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SUBMISSION ON RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATION BY CROMWELL CERTIFIED CONCRETE 

LIMITED – APPLICATION NUMBER RM20.360.01-04 

 

SUBMITTER:  THE STEPHEN AND LOUISE LISK FAMILY TRUST 

 

The Stephen and Louise Lisk Family Trust oppose the Consent Application. 

 

 

BACKGROUND 

The Stephen and Louise Family Trust (“the Trust”) owns Lot 2 Deposited Plan 354236 and Lot 

3 Deposited Plan 26700, being 4.0002 hectares at 124 Smiths Way, Mt Pisa, Cromwell 9383.  

This property is in the throes being developed as a lifestyle block with: 

• a new dwelling to be built for the beneficial owners; 

• the planting of a fruit, nut and berry orchard; 

• the establishment of a potager garden; 

• sowing of grass for the grazing of stock and or bailage; and 

• installation of irrigation for orchard, garden and grazing/bailage operations. 

 

The Amisfield Estate Society Incorporated water scheme will supply the potable water for the 

Trust’s dwelling on its property.  The Amisfield Estate Society’s bore, G41/0005, is located on 

property notified of Cromwell Certified Concrete Limited’s (“CCCL”) consent application 

(albeit wrongly identified by ORC).  It is registered as a drinking (potable) water supply with 

the Ministry of Health. 

 

The Trust has a direct connection to Amisfield Estate Society through the proposed supply of 

potable water to the Trust and the Society has a direct connection to its bore on a property 

notified of the consent applications.  Therefore, although not notified by ORC of Cromwell 

CCCL’s consent application, the Trust considers that is a directly affected party of the 

applicant’s proposed operations through discharge to water and to discharge to land affecting 

the aquifer from which our potable water is drawn.  The Trust also considers it is affected by 

discharge to air and noise of the applicant’s proposal. 

 

 

AREAS OF CONCERN 

The Trust’s areas of concern with CCL’s application are: 

Water 

• Contamination of the aquifer from which our potable water is drawn and potential 

subsequent effect on human health (see Appendix A); 

• Contamination of the aquifer from which irrigation and stock water is drawn and 

potential subsequent effect on plant and animal health; 
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• Depletion of the aquifer capacity reducing water take capacity for potable and 

irrigation/pastoral needs (see Appendix A). 

 

The removal of the protective mantle above the aquifer, lack of bunding and treatment for 
vehicle wash water and vehicle fuelling, exposure of salt pans and subsequent discharge of 
these salts, and leachate from contaminated and uncontaminated solid fill entering the 
aquifer in both the current and proposed CCCL operations are set out in more detail in the 
submissions at Appendices B and C 
 

Dust/Particulates 

• The affect ‘glacial quartz flour’ dust on human health arising from increased quarry 

operations; 

• The affect ‘glacial quartz flour’ dust on pollination of our trees, grasses and vegetables;  

• The impact on quality of life within our residence, and the quiet enjoyment of our 

property, due increased wind-blown dust from the proposed expansion of quarry 

operations. 

 

The submissions at Appendix B and C discuss in more detail the affects of the high winds in 

the area and of glacial quartz particles on health, pollination and water quality. 

 

Noise 

In section 2.2.1 of the consent application CCCL proposes to increase its hours of operation 

to be 0600 through to 2000 each day except Sunday and statutory holidays, i.e., 302 out of 

365 days per annum (standard year).  Mobilisation – ‘arrival of staff and loading of trucks’ and 

‘loading of trucks and leaving of staff’ - will occur between 0600 and 0700 and between 1900 

and 2000 respectively.  Full operation – ‘Site excavation, processing, dump truck, loader and 

purchasing truck movements’ – will occur between 0700 and 1900, i.e., 12-hours per day/six 

days per week. 

 

The World Health Organisation recommendations say exposure to ongoing noise louder than 

45 decibels is associated with adverse health effects.  As evinced by recent hearings 

concerning airport and other high noise operations, such hearings have agreed that high 

levels of ongoing noise have significant adverse effects on human health and wellbeing.  The 

result of these hearings has seen such noisy businesses having to mitigate noise through a 

variety of means – reduced operational hours, noise insulation in buildings on site and on 

affected party sites, cessation of particular types of operation, etc.  Courts or local territorial 

authorities (“LTA”) have imposed noise limits at the boundary of affected sites and or at 

affected residences. 

 

LTAs need to set very clear noise guidelines (db levels at affected residences and the site 

boundary by time period), monitor noise independently from both the noise makers and 

potential complainants, and have the ability to order and impose immediate cessation of 
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operation orders so residents can have quiet enjoyment of their properties and not be subject 

to injurious health effects of sustained excessive noise.  Not to do so invites ongoing litigation 

and adverse publicity for both CCCL and ORC as the health effects of excessive noise are very 

adverse. 

 

Our property is a lifestyle block and extended periods of high-level noise would be an adverse 

effect on our health and the quiet enjoyment of our property. 

 

Land of Significance 

The land CCCL propose to expand their operations into is identified in their application as 

being Molyneux soils in the top layer.  These soils are known for their ability to grow high 

quality fruit and grapes.  The proposed consent application will see this aspect of the land 

destroyed and unable to be remediated.  While this concern is not a direct effect on the Trust, 

CCCL’s proposal for the land is at odds with the spiritual and cultural beliefs espoused both 

by CCCL, in its consent application, and by ORC, namely: 

• Kaitiakitanga - means guardianship, protection, preservation or sheltering.  It is a way 

of managing the environment, based on the traditional Māori world view.  Kaitiakitanga 

today expresses traditional ideas in a time of cultural and environmental renewal.  

Traditionally, there was an intimate relationship between people and their 

environment.  The health of a community was reflected in its environment and vice 

versa.  For example, if waterways were unclear or polluted, something was amiss with 

the local people.  Kaitiakitanga was based on this relationship. 

• Waahi taoka – treasured resources such as the land, the bush, waterways, estuaries, 

wetlands, etc. 

• Mahika kai - literally meaning ‘to work the food’ and relating to the traditional value of 

food resources and practice involving the production, procurement and protection of 

these resources. 

 

Remediation of land after operations cease 

The Trust has two concerns in respect of remediation of the land when CCL’s operation 

ceases.  Firstly, the Trust would wish to see the land remediated after operations cease rather 

it remain a modern-day version of the sluicings at Bannockburn, land unable to be used for 

productive or residential use. 

 

Remediating the land will require a considerable amount of solid fill.  Large holes in the 

ground are attractive to business and LTAs alike as they represent an opportunity to dispose 

of unwanted fill.  It would seem there is a match between this and the remediation of the 

land.  But there is no commitment to remediate the land in the consent. 

 

Secondly, as commented upon in the submission at Appendix B, there is concern that leachate 

from current contaminated and uncontaminated solid fill operations is entering the aquifer.  
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The consent application is silent on both solid fill and land remediation and the Trust is 

concerned that such silence and lack of consent will see unconstrained leachate enter the 

exposed aquifer.   

 

 

OUTCOME SOUGHT 

The outcome the Trust seeks is for CCCL’s consent application be denied in toto. 

 

Should the consent application be granted in whole or part the Trust considers the application 

as it stands lacking in suitable safeguards in respect of water quality and contamination, 

excessive water take, the health effects of windborne glacial quartz flour, lack of independent 

monitoring of effects, noise and adequate remediation of the site on the cessation of 

operations.  To mitigate such lack of safeguards the Trust seeks the following robust 

conditions of consent be imposed. 

 

Water 

Outcomes sought include the consent conditions set out in paragraph 13 of the submission 

at Appendix A, and those set out below: 

• Not permitting the removal of the protective mantle of the Pisa Aquifer, and then 

discharging water contaminated with insoluble matter directly into the Pisa Aquifer. 

• Not permitting the removal of the protective mantle of the Pisa Aquifer and then 

discharging contaminated water with accumulated soluble salts directly into the Pisa 

Aquifer. 

• Not permitting the removal of the protective mantle of the Pisa Aquifer and discharge 

of leachate from contaminated and uncontaminated solid fill into the Pisa Aquifer. 

• Not permitting the removal of the protective mantle of the Pisa Aquifer and mine the 

Aquifer for gravels using heavy machinery to a depth of 3 metres below the top of the 

aquifer. 

• Not permitting the formation an eight-hectare pond resulting from mining and thus 

change the natural course of the Aquifer. 

• Not permitting the formation an eight-hectare pond and thus change the level of the 

aquifer in both dynamic and static conditions. 

 

Dust/Particulates 

Outcomes sought include the consent conditions set out below: 

• An independent consultant be appointed (mutually approved by both the applicant and 

the affected submitters and parties) at the applicant’s expense to research the carry of 

‘glacial quartz flour’ particulate in varying wind speeds and conditions. 

• From this research the consultant is to develop a protocol to determine wind direction, 

strength and sustainability thresholds that would see amounts of ‘glacial quartz flour’ 
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particulate harmful to health and pollination (seasonal) carry to affected parties 

properties; 

• If wind direction, strength and sustainability thresholds are reached work is to 

immediately cease.  Work may recommence when the wind direction and strength 

thresholds are at a level that is able to be sustained below the stop work level for a 

suitable time as determined by the protocol. 

• The protocol is to be informed by a suitable network of anemometers on both the 

applicant’s and affected parties’ sites in real time, such data to be available on a public 

website.  The cost of development installation and maintenance is to the applicant’s 

cost. 

• The protocol is to provide the ORC with guidelines as to when the issuance of a stop 

work order is appropriate in the event of a breach(es) of the protocol. 

 

Noise 

Outcomes sought include the following consent conditions: 

• A survey be undertaken independent consultant be appointed (mutually approved by 

both the applicant and the affected submitters and parties) at the applicant’s expense 

to establish a noise baseline of current operations both at the applicant’s site boundary 

and at affected party residences and other locations as informed by the WHO and other 

health authority recommendations on noise and its effect on health. 

• The consultant is to develop a protocol for the permitted level of noise by time-period 

at the applicant’s site boundary and affected parties’ residences and other key locations 

as informed by the WHO and other health authority recommendations on noise and its 

effect on health. 

• The applicant is to be given four weeks to remediate any noise levels outside of the 

protocol before the ORC may consider noise abatement process and stop work orders. 

• The applicant is to provide at its expense two noise level measuring instruments to the 

ORC at it expense to allow the ORC to monitor compliance with the protocol and 

respond to noise complaints. 

 

Remediation of the Land 

Outcomes sought include the following consent conditions: 

• The applicant agrees to remediate the land to the same contours, after settlement, as 

existed before mining commenced.  Such remediation to include soils of sufficient 

quality and composition to standard suitable to support an agreed national or 

international standard. 

• Such remediation shall not permit the removal of the protective mantle of the Pisa 

Aquifer and discharge of leachate from contaminated and uncontaminated solid fill into 

the Pisa Aquifer. 

• An independent consultant shall determine the cost of remediation at the end of the 

consent period.  The applicant shall pay a bond equivalent to a two-year portion of the 
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remediation cost at the start of the consent period.  At end of each financial year the 

applicant shall pay a further bond equivalent to one-year portion plus the inflation index 

of that portion associated with the Civil Engineering industry for both the previous year 

and coming year.  The bonds are to be placed in a fund specifically for the remediation 

of the land and not merged with ORC general funds. 

• The applicant is not to be permitted to treat the bonds as an asset or to borrow against 

the bonds.  Such bonds are to be treated in the same manner as depreciation. 

• The provision for bonds is to apply to any purchaser of CCCL. 

• If the applicant does not in a suitable time frame or is unable to remediate the land 

because of bankruptcy ORC is to be permitted draw on the funds for the express and 

only purpose of remediating the land. 

 

 

SUPPORT OF OTHER SUBMISSIONS 

The Trust supports the following submissions: 

• Submission of Amisfield Estate Society Incorporated 

• Submission of Irrigation & Maintenance Limited 

• Submission of Amisfield Orchard Limited 

 

 

APPENDICES 

This submission should be read in conjunction with the Appendices. 

 

Appendix A: Submission of Amisfield Estate Society Incorporated 

Appendix B: Submission of Irrigation & Maintenance Limited 

Appendix C: Submission of Amisfield Orchard Limited 
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TO: Otago Regional Council 

SUBMITTER 

DETAILS: 

Amisfield Estate Society Incorporated 

C/- Bridget Irving 

Gallaway Cook Allan 

PO Box 143, DUNEDIN 

Email: Bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

Phone (03) 477 7312 

SUBMISSION ON RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATION BY CROMWELL CERTIFIED 

CONCRETE LIMITED RM20.360 

SUBMITTER: AMISFIELD ESTATE SOCIETY INC 

Amisfield estate Society Inc oppose the application. 

BACKGROUND 

1. The Amisfield Estate Society Inc is an incorporated society established for the following 
objectives inter alia: 

(a) Obtain an adequate supply of water for domestic scheme within the scheme area.  

(b) Allocate, distribute, and supply water on a reliable, economic and equitable basis. 

(c) Manage all aspects of the society’s operation and maintenance 

(d) Do all such other lawful things as are incidental or conducive to the attainment of the 
above objectives. 

2. The society was formed in 1995. 

3. The Society’s bore (G41/0005) is located on the property currently owned by Lindsay Allan 
Moore and Rosemary Kate Sidey (being 1180 Cromwell Luggate Highway, legally 
described as Lot 3 DP 26218 held in RT OT18B/214). The Landowner was notified by the 
Otago Regional Council of the applications as an affected party.  Mr Moore also owns the 
property at 7 Mt Pisa Road, on the opposite side of the State Highway to the application 
site. Affected party approval was given with respect to that property but has subsequently 
been withdrawn.   

4. Mr Moore is a current member of the Society.  The Society also holds the benefit of 
easements over Mr Moore and Ms Sidey’s property for the purpose of maintaining the 
water infrastructure and conveying water to the Society’s members.  The Society 
understands that the Otago Regional Council wrongly understood the Society’s bore to be 
abandoned.  The bore is located within 200m of the water take that is the subject of the 
applications (it is located closer to the application site than the bore identified as G41/0111 
in the map included in the renotification report).  Further the discharge consent sought has 



2 
 

BI-1064427-2-16-V1 

 

the potential to affect the quality of the water taken from the Society’s bore.  As such the 
applications have the potential to cause adverse effects on the Society’s members drinking 
water.  

5. The Society has corresponded with the Otago Regional Council and requested that it be 
notified. The ORC advised that it does not have access to records that would have enabled 
it to identify the society as an affected party.  This is incorrect given that the Council issued 
consent for the bore utilized by the Society and has access to those records and the 
Society has registered the drinking water supply with the ministry of health which is publicly 
available information.  Further, the Society corresponded with the Council as recently as 
2014 regarding the ongoing operation of their supply.  Given the location of the Society’s 
bore the reasons for notifying Mr Lindsay and Ms Sidey set out in the Council’s re-
notification decision would equally apply to the Society.  

6. Regardless, the Society consider that it was notified by virtue of the notification to Mr 
Moore and Ms Sidey given their membership of the society and participation on the 
committee.  Therefore the Society is entitled to file this submission. If the society is 
incorrect about this it considers that the following submission will establish that there are 
potentially more than minor effects on it. As such it should have been directly notified by 
the Councils and as such the application must be declined pursuant to Section 104(3)(d).  

MATTERS OF CONCERN 

7. The Society is concerned to ensure that the activities proposed by Cromwell Certified 
Concrete (CCC) are appropriately controlled and monitored such that any risks to the water 
supply are avoided, remedied and mitigated.  Of particular concern to the society are the 
following matters: 

(a) Potential effects of increased take rates and volumes on its access to water. 

(b) Potential contamination associated with seepage ponds, storage of hazardous 
substances, vehicle washdown activities etc.  

(c) Potential contamination associated with discharge from materials stored or 
discharged to the gravel pit.  

(d) Potential risks associated with dust and airborne contaminants.  

(e) Site security and public safety matters.  

(f) Robustness of proposed conditions to address the above issues.  

8. The Society acknowledges that CCC holds existing resource consents, but by their own 
admission the gravel available for extraction within the terms of the existing consents would 
be exhausted within 5-6 years. Therefore, the effects of the proposed activity must be 
considered against that environment and context. The proposed activity will extend the 
period and extent of water that needs to be discharged to the aquifer via the seepage 
ponds significantly increasing the potential risk to the Society’s supply.  The direct 
interaction of the quarrying activity with groundwater also increases the potential risks 
associated with the expanded quarry. In accordance with the Objective of the National 
Policy Statement for Freshwater Management, the health needs of people (including 
through provision of drinking water) needs to be provided for in priority to other water uses 
such as that proposed.  This objective is supported by the Regional Policy Statement 
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provisions that require adverse effects of mineral extraction activities to be minimized, 
including by avoiding adverse effects on the health and safety of the community1.  

9. The Society is concerned that water levels within the aquifer are not reduced as a result of 
drawdown such that access to drinking water is compromised.  Given the lack of site 
specific pump testing there is a degree of uncertainty regarding this. This necessitates a 
precautionary approach being taken and careful monitoring required.   

10. The Society is also concerned about the potential for increased intensity of the activity to 
result in effects on water quality.  Once again, more robust monitoring is required to ensure 
effects do not arise and/or identified quickly if they do. The Society understand that 
concrete trucks are washed down at the site, but it is not apparent from the application 
documentation how this water is managed within the site and therefore the risk that this 
poses to ground water quality.  It does not appear to be an issue that has been assessed in 
the application.  

11. The Society is also aware of reports that CCC are importing material for external locations 
that may contain contaminants and storing it or disposing of it in the gravel pit.  If those 
reports are accurate this is of considerable concern to the Society.  It is not discussed in 
the application and the current assessment of environmental effects does not consider this 
component of the activity and as such there may be potential effects that are not accounted 
for.  The Society would appreciate clarification from the applicant regarding this issue and 
assuming that it is not intended to import materials for storage or disposal a condition be 
imposed to that effect.  If they do intend to import materials further resource consents may 
be required and it would be necessary for an appropriate testing and monitoring regime to 
be put in place to ensure that none of the materials deposited within the quarry site had the 
potential to adversely affect groundwater quality.  

12. In relation to air quality a number of the Society’s members have experienced nuisance 
dust issues and are concerned about the potential adverse health effects associated with 
RSC.  The Society considers it important that the applicant adopts and fully implements all 
the further recommended mitigation methods set out in the air quality report to ensure an 
outcome consistent with those assessments is achieved.  To date dust mitigation methods 
have been deployed with mixed levels of success, due to poor machinery maintenance and 
lack of contingencies.   

OUTCOME SOUGHT 

13. To address the concerns of the Society it is considered that more robust conditions of 
consent must be imposed to ensure that the activity is undertaken in accordance with best 
practice and to ensure risks to the Society’s water supply are minimized.  The Society 
considers the following is necessary: 

(a) Groundwater quality monitoring should also include analysis in accordance with the 
New Zealand Drinking Water Standards.  

(b) Monitoring frequency to be increased to monthly to ensure early detection of 
contaminants; 

(c) Requirement for CCC to provide alternative source of drinking water for the Society 
or treatment facilities in the event that their activities cause contamination of the 

 
1 For example pRPS Objective 5.3 and Policy 5.4.8(c) 
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Societies drinking water source that results in a failure to meet the New Zealand 
Drinking Water Standards.  

(d) Requirement for groundwater sampling to be carried out by a suitably qualified 
independent person.  

(e) Requirement for results of groundwater monitoring results to be provided to the 
Amisfield Estate Society immediately, but no later than a week following their receipt 
by the consent holder.  

(f) Monitoring of groundwater draw down level during bore operation at least weekly for 
the first 36 months following exercise of the new consents and quarterly thereafter to 
ensure actual draw down effects are consistent with modelled effects.  

(g) Requirement for Amisfield Estate Society to be notified immediately if a hazardous 
substance spill occurs at the site.  

(h) Prohibition on importation of soils or other materials for storage or disposal at the site. 
If importation is intended then testing of material to be deposited at the site to ensure 
it qualifies as clean fill and does not contain contaminants that may affect ground 
water quality and requirements to maintain records of the material received including 
the volume and the location of its deposit.  

(i) Machinery refuelling to take place on impermeable and bunded surface with 
stormwater to be captured and monitored for contaminants prior to discharge.  

(j) Truck washdown to occur on an impermeable surface and bunded surface with 
washdown/stormwater captured and appropriately treated prior to discharge.  

(k) A specific review condition be imposed in the event that groundwater quality 
monitoring indicates that the discharge consent is having an effect on groundwater 
quality.  

(l) That all existing seepage ponds to be lined and water discharged through a filter 
system so no contaminated water is leached back into the ground, any contaminated 
material is removed from site and disposed as per best practice.  

(m) Appropriate site perimeter fencing established for public safety purposes. 

(n) Consideration be given to granting a shorter-term consent in recognition of the need 
for the ORC to implement the NPSFM.  It is anticipated that by the time this matter is 
heard the new proposed regional policy statement will be available which is likely 
provide further guidance on an appropriate term.   

CONCLUSION 

14. In the absence of changes being made to the application and associated conditions to 
address the matters identified in this submission granting consent would be inconsistent 
with the National Policy Statement Freshwater Management, some of the relevant 
provisions of the partially operative regional policy statement and regional plans.  A more 
comprehensive and robust suite of conditions are required to ensure potential effects of the 
activity are appropriately managed so that risks to human health are avoided, remedied 
and mitigated. In the absence of such conditions it is submitted that the application must be 
declined.  
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15. Amisfield Estate Society Incorporated wishes to be heard at any hearing. 

 

Signed:  

B Irving 

Counsel on behalf of the Submitter 

 

Date 10 June 2021 



Submission by Irrigation & Maintenance Ltd

I&M Ltd is a private company owned by 23landholders from Mt Pisa Estate. The landholders

rely on the company for the supply of drinking water and high quality processing water for

an organically registered winery.

I & M Ltd hold the consents and own two bore structures to take Water from the Pisa

Aquifer. The potable bore is 150metres from where the Quarry is at present discharging

contaminated wash water into the Pisa Aquifer and, in the application, to increase discharge

into the Pisa aquifer.

I & M ltd have read the application and submissions for the consents. We believe on

reasonable grounds that the application contains false statements which have corrupted
due process of the application.

The false statement is that a discharge to water is not needed for the application *1 . As a

result of this false statement , discharge to water, although clearly described in the

application has not been fully considered in the EER and has not been considered at all in

the independent review of the EER. Discharge to water has not been considered in the

Councils Recommending Report. The Council has thus been incorrectly advised regarding

the application as described in the documents.

It is our opinion that any reasonable council would have come to the conclusion that these

consents needed to be Publicly Notified had that council been correctly informed during the

consent evaluation process . Their own recommending technical staff would have advised

the Council very differently had the false statement not have been made by the applicant.

Under these past events we see that both the Otago Regional Council and the Central

Otago District Council have no option but to decline the applications immediately.

We believe that the future Quarry operations as described needs the following additional

consents.

1. To remove the protective mantle*2 of the Pisa Aquifer *3 , and then discharge water

contaminated with insoluble matter directly*4 into the Pisa Aquifer

2. To remove the protective mantle of the Pisa Aquifer and then discharge

contaminated water with accumulated soluble salts*5 directly into the Pisa Aquifer

3. To remove the protective mantle of the Pisa Aquifer and discharge leachate from

contaminated and uncontaminated solid fill *6 into the Pisa Aquifer. The fill

originating from the O.R.C. and Q.L.D.C. areas.

4. To remove the protective mantle of the Pisa Aquifer and mine the Aquifer *7 for

gravels using heavy machinery to a depth of 3m (shown on *4 to be much greater

depth)

5. To form a 8Ha pond as a result of mining and thus change the natural course of the

Aquifer.*8



6. To form a 8Ha pond and thus change the level of the aquifer *9 in both dynamic and

static conditions.

Upon reasonable grounds*8 we believe that the present operator of the quarry/consent

holder does not have consents for their activities. In particular

1. To remove the protective mantle*2 of the Pisa Aquifer *3 , and then discharge water

contaminated with insoluble matter directly*4 into the Pisa Aquifer*9

2. To remove the protective mantle of the Pisa Aquifer and then discharge

contaminated water with accumulated soluble salts directly into the Pisa Aquifer

3. To remove the protective mantle of the Pisa Aquifer and discharge leachate from

contaminated and uncontaminated solid fill *6 into the Pisa Aquifer. The fill

originating from the O.R.C. and Q.L.D.C. areas.

We wish to discuss the present quarry operations with both councils and ask for a meeting

with the intention of resolving the problems in order that only consented mining operations

take place with environmental monitoring and safeguards.

Should a hearing take place then we wish to attend and be heard. While not expanded in

this present submission we will make a submission relating to failure of the EER and

submission reports in recognising:-

a. Actual windspeeds for the quarry site.

b. The effect of cyclonic wind emulating from Mt Pisa

c. The particular spectrum of particle sizes in local dust (glacial quartz flour)

d. The health risks associated to wind borne quartz particulate.

e. The Engineering requirement for excavations requirements as published by the

QLDC

f. The effects of quartz particulate on pollination.

g. Future risks to Aquifer contamination from forming an open body of water.

h. Light spillage from the quarry site (present and future)

i. Human waste contamination risks to the Aquifer both present and future

We support the following submissions.

1. Amisfield Orchard Ltd – Effects submission

Signed by

Name…………………………………………………………. Signature……………………………………………….

Standing……………… Director



Name…………………………………………………………. Signature……………………………………………….

Standing……………… Director

Name…………………………………………………………. Signature……………………………………………….

Standing……………… Delegated Authority

Notations.

*1. An excerpt from the submission is below showing the applicant’s statement that

discharge to water is not required.

3. Consents required in relation to this proposal

f

From the consent application a discharge to water is stated :-

2.2.14 Discharge contaminants (sediment) to land

The applicant proposes to discharge contaminants to land in association with washing/ screening aggregate

and dust suppression (currently authorised under Resource Consent RM16.108.01). Water that is not lost

directly to ground or via evapotranspiration is collected in a soakage pond where fine sediments settle out

prior to the water discharging back into the underlying aquifer



From Form6 of the Application

Why did you choose the proposed method of disposal and location point?

Soakage ponds are an effective method of removing sediment from water prior to it discharging to

to groundwater. The soakage pond is located away from part of the quarry where gravel is extracted

and close to plant where it is processed.

*2. A protective mantle is recognised by the Regional water plan. Excerpt below. In the case

of the Pisa Aquifer the mantle is the impermeable layers of glacial flour which is the silt and

in the dry, dust formed in the outwash gravels. The mantle makes the Aquifer in the

contained condition. A contamination spill at ground level is cut off from the Aquifer and

will maybe contaminate surface streams and Lake Dunstan but not the Aquifer. Recharge of

the Aquifer is not from rain on the terraces but from the slopes of Mt Pisa and enters the

aquifer through the rock/gravel boundary and through seismic disruptions in the schist

strata. The only risk to the aquifer is from mining through the mantle as has been the

practice of the Amisfield and Parkburn Quarries.

9 . 2 I s s u e s

9.2.3 Groundwater resources can become contaminated as a result of:

(a) Point source discharge of effluent onto or into land;

(b) Land use activities which result in non-point source discharge of effluent, nutrients or

other contaminants;

(c) Theaccidentalspillofahazardoussubstance,

whentheyoccuringroundwaterrechargeareas,and

(d) Excavation of any protective soil mantle or impervious strata overlying an aquifer.

Explanation

*3. The definition of a waterbody is stated in the Regional Water Plan and includes an

Aquifer. Similarly, the existing stilling pond is a water body and subject to the water plan.

The future pond formed by mining 3m into the aquifer is also a water body.

Water body* Means fresh water or geothermal water in a river, lake, stream,
pond, wetland, or aquifer, or any part thereof, that is not located
within the coastal marine area.

Water* (a) Means water in all its physical forms whether flowing or not
and whether over or under the ground:



(b) Includes fresh water, coastal water, and geothermal water:

(c) Does not include water in any form while in any pipe, tank,
or cistern.

*4 In order to demonstrate that the discharge is either directly into the Aquifer which is a

waterbody (or if argued, into a pond which is a waterbody and now part of the aquifer or

alternately a pond which discharges directly into a aquifer) a drawing is attached. The

drawing is a crossection through our bore and the quarry. The information is taken from the

consent application documents, ORC bore data and Google Earth. It is to be remembered

that the static top level of the aquifer varies to the seasonal level as more water is taken in

the irrigation season. The dynamic condition also includes the cone of influence caused by

the quarry discharging water from one location, the bore and discharging into another.

The position of the stilling pond and the aquifer levels are to be noted.

Also to be noted at chainage 720m is the cut depth in red which has been stated at ground

level -30m.

So as there no doubt below is an extract from the IEE

The applicant proposes to discharge contaminants to land in association with washing/ screening aggregate

and dust suppression (currently authorised under Resource Consent RM16.108.01). Water that is not lost

directly to ground or via evapotranspiration is collected in a soakage pond where fine sediments settle out prior



to the water discharging back into the underlying aquifer. Given the increased volume of water to be abstracted,

the applicant proposes to discharge the same volume of water (detailed above in Section 2.3.13)

*5 Since the deposition of the Upper Clutha outwash gravels, the gravels have
been decomposing with salts naturally discharged. Because of the unique low
rainfall/ high evaporation in the basin, these salts are not washed through the
gravels. They accumulate in partially or fully formed salt pans(layers) over
many thousands of years. These pans lie dormant until excavated. During the
washing process of the gravels, all salts will go back into solution and thus into
the aquifer. The aquifer may thus be charged with many thousands of years of
salt accumulation over a very sort period of time. Twenty years is a short
period of time. A recent (may 21 photo of a salt layer is shown below.

*6 The Quarry receives contaminated solid fill and solid fill as part of its
commercial operations. The material is dumped into the quarry site. We have
reasonable evidence to believe that there is no Resource Consent in place for



discharging contaminants/leaching to water and as a result there has been no
assessment of the Environmental Impact.

*7The depth of the quarry below ground level is stated in the IEE as:-

The gravel is extracted by traditional truck and shovel techniques (see Figure 3-1). Trucks transport

the unprocessed gravel from the active face to the mobile crushing plant, which is located close to the

working area of the quarry on the pit floor and well away from the quarry boundaries. The crushed

gravel is transported to the fixed screening and washing plant by truck, which is located towards the

northwestern end of the quarry as shown in Figure 2-3. At present, the quarry is consented to quarry

to a maximum depth of 15 m below ground level. CCC is applying to quarry to the maximum depth of

the gravel resource, which is estimated to extend 30 m below ground level. No blasting occurs on site

*8 Effects of making the top level of the aquifer an open 8Ha pond.

a. The open surface offers no barrier for present contamination from fuel
or hydraulic oil spills from the machinery used. Burst hoses are not
uncommon on machinery. Oil leaks also have direct contamination.

b. Because the open surface of the aquifer is below adjacent ground , the
lowered water table attracts cross boundary contamination and
shortcuts human waste septic tank discharge directly into the aquifer.

c. The open surface area of the 18Ha aquifer is in itself a very large loss of
water through evaporation, depleting the aquifer.

d. The open area of the aquifer interferes with the gradient of the aquifer ,
reducing the top level and reducing the availability to bores and the
effective available water depths at the bores.

e. On completion of mining a disused quarry will attract further fly dumping
or contamination from future owners.



*9 The resource consent obtained in 1998 is in part copied below. The
applicant stated that wash water was to be discharged into the Amisfield
Creek. We can find no variation to this which allows discharge into the Pisa
Aquifer.

023237 Decision

Mr Phillips noted that a 2,000 cubic metre sedimentation seepage pond (which will

be used to filter any water from the washing process) will be constructed in the

creek bed. The water will seep back into the river bed and no discoloured water

will be allowed to escape. All plant is to be repainted in bronze green and any

container on site will be painted in brown, dark green or grey, and power and

telephone lines will be laid underground

The 2016 consent (ORC) to take water is reprinted in part below. Highlighted

below are conditions that are not being adhered to. The practices used in the quarry

do not adhere to the application statement and conditions of consent .

Our Reference: A919731

Consent No. RM16.108.01

WATER PERMIT

Pursuant to Section 104C of the Resource Management Act 1991, the Otago Regional Council grants

consent to:

Name: Cromwell Certified Concrete Limited

Address: Wright Stephenson House, 585 Great South Road, Penrose, Auckland

To take and use ground water



for the purpose of gravel washing and dust suppression General

7. The consent holder shall take all practicable steps to ensure that:

(a) there is no leakage from pipes and structures;

(b) there is no run off of irrigation water either on site or off site.

(c) a back flow preventer device is fitted to prevent any contaminants from being drawn into the source of the water.

The discharge to water is seen in the soakage ponds. The photo is taken from
the Council recommending Report. The main pond is the Aquifer or close to
the Aquifer and the photo demonstrates the contamination. The
recommending report fails to identify that the settling ponds are a
waterbody sitting at the Aquifer level and that the detection limit of 3kg/m3
has not been reached when the photograph shows silt banks.

The applicant wishes to replace RM16.108.02 due to an increase in the discharge of water.

The contaminants in the discharge will be naturally occurring silts and sands from the

washing of the gravel, and the majority of the sediment will be removed from the water

column by settling in the pond and then by the filtering process as the water moves through

the gravels

limits have been imposed for total suspended solids on the previous consent, however the latest

monitoring results dated November 2020 shows the detection limits of less than 3 g/m3 have not

been exceeded. Likewise, previous monitoring results have also not exceeded the detection limit.

This indicates that the soakage ponds are performing as expected. The increased discharge is not

expected to affect the capacity and performance of the soakage ponds. Contamination of

groundwater from the discharge is expected to be no more than minor, provided that the applicant

continues to maintain the soakage ponds and prevent overland flow to any surface water body.





*10 This practice is part of the present application with part of the
submission reprinted below

2.2.14 Discharge contaminants (sediment) to land

The applicant proposes to discharge contaminants to land in association with washing/ screening aggregate

and dust suppression (currently authorised under Resource Consent RM16.108.01). Water that is not lost

directly to ground or via evapotranspiration is collected in a soakage pond where fine sediments settle out

prior to the water discharging back into the underlying aquifer
































