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INTRODUCTION
My full name is Christian James McDean.

My qualifications and experience are set out in my Evidence in Chief dated
18" March 2025. | repeat the confirmation in my Evidence in Chief that |
have read and agree to comply with the Code of Conduct for Expert

Witnesses.

This statement summarises my Evidence in Chief and rebuttal evidence to
planning and engagement matters and the changes to proposed

conditions we have sought.

THE PROJECT

The Project as originally submitted to Council is described in full in both the
application and respective 42a reports. As you’re now aware RS Sand have
proposed an amendment to the quarry staging that results in the north

wall being left in place until the quarry is nearing completion.

SUBMISSIONS
The submissions made largely followed specific themes such as:
(@) Traffic

(b) Air quality (dust & silica)

(o) Ecology
(d) Water Take
(e) Amenity
(f) Biodiversity

(8) Cultural
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These submissions have been well addressed within the 42a Reporting of
the respective Councils, RS Sand specialist evidence and rebuttal evidence

to submitter expert evidence.

A number of submitters were directly engaged both before and after
receipt of submissions and this resulted a number of submitters
withdrawing their right to be heard, tabling evidence confirming concerns
had been appropriately mitigated or withdrawing their submissions in their

entirety. These are

(@) New Zealand Transport Agency

(b) Department of Conservation

(o) Fish and Game

(d) Mr Ivan Julian (94 French Pass Road)

A number of parties related to the property at 41 Newcombe Road made
submissions on the application this included groundwater effects which
have been assessed by Mrs Houlbrooke taking a conservative approach
due to a lack of site access. On the basis of a probable effect RS Sand
offered WRC draft conditions that required RS Sand to provide an
alternative supply to address this potential adverse effect. These types of
conditions have been offered to and accepted by WRC in the past, namely

for the construction of the Cambridge Section of the Waikato Expressway.

A similar set of conditions have been volunteered by RS Sand for 143 Tirau
Road, with a certification process required by WRC to ensure that RS Sand

is in fact the cause of a failing water supply in this location.

42A PLANNERS REPORTS

Waikato Regional Council

I am in general agreement with Mr Penfolds 42a Report. Mr Penfold noted
two outstanding issues within his report. The first related to a protection
in perpetuity mechanism for the restoration area, RS Sand have provided

proposed conditions to deal with this. The second outstanding issue was
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in relation to the conditions agreed with the NZTA, specifically the Trigger
Action Response Plan (TARP). An original set of TARP conditions was
provided by RS Sand and agreed to by the NZTA. However, WRC have since
provided a set of updated conditions providing WRC with certification of
the TARP. The proposed conditions were subsequently agreed between
the WRGC, NZTA and RS Sand and have been circulated within my rebuttal

evidence.

Waipa District Council

| noted within my evidence in chief that | had only minor but largely
immaterial disagreements with Mr Whittaker’s 42a Report, however this
was prior to the Waipa District Council Draft Conditions being made
available and the introduction of an expiry date to the land use consent

sought.

LUC EXPIRY - Proposed Condition 3 of the Waipa District Council Consent
Conditions proposed a term of 25 years (but then only provided 24 years
due to the expiry in July 2049). The RS Sand application at no time sought
a term or expiry for the land use consent, it was expected that this would

be an enduring land use consent.

The 25 year ‘life’ is an estimate based the expected availability of the
resource and an average extraction rate of that resource over that period.
The extraction footprint has been clearly identified with no ability to go
outside of that area without a new resource consent or s127 change of
conditions being approved by both the Waipa District and Waikato
Regional Councils. The operation should cease in that location when the
resource, operating within the parameters set by consent conditions is
exhausted rather than at specified date. As such we seek to have that

proposed condition removed.

TRUCK MOVEMENTS THROUGH CAMBRIDGE - Mr Whittaker made an

excellent point within his report that there seemed to be a
misunderstanding with regard the assessed vehicle movements through

Cambridge town compared to the number of truck movements (400)



4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

4.1

4.12

frequently mentioned within submissions. | believe that based on the
number of submissions that raised concerns with regard the incorrect
figure of 400 truck movements through Cambridge this was an important

point to make.

NATIONAL POLICY STATEMENT - HIGHLY PRODUCTIVE LAND - Mr

Whittaker highlights concerns with the NPS-HPL specifically the significant
national or regionally public benefit that could not be otherwise achieved

using resource from within New Zealand.

| have provided my own opinion within the original application
documentation and within my evidence in chief on how the NPS-HPL
should be read, | have also relied on the assessment of McMcllrath and his

evidence in chief.

| maintain my opinion that the NPS-HPL must have been prepared on the
basis that resource consents for aggregate extraction ARE able to be
issued consent, otherwise why was it specifically provided for within clause

3.9(2) and separated from Mineral Extraction in 3.9(2)(j)(iii).

Both the legal submissions of Mr Matheson and the evidence (including
rebuttal) of Mr Mcllrath have provided further opinions on these matters,
which may hopefully influence Mr Whittaker to provide his own opinion to

assist the commissioners in making their decision.

I do concur with Mr Whittaker’s statement (reiterated and expanded upon
by Mr Matheson) that an NPS is but one of the relevant planning

instruments to have regard to within section 104(1)(b).

OUTSTANDING MATTERS - Mr Whittaker noted a number of specific
queries in relation to transport, vibration, pasture reestablishment and
bunding all of which have been responded to within the specific specialist’s

evidence or within my own evidence in chief or rebuttal evidence.

| reiterate the statement | make in the rebuttal evidence that RS Sand
would like to hear from the owners and occupiers of 41 Newcombe Road

in the relation to the establishment of a noise attenuation bund, identified
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on the Bund Sequencing Plan submitted with my planning and

engagement rebuttal evidence.

SPECIALIST EVIDENCE

Mr Adrian Morton - Mr Morton made reference to a site visit he undertook

to ground truth his understanding of the site. No RS Sand associated
person, including Mr Mansergh, was able to undertake a site visit to 42

French Pass Road until the afternoon of the 31° March 2025.

Initial contact was made with Mr & Mrs Powell in late September 2021 by
letter from Kinetic Environmental. This began a relatively short phone and

email correspondence period between Mr Powell and myself.

Consultation with Mr Powell ended on the 24" November 2021 following
the request of an access fee. The access fee arrangement or negotiation

of a fee was not something RS Sand were willing to enter in to.

However, with access being granted on the 31°t March by Mr Powell, | view
this as a positive outcome that has allowed Mr Mansergh to be able to
ground truth his assessment, which has resulted in a proposed amendment

to the quarry staging to better manage offsite effects.

Lou Wickham - In their evidence it is stated that they do not believe the
proposal can meet the permitted activity standard because there is a

discharge of a hazardous substance (RCS).

The application documents undertook an assessment of the permitted
activity conditions within the Mineral Extraction rule, which was informed
by the air quality assessment completed by Mr Curti. It was concluded that
the permitted activity standards could be met, and that there was a
negligible risk of RCS at the site boundary. | maintain the opinion that this

is permitted activity.

| have significant experience in preparing and managing resource consent
applications on behalf of aggregate extraction operators across the

Waikato. | am not aware of any aggregate extraction application | have
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made in the last 15 years having resulted in the issue of a discretionary
activity air discharge consent. While | appreciate each site must be
assessed on its own merits, these applications have included hard rock
quarries where significant volumes of aggregate is crushed, unlike in this
situation where water is used to wash and separate aggregate material by

size.

Notwithstanding my comments above, if the commissioner did decide a
consent wererequired, the specialist assessment would need no additional
work by Mr Curtis. In my opinion a discretionary activity consent could, if

necessary, be granted by the Commissioners.

Mr Mark Chrisp - It does not appear that anyone, other than the road

controlling authority/New Zealand Transport Agency would disagree with
Mr Chrisp that north facing ramps would be beneficial to the proposal and
possibly even the Cambridge community. However the NZTA have made
their position clear within Mr Braithwaite’s evidence that these ramps have
not been considered for construction at any point in the recent past or are
going to be in the near future . Any further consideration of these ramps
as part of this application is beyond the scope of what has been sought by
RS Sand.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons outlined within the application documentation, my
evidence in chief and rebuttal evidence | maintain that the project can be

granted with appropriate conditions.

CHRISTIAN MCDEAN
2" April 2025
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