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Comments on Evidence of Richard English #2331 
 

1. At paragraph 12 of Mr English’s Evidence he says “In summary the forecasts are 
for a total demand to 2041 for the Christchurch area of approximately 130 million 
tonnes of aggregates, of which approximately 5 million 3 tonnes are required to 
fulfill the remainder of the directly earthquake generated demand”. 
 
While I agree with what has been stated I believe for completeness it should be 
qualified to show the plus and minus variance range of 95m-145m tonnes. 
 

2. At paragraph 17 of Mr English’s Evidence he says “The former scenario involves 
the loss of ‘sunk’ capital (i.e. the cost of those items of processing plant and 
associated infrastructure that are unable to be re-located from the quarry) in 
addition to the costs of the dismantling, transportation and re-establishment of the 
processing plant; the replacement of those capital items unable to be relocated 
and the loss of production during the re-location process. For an medium sized 
quarry these costs could amount to of the order of $10 million”. 
 
I disagree with this statement: 
 

a.  It implies the costs are extraordinary when in fact they are not and are 
normally factored into a quarry operation now and already reflected in the 
prices they charge. 
 

b. There may be what he calls “sunk” capital but again this is a normal cost of 
doing business that should have been built into business plans. The IRD 
allowing write offs over 15.5 years for quarries with the associated tax 
benefits. It is not therefore an additional cost. 

c. As regards the dismantling and re-establishment bit as the current Plan is that 
processing must stop when the onsite resource is exhausted (or imported 
material processing becomes greater than that of onsite material), it must be 
seen then as a benefit not a cost in that the possibility of using it elsewhere 
eliminates the need to purchase new plant/equipment. And no doubt this 
scenario too is already, as it should be, built into existing Business Plans. 
 

d. Similarly the loss of production contention is spurious in relation to the current 
Plan as there would be no material to process anyway on exhaustion of 
onsite resources. 
 

e. As to the $10m, I accept this para 17 is included under the heading 
“Summary” but there is some elaboration further on in Mr English’s Evidence 
and at Note 68 it is indicated it could be in the range $5m-$9m (may be even 
less if mobile rather than fixed plant involved). So I do not accept the $10m, 
far from it. 
 
I will add that when the onsite resource is exhausted (or imported material 



processing becomes greater than that of onsite material) the activity becomes 
non-complying so whatever sum in the end may be considered in this context 
if the non-complying activity status is removed it must in essence be seen as 
a bonus to the quarry operators without any benefit to consumers.  
 

f. Indeed the only losers are the local residents who would continue forever to 
endure the huge loss of amenity and inconveniences when they had every 
reason to believe that the short term future would see the end of the industrial 
activity and a return for them to the expected “quiet enjoyment” of their 
properties and environment. 
 

g. Indeed what we have here is a good example of the quarry owners wanting 
their cake and eating it too! 
     
 

3. At paragraph 31 of Mr English’s Evidence he says. Although it is to be hoped that 
the city will not suffer a repeat of the seismic events of recent years it always, 
unfortunately, remains a possibility. On this occasion the close proximity and 
ready availability of aggregates has been a major factor in the speed of the re-
build. In my view it is therefore important for the resilience of the city and its 
environs that this proximity and the current high level of availability is continued 
into the future.  
 
I disagree with this as being speculative, emotive and a red herring – if the next 
Earthquake is not for 100 years by then all the resources he says he is saving for 
it will be used up. In that case better to preserve them now until it happens. 
 

4. At paragraph 37 of Mr English’s Evidence he says Unfortunately forecasts of 
demands for aggregates over such extended periods, as suggested by the Court, 
are almost purely speculative. However in order to provide an idea of scale, the 
total demand for the CCC area over the next fifty and one hundred years, based 
solely on population increases (i.e. without allowance for increases in demand per 
head) might be of the order of 250 million and 750 million tonnes respectively. 
 
As this is speculative as indicated and no doubt included with big figures to 
impress, intimidate and confuse. I think it is incomplete if it does not include 
something to show what happens if we apply the minus variance of 25% as 
Richard has in other Evidence worked out. 
 
For instance the 50 year figure of 250m averages to 5m tonnes per annum but 
reduces to 3.75m tonnes after applying the 25% and this is below the current 
expected usage. In view of this and because Its so far out I don’t think it 
worthwhile commenting on the 100 year projection. 
 

5. At paragraph 50 of Mr English’s Evidence he says.  A typical capital cost for a 
similar operation, but excluding land costs (10-15ha), would be of the order of $10 
plus million. Of this approximately $6 - 7 million may be attributable to the 



processing plant.   
 
Please see my Note 2.   
 
In addition if the “excluding land costs” here is meant to insinuate an additional 
cost, it must not be overlooked that there will be income from sale of the 
“exhausted” site. 
 

6. At paragraph 51 of Mr English’s Evidence he says. The latter figures are heavily 
influenced by the type and portability or otherwise of the crushing and screening 
plant used (e.g. fixed or mobile) and the stage of the plant and other major assets 
in their design life cycle.    
 
While I can agree with the intent of this para it is too general as it does not 
disclose a range of differences that are “heavily influenced” hence no new upper 
or lower amounts for the figures in Note 50. 
 

7. At paragraph 52 of Mr English’s Evidence he says.   Currently at least two 
quarries in the proposed Quarry zone import materials from the Waimakariri River 
on occasions to supplement the resources held within the quarries.  
 
I must disagree as I’m unaware what is meant by “proposed” in the bit “proposed 
Quarry zone” as I didn’t think these are changing. 
 

8. At paragraph 68 of Mr English’s Evidence he says. The costs of both re-
establishing the processing plant from the exhausted quarry to a new quarry and 
replacing those capital items that could not readily be moved may be in the order 
of $3 - 5 million for an average sized quarry operation with a ‘fixed’ (i.e rather than 
‘mobile’) processing plant. Costs may be more in some circumstances and less in 
others. Additionally the ‘sunk’ cost, in that the capital items, such as wells, cannot 
readily be transferred to the alternative site, would appear to be in the order of $2 
- 4 million, based on my review of information provided by industry.   
 
Please see my Note 2. 
 
In particular my contention that these are not extraordinary costs as they will have 
been factored into business plans from the year dot and already reflected in prices 
to users of the aggregate meaning any gain will be to the quarry operators not the 
users or society in general. The losers are the local community who will forever 
lose their right to quiet enjoyment of their environment.  
 

9. At paragraph 70 of Mr English’s Evidence he says At some point the inter-play of 
the factors I referred to earlier (i.e. the timing of the need to renew plant; the 
transport distances from the source of raw materials; the proximity of associated 
manufacturing plants and customer convenience) may result in a business 
decision to re-locate a plant provided that the requisite consents can be obtained. 
However the timing of such a move is likely to vary widely from operation to 



operation.  
 
I do not agree with the inference of “At some point” if it means in the instance 
when on site resources run out or “imported” resources constitute more than 50% 
of production the decision is the quarry operators to cease production or if it’s an 
option, to re-locate. That’s not the case, at those points the operation become an 
industrial activity rather than quarrying. 
 

10. At paragraph 71-81 of Mr English’s Evidence in relation to transferring to an 
“Industrial Zoned Site”.  
 
I can accept that people living/working in proximity to the site will need protecting 
from the inconveniences and health and safety risks those already living near the 
Quarry Zones have been enduring for many years now anyway although 
additional costs may accrue. 
 
Mr English’s approximations of these are though just that, approximations and too 
generalised without correlation to be relied upon with any confidence, and that 
includes how the $8 per tonne at point 77 was arrived at nor how the intimidating 
$300m at point 78 was either. 
 
Both nevertheless used to push a point but neither substantiating the need to 
retain existing plants after on-site resources are exhausted as relocation to new 
quarry sites are not extraordinary costs as they are already part of business plans 
so should be categorised as business as usual costs. 
 
 
 

Comments on Evidence of Richard English #2455 
 
1. At paragraph 9 of Mr English’s Evidence he says Transport cost savings of between $15 and $35 million over the life of the proposed quarry have been 

identified in comparison to other potential points of aggregate supply.  
 
I disagree with this first because it’s unsubstantiated and secondly at his para 40 
he identifies transport cost savings at $15m relative to the nearest alternative 
supplier although he then puts in the frighteners at his para 41 to cost the 
unsubstantiated $35m from way further out. 
 
In any case it fails to recognise competitive pricing already being applied by the 
further out quarries to compensate for the extra freight cost and as acknowledged 
by Fulton Hogan through Michael Copland’s Economic Evidence on their behalf. 
Because of this It’s our contention the $15m is a scare tactic and unlikely to occur. 
 
In reality the competitive market determines the price, it’s the way our Economy is 
supposed to work!    



  
2. At paragraph 17 of Mr English’s Evidence he says. Once the annual aggregate 

replenishment rate of the Waimakariri River is taken into account there is a 
shortfall between forecast demand to 2041 and currently available aggregates of 
approximately 45 million tonnes. 
 
While I agree with this, for completeness it should be recorded in his Evidence for 
the CCC Richard sets out at his 6.15 a plus 10% or minus 25% factor when 
estimating overall demand which could see most of the shortfall disappearing 
meaning the market beyond 2032 (currently zoned and consented quarries 
already have enough product to cater to here) could be met with what we’ve 
already got as well. 
 

3. At paragraph 28 of Mr English’s Evidence he says On the same basis Road 
Metals Ltd quarry at Wards Road, Burnham is able to efficiently service demands 
in Lincoln and Prebbleton and the outer urban edge of south western 
Christchurch. However the combined on-going demands from these areas are relatively small. As a consequence the majority of the demand presently supplied 
from Pound Road would be largely unmet.  
 
I do not agree with the last sentence. To me it’s quite the contrary, the Wards 
Road quarry has a Price List that takes into account extra freight by offering lower 
prices so with this and Roberts Road the presently supplied Pound Road product 
could be met by them.. 

 
While I have ended my rebuttals at this point it does not mean I agree with everything 
else not touched upon merely that I think they get covered one way or another with the 
comments I have made. 
 
James Oliver Turpin 
5 November 2015 


