10. Once we have dates for the hearing and timetable of evidence exchange we 
will issue another Minute to provide you with these details 

 

Please note, the Council will be removing the Section 42A Officer’s Report that was 
made available on Monday 27 August 2018, as it will be updated upon resuming the 
hearing process.  

We sincerely apologise for any inconvenience.  If you have any questions please do 
not hesitate to contact either Mitch Lewandowski (Principal Advisor Planning) or 
Tabitha Proffitt (Planning Officer) from Wellington City Council at their details below:  

 

Mitch Lewandowski 
Principal Advisor Planning 

Tabitha Proffitt 
Planning Officer  
 

021 227 8133 
mitch.lewandowski@wcc.govt.nz 
 

027 803 0080 
tabitha.proffitt@wcc.govt.nz 
 

 

For and on behalf of the Plan Change 83 Hearing Panel: 

 

Alick Shaw 
Chair 

mailto:mitch.lewandowski@wcc.govt.nz
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Wellington City Council 

Proposed Plan Change 83 – Kiwi Point Quarry 

 

Hearing Panel Minute 4 

12 October 2018 

 

Procedure for the Hearing of Submissions on Plan Change 83 

 

Introduction 

1. The purpose of this Minute is to update parties on a new hearing date for Plan 
Change 83 and to set out an updated timetable for the supply and exchange 
of evidence in relation to the hearing. 
 

2. Submitters are directed to Minute 1 issued by the Panel, available on the 
Council’s website, for a reminder on the general hearing process and the role 
of the Panel. 
 

Updated Hearing Dates 

3. The hearing is now scheduled for the 10th and 11th December 2018, with a 
reserve day on the 12th December should that be required.  
 

4. Council officers will soon begin contacting submitters who indicated that they 
wished to be heard in order to schedule their appearance at the hearing.  
 

Evidence Exchange 

 
5. The Hearing Panel proposes to pre-read evidence in advance of the hearing.  

 
6. It is anticipated that the majority of submitters will only want to speak to the 

submissions already made. However some submitters may wish to present 
expert evidence from suitably qualified people.  
 

7. The Hearing Panel therefore proposes the following timetable for the supply 
and exchange of evidence: 
 
Section 42A Report 
 

8. The Council’s s42A report will be made available 15 working days in advance 
of the hearing, and will be made available on the Council’s website after 
midday on Monday 19 November 2018.  



 
9. Submitters will be notified of the availability of the s42A report by email.  

 
Council evidence as Plan Change proponent 
 

10. Evidence from the Council, in its capacity as proponent of the Plan Change, 
will need to be supplied 10 working days before the start of the hearing.  
 

11. Evidence must be submitted to the Council via email to 
districtplan@wcc.govt.nz by midday on Monday 26 November 2018.  Once 
received, the evidence will be made available on the Council’s website. 
 

12. Submitters will be notified of the availability of the evidence by email.   
 

13. It is the Panel’s expectation that a short summary statement will be presented 
by each expert witness at the hearing. 
 
Submitter Evidence 
 

14. If a submitter wishes to call expert evidence, then such evidence will need to 
be provided 5 working days in advance of the hearing. Expert evidence shall 
be submitted to the Council via the districtplan@wcc.govt.nz email address by 
midday on Monday 3 December 2018, and once received will be made 
available on the Council’s website.  
 

15. If expert evidence is provided, it is the Panel’s expectation that a short 
summary statement will be presented by the expert witness at the hearing.  
 

16. For submitters not presenting expert evidence, there is no need to pre-
circulate any evidence, and submitters can simply speak to their submission 
during their hearing time and answer any questions from the Hearing Panel.  
 

For and on behalf of the Plan Change 83 Hearing Panel: 

 

Alick Shaw 
Chair 

mailto:districtplan@wcc.govt.nz
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Wellington City Council 

Proposed Plan Change 83 – Kiwi Point Quarry 

 

Hearing Panel Minute 5 

26 November 2018 

 

Request for the late submission of evidence 

 

Introduction 

1. The Panel has received a request from the Council, in its capacity of 
preparing the s42A report to the Panel, to submit a late technical report. The 
report relates to wind effects.  
 

2. The submission of the report would be outside the exchange of evidence 
timetable previously directed by the Panel. The precise date of completion 
remains at the present moment, unknown. However the Council has advised 
the Panel that it will be available in advance of the hearing.  

 
Background 

3. The Council has commissioned a technical report to respond to an issue 
raised in the submission received from Submitter 36 (A Garty). The 
submission was received during the period when the Council called for 
submissions from potentially affected parties who weren’t notified during the 
original notification period.  
 

4. The submission has raised the issue of wind effects being potentially 
exacerbated as a result of changes in landform at the quarry. The Council is 
therefore seeking to adduce a technical report to address this matter. The 
Council has commissioned Mr Mike Donn to prepare the report.  

 

Discussion 

5. The key question for the Panel in considering the request is whether granting 
leave to the request would prejudice any other party. Provided that the report 
is made available prior to the hearing (and as much in advance of the hearing 
as is possible), the Panel is satisfied that no party will be prejudiced.  
 

6. It is ultimately in the interests of all parties that the issue raised by the 
submission is addressed. Should this report not be commissioned, the Panel 
may have to request such a report in any event.  



 

Decision 
 

7. Accordingly, the Panel grants the leave sought and: 
 
 asks that the Council advise the Panel as soon as it is able the date when 

the report will be available 
 asks that the Council provides the report as soon as possible in advance 

of the hearing.  
 

For and on behalf of the Plan Change 83 Hearing Panel: 

 

Alick Shaw 
Chair 



Wellington City Council 

Proposed Plan Change 83 – Kiwi Point Quarry 

 

Hearing Panel Minute 6 

12 December 2018 

 

Introduction 

1. The Panel has now heard from all parties who wished to be heard over the 
last three days, along with the Council in its plan change proponent capacity, 
and the Council in its regulatory capacity. We have now adjourned the 
hearing. 
 

2. This Minute outlines what will occur now, prior to the closure of the hearing.  

 
Right of reply 

3. Today, Mr Daysh for the Council in its capacity as plan change proponent 
provided us with a brief oral right of reply statement. However, Mr Daysh has 
requested to provide us with a more fulsome right of reply statement in 
writing. 
 

4. We have accepted that request and ask that such a statement be provided by 
5:00pm on Monday 17 December to Ms Proffitt at the Council. It should then 
be emailed to submitters and made available on the Council website.  

Next steps 

5. We note that we will be undertaking further site visits on Friday 14 December 
to the quarry and surrounds. At this point we do not envisage needing to enter 
submitters’ properties. If that should change we will contact submitters to 
request access. 
 

6. Following those site visits we will consider whether we require any further 
information. Once we are satisfied that we do not, and following receipt of the 
right of reply statement, we will close the hearing and advise of that occurring 
by way of a further Minute. 
 
 

For and on behalf of the Plan Change 83 Hearing Panel: 



 

Alick Shaw 
Chair 



Wellington City Council 

Proposed Plan Change 83 – Kiwi Point Quarry 

 

Hearing Panel Minute 7 

18 December 2018 

 

Closure of hearing 

 

1. Further to our Minute 6, we have now undertaken further site visits and have 
received the right of reply statement from Mr Daysh.  
 

2. We are satisfied that we do not require any additional information and 
accordingly close the hearing. 
 

3. Our deliberations will now continue, with a view to issuing a recommendation 
to the Council as early in 2019 as we are able. 

 

For and on behalf of the Plan Change 83 Hearing Panel: 

 

Alick Shaw 
Chair 
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APPENDIX 2 
Proposed amendments to plan change provisions 
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zPlan Change 83: Section 42A 
Report 

Appendix 2 
 

Kiwi Point Quarry Plan Change 83 Provisions 
 

Annotated  provisions  of  Chapters  33  and  34  of  the  Operative  District  Plan  showing  proposed 

changes as part of Proposed District Plan Change 83 and further changes recommended by s42A 

report authors. 
 

Key to Changes 

abcdefghijkl Existing unaltered text 

abcdefghijkl Recommended text to be deleted (as notified) 

abcdefghijkl Recommended text to be added (as notified) 

abcdefghijkl Recommended deletions (s42 Authors) 

abcdefghijkl Recommended additions (s42 Authors) 
[##]                              [##] Submitter  number(s)  relevant  to  

proposed  amendments  in  s42A report.   
Where an Asterix is shown [*], the proposed 
change is administrative or clerical in nature. 

abcdefghijkl Recommended deletions (Hearing Panel) 

abcdefghijkl Recommended additions (Hearing Panel) 
 

Chapter 33. BUSINESS AREAS 
 

 
33.1 Introduction 

… 

The Kiwi Point Quarry is also included as a Business Area. The quarry is subject to specific rules 

recognising its economic importance to the City and wider region as well as to other relevant rules 

applying elsewhere in Business Areas to mitigate adverse effects. 

 
Current Relevant Objectives 

 

 
33.2.1 To provide Business Areas that can accommodate a wide range of business and industrial 

activities to meet the social and economic needs of the City. 

 
33.2.2 To enable an appropriate range of activities to occur in Business Areas, provided they do not 

undermine the City’s Centres, and that adverse effects are avoided, remedied or mitigated. 
 

 

33.2.3 To recognise where unique development opportunity areas exist within Business Areas and 

encourage  redevelopment  of  these  in  a  manner  that  is  compatible  with,  and  enhances 

amenity values and contribute to the City’s distinctive physical character, sense of place and 

contained urban form. 

 
33.2.4 To ensure that activities and developments at least maintain the amenity values and public 

safety within Business Areas and those of any nearby Residential Areas. 
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New Objective 

 

 

33.2.14 To recognise the importance of quarrying aggregates in the Kiwi Point Quarry to the City’s  
future growth by enabling the use and development of the quarry, while requiring appropriate 
management and remediation of adverse effects. [7, 20, 28, 29] 

 
Policies 

 

 
Kiwi Point Quarry 

 

 
33.2.2.7 Provide for the development and site rehabilitation of the Kiwi Point Quarry to the extent 

specified in the Plan in a way that avoids, mitigates or remedies adverse effects. 

 
METHODS 

• Rules (including Appendix 2 required showing the extent of quarry areas) 

• A quarry management plan 
 

 

Kiwi Point Quarry is an established quarry located in the Ngauranga Gorge, involving 

ongoing   extraction,   processing,   cleanfilling   and   rehabilitation.   As   the   continuing 

availability of aggregate and other quarry materials is economically important for the City 

and wider region, the Plan makes specific provision for the ongoing use and development 

of the quarry. For both the older (northern) and newer (southern) areas of the quarry, 

specific rules and a development plan are incorporated. These provisions provide for the 

avoidance or mitigation of adverse effects from the quarry activity and the long-term 

mitigation of effects on landscape and landform following quarrying. It is the Council’s 

intention that cut faces should be designed to yield a relatively natural landform in the 

long term and that rehabilitation of cut faces should begin as early as practicable. The 

staging of quarry development, and the day to day management of quarry activities are 

further detailed and controlled through the application of a quarry management plan. 

 
In respect of the Kiwi Point Quarry southern face the only practical and available option 

for ecological mitigation for the loss of terrestrial vegetation and the associated habitat 

will be carried out in accordance with a restoration plan.  This will include mitigation 

planting is on Lot 2 DP 91179 and part Lots 4 and 6 DP72996. This mMitigation planting 

on Lot 2 and part Lot 4 shall be commenced after these areas have been dedicated as a 

reserve under the Reserves Act 1977 and prior to the extraction of rock, and planting on 

Lot 6 shall be commenced as soon as practicable upon the completion of quarrying and 

cleanfilling activities. Other mitigation to be adopted will include pest control measures, 

enrichment of native vegetation and habitat within other adjoining open space areas, and 

staged riparian enhancement to Waitohi Stream to coincide with completion of quarry 

activities. [28]
 

 
 

A quarry management plan shall be prepared and regularly updated by Council, which 

sets out: 
 

• intended staging of the excavation and cleanfilling activities 

• the means of management of surface and groundwater 
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• management of on-site traffic, including maintenance of safe vehicle access and egress 

for the abattoir[30]
 

• provision for any onsite processing and temporary storage of quarry material 

• any specific provisions relating to onsite management of noise, dust, vibration, visual 

impact, water quality and land stability [8, 12, 18, 20, 23, 24, 25, 26, 33]
 

• community liaison practices and[30] a procedure for addressing any complaints 

• objectives, and principles and measures[*] for the rehabilitation of the site, including: 

 

- a phasing plan to indicate order of works, potential greatest extent of cut faces 
and a timetable and associated budget for the rehabilitation of prominent quarry 
faces[7] 

- processes and timeframes for monitoring the effectiveness of rehabilitation measures and 

contingency plans to improve measures shown to be ineffective [7]
 

- measures to create soil conditions which will support plant growth 

- measures to create a variety of site conditions to support a range of species 

- means of controlling runoff to avoid erosion 

- means of control of plant and animal pests 

- measures to avoid fire risks 

- means to assist native vegetation to regenerate on grazing land 

- rehabilitation which is compatible with Open Space strategy for adjacent areas of 
land and with the Ngauranga Gorge’s location as a gateway to Wellington City[2, 7, 

20, 29] 
 

• management of buffer areas including any integrated ecological and landscape 
remediation and rehabilitation measures 

• practices and methods that will be adopted to ensure that all permitted and 

controlled activity standards conditions [*] applying to the activities will be 

met including descriptions and locations of any monitoring equipment 

• staged daylighting of identified section(s) of Waitohi Stream and restoration of its riparian 
vegetation including widening riparian vegetation to 20 metres where this is feasible [28]

 

• procedures for monitoring the effectiveness of management plan measures and for 

improving effectiveness over time where needed.[7]
 

 
 

The quarry management plan will complement the other rules applying to the quarry 

activity and will provide additional management details. It will be reviewed by Council at 

least every five years (unless otherwise required by conditions of resource consent) [7] and 

any necessary adjustments will be made. 
 

The progressive rehabilitation of the area is an important aspect of quarry management, 

and accordingly the Quarry Management Plan includes rehabilitation provisions. As 

quarrying and cleanfilling activities are completed on the site, an implementation plan 

shall be prepared annually by the consent holder in accordance with the Quarry 

Management Plan. 
 

The requirement that regular monitoring is undertaken and regular progress reports are 

completed and submitted to the Council is a key element. This requirement is included 

because successful rehabilitation of any disturbed area requires constant monitoring as 

site conditions vary considerably and evolve over time. Regular observation and recording 

of results is an essential part of managing the process. 
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INSERT MARGIN NOTE: 

 Note, applications under this  
rule are subject to specific  
information requirements at  
3.2.2.18 [*] 

 

A vegetated buffer area is included within the area as part of the development of the 

extended southern part of the quarry and shall be a minimum of 70 metres from the edge 
of the quarrying area to the nearest Residential Area Boundary. At the northern end, the 
necessary buffer is within the Open Space B Area. Adjacent to State Highway One, a 
vegetated bank will be formed and maintained to provide effective screening for motorists 
of quarry operations in the southern part of the quarry. [2, 7, 20, 29] 

 
It is important also that rehabilitation of the quarry area should recognise and in the 

longer term be able to be integrated as appropriate with the Open Space strategy 

developed by the Council for the adjacent areas of land. Current Council policy is for the 

creation of further Green Belt areas on the steep hill sides of the Ngauranga Gorge and, 

for instance, it may be possible to allow continuation or linking of proposed walkways If 

practicable and in a safe location to do so, walkways should be provided in a continuous 

or linked manner to allow the continuation or linking of proposed walkways. 
 

Overall, the environmental result will be the availability of quarry materials for the City 

and wider region in the short and medium term, and long-term achievement of well- 

vegetated quarry faces with the appearance of natural landforms which will be integrated 

with Council development of Open Space areas in this vicinity. 
 
 

Rules 
 

 
Permitted Activity 

 

 
34.1.5 Quarrying and clean filling on part Lot 1, and part Lot 2 DP 72995, part Lot 4, part Lot 5 and 

part Lot 6 DP 72996, part Lot 1 DP 34015, part Lot 1 DP 65030 and part Lot 2 DP 91179 

Ngauranga Gorge (known as Kiwi Point Quarry shown in Appendix 2) is a Permitted Activity 

provided that it complies with the standards specified in sections 34.6.1 (activities), 34.6.2 

(buildings and structures) and 34.6.5 (Kiwi Point Quarry standards), (except that standard 

34.6.1.9.2 does not apply to the temporary stockpiling or storage of quarried rock material). 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Controlled Activity 

 
34.2.3   Quarrying and clean filling on part Lot 4, part Lot 5 and part Lot 6 DP 72996 Ngauranga 

Gorge (known as Kiwi Point Quarry southern face shown in Appendix 2) is a Controlled Activity 

if it complies with the standards specified in sections 34.6.1 (activities), 34.6.2 (buildings and 

structures) and 34.6.5 (Kiwi Point Quarry standards), (except that: 

 standard 34.6.1.9.2 does not  apply  to  the  temporary  stockpiling  or  storage  of  

quarried  rock  material); 

 standard 34.6.1.10 does not apply to dust. 

 

 The  Council’s  control shall be limited to the following matters: 

 
34.2.3.1 The importance of quarrying aggregate and meeting the supply demand for the city’s use 

 

34.2.3.12  maximising the extent of residential buffer areas; 
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INSERT MARGIN NOTE: 

 Note, applications under this  
rule are subject to specific  
information requirements at  
3.2.2.18 
 

[*] 

    

 

34.2.3.23  the extent to which conditions are required to ensure that quarrying activities are timed 

and staged to ensure that rehabilitation of cut faces can begin as early as practicable; 

 

34.2.3.34  the  detailed  contents of a  Quarry Management Plan for  this area outlined in Policy 

33.2.2.7; 
 

34.2.3.45  optimising  the  standard,  location  and  staging  of  ecological  mitigation  through  the 

provision of an ecological restoration plan including budgets and indicative timetables to 

ensure effective mitigation and rehabilitation; and 

 
34.2.3.56  the design and location of screening quarry activities adjacent to State Highway 1; 

 
34.2.3.67 measures required to manage noise and vibration from blasting activities; and [3, 4, 7, 10, 12,

 

13, 24-26, 29, 31-33] 
 

34.2.3.78 measures required to maintain slope stability, and to prevent slope erosion or collapse; [7,
 

8, 12, 18, 20, 23, 24, 25, 26, 33] 

 
 34.2.3.9      measures required to manage dust emissions from quarrying activities; and 

 34.2.3.10    measures required to manage the impact of quarrying activity on the visual amenity of 

residential properties.  

 

Non-notification/ service 
 

 

In respect of Rule 34.2.3 applications will not be publicly notified or limited notified (unless special 

circumstances exist). 

 
Relevant policies for preparing resource consent applications 

 

 

See policy 33.2.2.7 

 
 Note   that   this   is   an   indicative   list   of   relevant   policies;  applicants should   check all policies   
for relevance to a particular consent application 

 

 
Discretionary Activities 

 

 

 

34.3.3 Quarrying and cleanfilling activities in Ngauranga Gorge (Kiwi Point Quarry north and south 

faces)  which would be Permitted or Controlled[*] Activities but that do not meet one or more of 

the standards specified in sections 34.6.1 (activities), 34.6.2 (buildings and structures) and 

34.6.5 (Kiwi Point Quarry standards) are Discretionary Activities (Restricted), (except that 

standard 34.6.1.9.2 does not apply to the temporary stockpiling or storage of quarried rock 

material). 
 

Discretion is restricted to the effects generated by the standard(s) not met., subject to 

compliance with the following condition: 
 

34.3.3.1 the duration of any consent granted for processing plant or buildings in the southern part of 

the Quarry provided for under this Rule shall not exceed 10 years. 
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Non-notification/ service 

 

In respect of Rule 34.3.3 applications will not be publicly notified or limited notified (unless 

special circumstances exist). 
 

 
 

34.6.5 KIWI POINT QUARRY STANDARDS 
 

These standards apply to all quarrying and clean filling activities in the Kiwi Point Quarry. 
 

34.6.5.1 General 
 

34.6.5.1.1 Any relevant provisions of standards 34.6.1 and 34.6.2 except that Rule 34.6.1.9.2 

does not apply to the temporary stockpiling or storage of quarried rock material. 

 
34.6.5.2    Dust 

 

34.6.5.2.1 Dust control measures shall be undertaken to avoid creating a dust nuisance 

beyond the Quarry Boundary. 
 

34.6.5.3    Quarry activities 
 

34.6.5.3.1 Quarry activities shall be restricted to the area within the Business Area north of 

the abattoir and south of the access road, excluding the area shown as a buffer 

area, as identified on the plan included as Appendix 2. [2, 7, 20, 29]
 

 

34.6.5.3.2 Some blasting may be carried out as part of the normal quarrying operations. 

Blasting of faces for crushed rock production must take place between 10.00am 

and 2.00pm Monday to Friday only. 
 

34.6.5.3.3 In all cases, for the northern face residents of Tarawera Road, Plumer Street, 113, 

130, 166, 170 and 175 Fraser Avenue, and 146 Burma Road, and for the southern 

face the residents of 25-46 Gurkha Crescent, Shastri Terrace and 6-28 (even 

numbers) Imran Terrace and the abattoir operator[30] must be notified by mail, by 

email or by other electronic means no less  than  one  week  in  advance  of  

blasting.  Blasting  must  be  immediately preceded by a siren or hooter with a 

sound which distinguishes it from normal Police, Ambulance or Fire Service 

sirens. 
 

34.6.5.3.4  The  finished  slope  of  quarry  faces  shall  not  exceed  55  degrees  from  the 

horizontal. 
 

34.6.5.3.5 The maximum height of finished batters shall not exceed 15 metres. 
 

34.6.5.3.6 For the northern face a A  buffer area with a minimum width of 25 metres shall be 

maintained on the uphill boundary of the site as shown on Appendix 2. For the 

southern face a buffer area with a minimum width of 70 metres shall be 

maintained on the uphill boundary of the site as shown on Appendix 2. This The 

northern face buffer areas will be allowed to revegetate naturally except where 

there is a need for additional planting. The southern face buffer area is subject to 

restoration planting. 
 

Note: At the north end of the quarry near Plumer Street and Tarawera Road, the buffer area 

is within the Open Space B Area as shown in Appendix 4 and is governed by the Open Space 

provisions. At the southern end of the quarry near Gurkha Crescent, Shastri Terrace and 

Imran Terrace the buffer area is within the Open Space B Area as shown in Appendix 2 and is 

governed by the Open Space provisions. 
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Note: an underground gas main traverses the quarry site from Maldive Street, across Lot 2 

DP 91179, Lot 4 DP 72996 and Lot 1 DP 34015. An associated regulator station is also located 

within  Lot  4  DP  72996.  Advice  from  the  gas  main operator  should be obtained  before 

conducting any underground works in these areas to ensure the works do not intercept the 

main or regulator station.  Contact information for the asset operator can be obtained from 

the Council.  

 

 

 
 
 

34.6.5.3.6A A vegetated bank must be established in the location indicatively shown on 

Appendix 2 to provide screening between State Highway 1 and the quarry floor in 

the southern quarry area.  

34.6.5.3.7 A fence must be maintained adjacent to any properties in the Residential Area 

along the quarry boundary to a height of 1.2m. 
 

34.6.5.3.8 Prior to commencement of operations in any area, a security fence must be 

installed and maintained along the outer edge of the buffer area. 
 

  34.6.5.3.9 No quarry activities shall be undertaken within the buffer area unless agreed by 
                       the Council. [32] 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

[17] 

 
 
 

34.6.5.4 Cleanfill activities 
 

34.6.5.4.1 Cleanfill activities shall be restricted to the area shown on the plan included as 

Appendix 2. 
 

34.6.5.4.2 The cleanfill shall comply with the definition of cleanfill in Section 3 (Definitions) 

of this District Plan. 
 

34.6.5.5 Location of quarry plant 
 

34.6.5.5.1 The primary crusher may be moved as the quarry face recedes and new faces are 

worked. Any processing plant or buildings within the southern part of the quarry 

shall be relocatable. 
 

34.6.5.6 Traffic movement 
 

34.6.5.6.1 There shall be one entry point to the quarry, via Crossing Place 22 from State 

Highway One (also the main access to the adjacent Abattoir). This must be the 

sole means of entry and exit for quarry vehicles. This access must be maintained 

to the standard of local streets. 
 

34.6.5.7 Rehabilitation and treatment of stripped areas 
 

34.6.5.7.1 All land encompassed within the quarry boundary shall be progressively 

rehabilitated (except where used for other permitted or consented activities). 

Any planting will take place as soon as practicable following the completion of the 

quarry or cleanfill activity. Planting will be undertaken using indigenous species 

from local sources, except where exotic species are required to provide erosion 

control and/or temporary nurse cover for revegetation with indigenous species. 
 

34.6.5.7.2 Excluding the Abattoir area, areas shown on Appendix 2 which are not shown as 

areas for quarrying and/or cleanfilling shall be allowed to revegetate. 
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34.6.5.7.3 All exposed surfaces of fill shall be hydro-seeded, or any other approved method, 

immediately  following  completion  of  works  as  a  dust  and  erosion  control 

measure. 
 

 
 
 

Chapter 34 
Appendix 2 

 

 
Amend by adding new vegetated bank notation adjacent to SH1 and explanatory note (overleaf) 
 

Extend open space colour across Tyers Reserve 
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a. a description of all anticipated noise sources associated with quarrying and 

 cleanfilling activities;  

b. measures to be adopted by the applicant to ensure activities will comply with 
 the relevant standards in section 34.6.1 of the District Plan; and  

c. measures  to  be  adopted  by  the  applicant  to  ensure  impulsive  noise  and 
 vibration  effects  from  blasting  activities  are  not  unreasonable,  including 

reference to any relevant standards or guidelines relied upon.  

 

 

 
Planning Maps 

 

 
Consequential Amendments to Planning Maps 22 and 23 required. 

 
 
 

Chapter 3 
Section 3.2: Information to be submitted with an application for resource consent 

 

 

Insert new requirement for resource consent application under section 3.2.2 as follows: 

 
3.2.2.18 Kiwi Point Quarry:  Applications made under Rules 34.2.3 or 34.3.3 will be accompanied 

by the following information: 

 
Acoustic Report 

A report prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced acoustic engineer must be 

provided and contain the following: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
29, 31-33] 

[3, 4, 7, 10, 12, 13, 24-26, 

 
 

Ecological Survey & Restoration Plan 

A report prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced ecologist must be provided 

and contain the following: 

 
a. detailed survey results of all native vegetation that will be damaged or removed 

as part of the proposed quarrying and cleanfilling activities, including species 

type, distribution and density of each species and location; 

b. detailed survey results of birdlife observed during vegetation survey and any 

evidence of avian habitat; 

c. a restoration plan for the wider quarry site to be incorporated into the quarry 

management plan as described in Policy 33.2.2.7, and to include the following: 

i. details – including species type, distribution and density – of proposed 

planting in Lot 2 DP 91179 and part Lot 4 DP 72996, which is to be 

commenced prior to any extraction of rock; 

ii. details – including species type, distribution and density – of proposed 

planting of part Lot 6 DP 72996, which is to be commenced upon 

completion of quarrying and cleanfilling activities, or sooner if 

practicable; 

iii.   details of any enrichment planting and any proposed measures for the 

management of plant and animal pests in Lot 2 DP 91179,  and in Imran 

Terrace / Maldive Street Reserve, in Tyers Reserve and in the 

Ngauranga Scenic Reserve Lot 3 DP63927; 
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iv recommendations for naturalization and riparian enhancement of 

Waitohi Stream;  

v details of any off-set planting, mitigation planting and pest control to be 

undertaken outside the quarry site.  

d. a description of the methodology for adopting the specific suite of matters to 

address (c)(i)-(iv) above, with specific regard to be given to the results of the 

surveys described under (a) and (b) above; and  

e. a description of proposed timetables and budgets for implementation, 

monitoring, and maintenance of the restoration plan measures adopted. 
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 iv.   recommendations  for  naturalisation  and  riparian  enhancement  of 

 Waitohi Stream;  

d. a description of the methodology for adopting the specific suite of measures to 
 address (c)(i)-(iv) above, with specific regard to be given to the results of the 

surveys described under (a) and (b) above; and  

e. a   description   of   proposed   timetables   and   budgets   for   implementation, 
 monitoring, and maintenance of the restoration plan measures adopted.  

 

 
 

 




