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Introduction 
 

1 My full name is Richard Spencer English.  My experience and qualifications are set 

out in my evidence in chief dated 29 October 2015. 

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 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the evidence in chief filed by the Mr 

Jim Turpin on behalf of Yaldhurst Rural Residents Association (Submitter # 2206) on 

29th October 2015 

5 The particular points of Mr Turpin’s evidence which I addresses in this rebuttal relate 

to: 

5.1 The High Quality Gravel Resource Overlay 

5.2 Planning horizons. 

High Quality Gravel Resource Overlay 

6 Mr Turpin refers at his paras 3.8 and 5.6 to the “High Quality Gravel Resource 

Overlay” (HQGRO).  At paras 92 to 98 of my evidence in chief on behalf of the CAPG 

I have briefly explained the rationale behind the HQGRO. To summarise the HQGRO 

is an area that is considered to be geologically suitable as a source of gravel deposits 

capable of being processed into high quality aggregates. The Overlay is not 

determined directly by any consideration of transport or economics. It is simply a 

matter of geological fact. 

 

                                                      
1
 Paragraphs 3 - 7 Statement of Evidence of Richard Spencer English for CAPG dated 29 October 2015 
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Planning Horizons  

7 At paras 4.10, 5.3 and 5.4 Mr Turpin opines that there is not a current need to change 

the planning framework around quarrying. He further suggests that any decisions on 

potential planning changes are not required for at least the next “8- 10 years.” I 

understand that Ms Radburnd has responded to this matter in her rebuttal of Mr 

Turpin’s evidence. I wish to record that I support Ms Radburnd’s comments about the 

requisite planning horizons. 

8 I further note that the 2031 date referred to by Mr Turpin was, and as noted in my 

evidence in chief for CAPG, derived by a simple mathematical assessment of the 

available resources in comparison to the demand that might be placed on them. The 

date was only calculated in order to provide a sense of scale to the potential issues. It 

was not intended to be an absolute. 

9 My evidence in chief also emphasised that this calculation was made without 

reference to the geographical distribution of these resources. Once this allowance 

has been made a quite different picture emerges in that the available resources within 

the south western sector of the city in particular will be exhausted within the next five 

years. This is discussed in more detail at paras 81 to 87 of my evidence in chief for 

CAPG. 

10 Accordingly I disagree with Mr Turpin where he states that decisions with respect to 

the provision of additional resources can be delayed “8- 10 years”. 

 
 

                                                                                                                    

 
 

  Richard English 
6 November 2015 

 


