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Introduction 

1 My name is Michael Campbell Copeland.  I am a consulting economist and am 

currently joint managing director of Brown, Copeland and Company Limited, a firm of 

consulting economists which has undertaken a wide range of studies for public and 

private sector clients in New Zealand and overseas.  

2 My qualifications and experience are outlined in my statement of primary evidence for 

Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group (CAPG) in respect of Chapter 17 (Rural)1. 

3 Although this is a Council hearing, I have read the Expert Witness Code of Conduct 

set out in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014.  I have complied with the code 

in preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it while giving oral evidence.  

Except where I state that I am relying on the evidence of another person, this written 

evidence is within my area of expertise.  I have not omitted to consider material facts 

known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions expressed in this evidence. 

Scope of Evidence 

4 This rebuttal evidence addresses:- 

4.1 The evidence of Mr Jim Turpin on behalf of the Yaldhurst Rural Residents 

Association (Submitter – 2206), with respect to: 

(a) the increased cost of aggregate if the points of supply are more distant 

from the points of demand; and  

(b) whether increases in the costs of aggregate supply impact on 

economic efficiency and economic wellbeing. 

Summary of rebuttal evidence 

5 Aggregate is a low value high volume product and therefore its delivered cost is very 

sensitive to the distances between points of supply and points of demand. 

6 Increases in aggregate freight costs will ultimately be reflected in increased delivered 

prices for aggregate. Higher prices for aggregate will reduce economic efficiency and 

economic and social wellbeing.  

  

                                                      
1
 Paragraphs 5, 6 and 7 Statement of Evidence of Michael Campbell Copeland on behalf of CAPG dated 29 October 2015 
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Evidence of Mr Jim Turpin 

The Delivered Price of Aggregate and Freight Costs 

7 At paragraph 4.8 of his evidence, Mr Turpin states: 

“You will see the competitive market and supply and demand is already working to 

contain freight costs to the user.”   

8 Whilst I accept that competition in a market provides a constraint on monopoly pricing 

and therefore higher priced aggregate for purchasers, if underlying costs within the 

aggregate industry increase, then such cost increases will ultimately be passed on to 

the consumer. Also as I indicated at paragraph 40 of my evidence in chief (EIC) for 

Fulton Hogan (Submitter ID 2455), if costs increased for one of a number of suppliers 

in a market it could be expected other suppliers’ prices would tend to increase as all 

competitors “priced to market” – i.e. prices from all sources tend towards the highest 

cost source of supply that is required to meet demand. 

9 Mr Richard English (in EIC for CCC, CAPG and Fulton Hogan) and I (in EIC for 

CAPG and Fulton Hogan) have stressed that because aggregate is a low value, high 

volume product, its delivered cost to consumers is extremely sensitive to transport 

distances. Therefore if there are regulations in the Christchurch District Plan which 

would have the effect of bringing forward the need to utilise sources of supply more 

distant from the centre of the City than existing supply points, this will lead to 

increased costs for consumers. There are also additional road transport cost 

externalities associated with carting aggregate greater distances. 

Economic Effects of Higher Aggregate Freight or Other Costs 

10 At paragraph 3.7 of his evidence, Mr Turpin states: 

“No matter what might be considered an “extra cost” in the context of this 

Assessment, it must be kept in mind that it’s not really a cost to the economy as it 

must go back into the economic cycle as a gain somewhere else.” 

11 I do not agree with this statement.2 Having to expend additional resources to produce 

or transport aggregate will result in higher prices for businesses and ultimately 

residents. Only to the extent that the additional resources required would otherwise 

be unemployed can their deployment be considered costless. I do not expect this to 

                                                      
2
 Mr Turpin makes a similar statement at paragraph 5.1 of his first appendix (page 8 of his evidence). 
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be the situation regarding the quarrying, processing and transporting of aggregate in 

Christchurch and certainly not during the recovery period. 

12 As my EIC emphasised, the Christchurch City Council (and other local authorities) 

are significant consumers of aggregate. Increases in the cost of aggregate supply will 

increase rates and/or delay or lower the supply of Council provided infrastructure and 

other services.  

13 Therefore “extra cost” in the context of aggregate supply reduces both economic 

efficiency and economic and social wellbeing. 

14 At the bottom of page 9 and top of page 10 of his evidence in his first appendix Mr 

Turpin says, in parenthesis: 

“(There is a valid argument for saying “Even if it does cost more, so what, that’s the 

supply and demand scenario that operates in other sectors of the economy so why 

not here. The same argument applies to commercial wailings that if they are further 

out they become more expensive or uncompetitive.” Well if they are at this point, all I 

can say is hang on in there, the economic cycle and realities will in time make them 

the low cost supplier as their competition suppliers closer to the market run out of 

product. The CCC should not be here to interfere with the competitive market 

especially if it does so by sacrificing law abiding ratepayers “quiet enjoyment” of the 

existing environment.)”  

15 The thrust of my EIC is that: to the extent regulations contained within the proposed 

Replacement District Plan add to the costs of quarrying, processing and transporting 

of aggregate, the competitive market is prevented from supplying the lowest cost 

aggregate to consumers.  From an economic perspective, such interventions are only 

efficient if it is assessed that these additional costs are outweighed by non-economic 

costs that cannot be satisfactorily mitigated. Therefore I do not accept that the CCC 

proposal for discretionary activity status outside the Quarry zone (which is supported 

by CAPG) equates to “CCC interfering with the competitive market” - indeed it is 

consistent with a less interventionist approach than non-complying activity status.    

 
Michael Copeland 
6 November 2015 


