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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Richard Spencer English.  My experience and qualifications 

are set out in my evidence in chief dated 16 October 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 by Mr 

Jim Turpin on behalf of Yaldhurst Rural Residents Association (Submitter # 

2206) dated 29 October 2015. 

 

2.2 Mr Turpin has provided evidence in relation to the transportation costs for 

aggregates and the impact this has on both the potential location of quarries 

and the rationale for the proposed discretionary activity status for quarrying in 

the general rural zones of the proposed Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan (pRDP).  In particular, Mr Turpin has questioned the veracity of data I 

have used in my evidence in chief. Accordingly my rebuttal provides an 

explanation of the derivation, use and context of the data on which Mr Turpin 

appears to rely on to draw his conclusions. 
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3. EVIDENCE ON AGGREGATE TRANSPORTATION COSTS AND RELATED 

MATTERS.  

 

Relevance and veracity of statements 

 

3.1 As I understand Mr Turpin’s evidence, he has raised concerns about an 

apparent discrepancy between the information he claims is used by the 

Council to justify the revised rules in the pRDP (and in particular the 

discretionary activity status for quarrying), and that which has been presented 

in evidence to this hearing by both myself and Ms Adele Radburnd on behalf 

of the Christchurch City Council (Council).  

 

3.2 Mr Turpin states at paragraphs 3.1 that “CCC publications prior to the 

notification of the PDP” stated that “if no changes were made to make 

quarrying discretionary in the City rural areas” the prices of aggregates would 

double and as a result the Council has proposed quarrying in the Rural Zone 

be discretionary. Mr Turpin appears to repeat this inference, 3.2, 4.4 and 5.1 of 

his evidence, and paragraph 1.7 of his first attachment. Although I understand 

that Ms Radburnd will be addressing this matter, I note that I have not stated, 

or indeed inferred, that aggregate prices would double under these 

circumstances. 

 

3.3 I am however able to add commentary to the background information on which 

Mr Turpin appears to rely in reaching his conclusions. 

 

3.4 In my evidence to Environment Canterbury’s (ECan) Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement (RPS) hearings in 2011 I stated that:
1
  

 

 [I]n order to illustrate the importance of the need for supplies to be close to 

demand it is useful to consider the situation in Christchurch. Presently all 

materials are sourced from land based quarries and rivers within a 15 km 

radius of the City’s centre. If, as a result of planning and sensitivity 

constraints, new quarries need to be developed at a 30 km radius from the 

City, which is at least a potentiality under present circumstances, then the 

additional cost to Christchurch over the next 30 years - a horizon specified 

by local territorial planning documents - would be at least $500 million even 

without quantifying the additional environmental costs. 

 
 
1  Statement of Evidence of Richard Spencer English on behalf of the Canterbury Aggregates Producers Group for the 

Proposed Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (2011) dated 16 December 2011, para 43. 
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3.5 However the context of this 2011 statement was quite different from that which 

existed when I compiled my background report for the Council in October 

2014
2
 and which has subsequently been used to inform the Council and has 

been quoted by Mr Turpin in sections of his evidence. 

 

3.6 At the time of the preparation of my evidence to the RPS hearings, ECan had 

tabled proposals that quarrying should be avoided in a wide area of land to the 

west of the urban area of the city and in parts of the north - eastern sector of 

Selwyn district. Had this proposal been accepted then I understand that any 

new quarries would have been required to establish outside these areas.  

 

3.7 The physical consequence of this proposal, in combination with other access 

constraints such as the ring of lifestyle blocks that surround most of the 

western area of urban Christchurch, was that new quarries would need to be 

located at least an additional 15km from the demands that they then currently 

serviced. This additional 15km for aggregate to be transported would add, as I 

noted, approximately “$500 million” to transportation costs over the period to 

2041, which is the time horizon used by the Greater Christchurch Urban 

Development Strategy. I will discuss the derivation of these costs later in this 

evidence. 

 

3.8 ECan has subsequently removed their proposed restriction. Accordingly the 

circumstances that led to my statements have changed and the statements 

are therefore no longer relevant. 

  

3.9 At paragraph 3.3 Mr Turpin states that “[I]n the Evidence now presented by 

Adele Radburnt and Richard English there is no mention of “doubling” 

anymore”. Also, in a note at the top of page 8 of his evidence Mr Turpin states 

that “[N]either Ms Radburnd’s nor Mr English’s Evidence now include the 

“double” statement (presumably because on reflection they see the error in it) 

….”  

 

3.10 I did not make a statement about “doubling” of prices in either the paragraph 

referred to by Mr Turpin in my RPS evidence or in my report to the Council. 

The statement I made relating to costs in my RPS evidence is no longer 

relevant as a result of changed circumstances. 

 
 
2  “Aggregates – Demands and Resources” – Twelfth Knight Consulting – October 2014. 
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Transportation costs 

 

3.11 As is often quoted, the aggregate industry has a "rule of thumb" that states 

that the cost of transporting aggregates doubles every 30km. It should be 

noted that this statement is not intended to be an accurate reflection of the 

relationship between distance and costs under every circumstance. I have not 

used this “rule of thumb” in the derivation of the transport costs I have 

described in my evidence to the RPS hearing, my background report to the 

Council or in my evidence in chief at this hearing. 

 

3.12 In paragraphs 9.1 to 9.6 of my evidence in chief, I have discussed the factors 

influencing transportation costs and have noted at para 9.5, by way of 

illustration of the potential impacts on costs, that “if the theoretical shortfall in 

resources through to 2041 were to be sourced from sites an additional 15km 

from the sources of demand (i.e. above current cartage distances) the 

additional cost would be approaching $200 million.” 

 

3.13 This figure has been derived from the data I have outlined at paragraph 9.4 of 

my evidence in chief and the forecast shortfall between current resources and 

demand to 2041 being, as Mr Turpin notes, 45 million tonnes. This equates on 

average to a delivered aggregate price increase in the order of 15% to 20% 

above current prices for the illustration I used at para 9.5 in my evidence in 

chief. 

 

3.14 At paragraph 1.7 of the appendices to of Mr Turpin’s evidence (at page 7), he 

suggests that the additional cost under these circumstances may be 19%. It 

would appear therefore that Mr Turpin and I are in general agreement 

(although Mr Turpin’s figure has been derived via a different methodology 

which I do not necessarily support). 

  

3.15 Turning to the now superseded “$500 million” and the current illustrative $200 

million additional costs to which Mr Turpin refers in his evidence. These two 

figures were derived, as noted, at two different times (i.e. 2011 and 2014) and 

accordingly reflect differing circumstances. 
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3.16 There are two primary components to the derivation of these figures, being 

transportation costs, which I have discussed above, and the quantities of 

materials to be carted. 

 

3.17 The shortfall between resources and demand fell over the period between 

2011 and 2014 as a result of significant additional quantities of resources 

having been granted consent in the intervening period. The net impact of these 

changes is that the additional transportation costs, using the illustrative 15km 

additional cart, fell to approaching $200 million, as I noted in both my 

background report and evidence in chief. 

 

3.18 In summary, the additional cost in 2011 for the postulated additional 15km cart 

was approximately $500 million, as I stated in 2011, and approximately $200 

million in 2014, as I have stated in my evidence in chief. As I have described in 

this rebuttal, there is a clear consistency between these figures.  

 

Variances in forecast total demand 

 

3.19 Mr Turpin notes at paragraph 3.5 of his evidence that my estimates of the total 

demand to 2041 may vary between 95 and 145 million tonnes with a probable 

figure of 130 million tonnes. I do not dispute Mr Turpin’s interpretation of my 

figures. 

 

3.20 I have hopefully made it clear in both the background report, that I have 

prepared for the Council, and in my evidence in chief that, given the extended 

timeframes over which the forecasts are being made, there is bound to be a 

potential variance in the forecast most likely total demand. The most significant 

drivers of these variances are population growth, demand per head, and long 

run economic activity. 

 

Concluding comments 

 

3.21 I understand that Ms Radburnd will be addressing Mr Turpin’s comments at his 

paragraphs 4.10 and 5.3 with respect to the need for and time horizons of 

forward planning. 
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3.22 For the reasons set out above, I remain of the opinion that the data I have 

provided in my evidence in chief is correct and the statements in my evidence 

for the RPS hearing and this hearing are consistent. 

 

 

 

 

Richard Spencer English 

6 November 2015 

 

 


