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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Warren Keith Lloyd.  My experience and qualifications are 

set out in my evidence in chief dated 26 May 2015.  

 

1.2 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to 

comply with it. I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I 

am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, 

and that this evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.   

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the evidence in chief filed 

by Mr Timothy Ensor for the Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group 

[#886] and the submitter statement of Christian Paul Jordan [#1098 and 

#1122]. 

 

3. CANTERBURY AGGREGATE PRODUCERS GROUP [#886] – TIMOTHY ENSOR 

 

3.1 Submitter #886 has sought an exemption from the minimum number of 

loading spaces required for quarries.  As outlined in paragraph 5.6 of my 

evidence in chief, Council initially proposed a new row (xviii) for 'Quarrying 

Activity and Ancillary Aggregate Processing Activities' with 1 Bay/1,000m2 

GFA required for heavy vehicles, and a Nil requirement for 99 percentile 

vehicles.  These rates were proposed as they reflected the current loading 

space provision at several Christchurch quarry and aggregate processing 

sites.  I supported this approach at that time rather than a complete 

exemption from providing a minimum number of loading spaces. 

 

3.2 However as the evidence of Mr Ensor points out in paragraph 25.2, Quarry 

sites are predominately located in rural areas and the minimum number of 

loading spaces provided have little relevance to quarrying activities and 

may be the only trigger for resource consent. 
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3.3 Mr Ensor also points out (at paragraph 29) that in a rural environment and 

particularly on a large quarry site, there is rarely a lack of opportunity to 

load a vehicle or manoeuvre into a loading or parking area within a site. 

 

3.4 I therefore accept Mr Ensor's evidence and support the submitter’s 

proposal that 'Quarrying Activity and Ancillary Aggregate Processing 

Activities' be exempt from a minimum number of loading spaces 

requirement. 

 

 
4. CHRISTIAN PAUL JORDAN [#1098 AND #1122] 

 

4.1 The decision sought by Mr Jordan is to amend the minimum legal driveway 

width from 3.3m to 3m (Appendix 7.7 Table 7.10 (i)).  I did not comment on 

this submission in my evidence in chief. 

 

4.2 I agree with Mr Jordan’s evidence in chief paragraphs 3.1, 3.2, 3.4, 4.1 and 

4.3 and I agree with the suggested relief to amend the minimum legal width 

from 3.3m to 3m.  My agreement is subject to Mr Falconer's comment at 

paragraph 22.2 of his rebuttal evidence, regarding the landscaping strip 

requirement proposed in the Residential Proposal (if that requirement 

becomes operative, then logically the minimum legal width will need to 

remain at 3.3m in order to provide for the 0.6m landscaping strip). 

 

4.3 My support is based on the 85 and 99 percentile vehicle widths (1.87m and 

1.94m respectively) to travel along or park within the 3.0m legal width and 

have adequate clearance (0.565m and 0.530 respectively) on both sides of 

the vehicle for wing mirrors, and opening doors etc. 

 

 

 

Warren Keith Lloyd 

17 June 2015 

 
 


