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INTRODUCTION

My full name is Lawrence Ryan Mcllrath.

| prepared a statement of evidence in this matter, dated 18 March 2025, in

which I describe my experience and qualifications.

In this statement, | provide additional evidence in response to Mr Green's
submission. Mr Green’s submission is in opposition to RS Sand’s consent
application to establish and operate a sand quarry at 77 Newcombe Road,

Cambridge.

My response covers the following aspects of Mr Green’s submission:

(@) Timelines and urgency;

(b) Alternative supplies;

(o) Transport calculations (destinations);
(d) Transport estimates (avoided costs);
(e) Emissions claims;

(f) Road safety oversimplification, and
(g) Omitted cost and uncertainties.

Each aspect is addressed under a separate heading.

TIMELINES AND URGENCY

Mr Green highlights the supply position relating to the sand market and
questions my sufficiency analysis by stating the existing consents could be

renewed when they expire or that new consents could be granted." Mr

"Para 20 and 21in Mr Green’s evidence.
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Green uses the All Blacks analogy and asserts that my analysis assumes that
the “All Black will lose their entire squad when contracts expire — some
players may leave, but assuming none will stay is unrealistic”. This is
however incorrect. | clearly state that the deficit position is the future

position if consents are not renewed or if new consents are not granted?.

It is however appropriate to consider future supply landscape and to
highlight the uncertainties. The intentions and development ambitions of
competing operations (current and future) are not known. | highlight the
concentrated nature of the consent holders — a large share of potential
supply is concentrated in a small number of consents. Such concentration
adds risk, and it is crucial to be aware of this risk and potential adverse
economic effects. The key point | make is that there is limited certainty over
the medium term regarding supply3. | also provide alternatives to address

potential shortfalls.

| also understand from counsel from RS Sand that, as a matter of law, when
assessing the environment it is unlawful to assume that any existing
resource consents with a finite life will be renewed, or to assume that any
existing consent conditions will be applied to any replacement consent

(even if one were granted).

In my assessment, granting consent for the Newcombe Road quarry will
reduce uncertainty for at least the duration of the proposed Newcombe

Road consent.

ALTERNATIVE SUPPLY

Mr Green states that my supply analysis excludes new sources,* and he

lists:

(a) The Gordonton quarry;

2 Para 1.8 in my evidence.
3 Bold test in para 1.8 in my evidence.
4 Para 22 in Mr Green’s evidence.
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(b) Rukuhia Sand;
(9) Kaipaki Road quarry; and
(d) Other applications.

These examples include consent applications. However, it is inappropriate
to include these in the analysis and to view these as guaranteed supply as
they still need to proceed through the necessary regulatory processes.
(Again, | understand that RS Sand’s counsel will address this point.) |do
however agree with Mr Green’s assertion that these the consent
applications show that additional supply sand to the Waikato market could
be expected. | note that the Newcombe Road consent application is

consistent with this observation.

With reference to the consents at Rukuhia and Kaipaki Road, | thank Mr
Green for pointing out the new information. | have considered this

information in my assessment and note:

(a) The Kaipaki Road consent adds 200,000m3 per year to the
theoretical maximum supply. The consent is expected to run for

around 11 years® (circa 2031 based on extraction volumes).

(b) The Rukuhia Sand® decision records the annual rate of extraction
as 150,000m? per year. Online information’ about the operation
suggest that initial production will be focused on pit sand, and the
medium term plans are to add a wash plant and screens with a
view to trial concrete sand production. The consent will expire 15
years following the decision date (15 June 2023), so will expire in

2038.

5 Based on the allowable extraction rate and period mentioned in the Decision of the Hearing Panel

(para 4.3).

6 Combined Notification and Decision Report. Landuse Consent. LU/0020/22.
7 Inside Resources. Website: Rukuhia Sand | Inside Resources. Date accessed: 28/03/2025.


https://www.insideresources.co.nz/resource/aggregates/149051/rukuhia-sand
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These two confirmed sources add 350,000m3 potential supply (unwashed)

per year to the overall supply.

| have revisited my analysis and included the two consents Mr Green

identified. Appendix 1 summarises the results. Two points are immediately

evident:

(a) While adding these two consents provides more theoretical
supply, a deficit position is still expected over the medium term.

(b) Adding the additional consents does not push out the point at

which a deficit is expected because the Kaipaki Road consent is
expected to expire at the same point. This implies that the
theoretically available capacity experiences a larger downward

step change around 2031.

With reference to manufactured sand, Mr Green references two options —
an Auckland operation (Brookby Quarry) that is establishing production

capacity, as well as Kayasand in the Waikato region (para 24).

Mr Green states that Brookby Quarry has achieved its annual output target
of 300,000t. The referenced website states that the plant can produce
300,000t — that is, capacity, not actual production. Mr Green has not

stated what Brookby’s actual production is.

When using manufactured sand to produce concrete, workability issues
are often encountered. The decrease in workability is a function of the
crushing and screening process and fragmentation of the source rock®.
Manufactured sand is often blended with natural sand to improve
workability. Mr Green asserts that, in his view, such blending is irrelevant
to this assessment (para 25). | am unclear what the basis is for this position.
The implication of using a blended approach is that the manufacturing sand

does not replace natural sand on a 1:1 basis — natural sand is still needed.

8 Aggregate and Quarry Association of New Zealand. Manufactured-Sand-paper-002.pdf


https://aqa.org.nz/wp-content/uploads/Manufactured-Sand-paper-002.pdf
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I am not a concrete specialist, and | draw on the evidence of Mr Officer
presented in support of McCallum Bros Limited to the Environment Court®.
Mr Officer notes that the use of manufactured sand is not a total
replacement for natural sand in New Zealand. He states that it is not
feasible to use manufactured sand as a total substitute for natural sand as

the material grading and particle shapes are very different.

Unfortunately, Mr Green’s description of the manufactured sand situation
does not extend to the wider implications and other considerations of this

emerging technology. Other crucial points to note are:

(a) Manufactured sand needs aggregate feedstock. The
manufactured sand must be transported from the point of
production to where it is used. To assess the economic
implications of manufactured sand in the context of this
assessment, one would need to identify the aggregate quarries
where the sand is manufactured, capture and cost differences of
the raw sand and also account for the transport costs associated
with carting the manufactured sand to concrete batching plants.
An assessment of alternatives must factor in these additional

costs. Mr Green has not done this.

(b) Manufactured sand requires significant financial investment, and
could add between 20% - 30% to the cost of sand, on top of any

additional transport costs™. Mr Green has not done this either.

Mr Green dismisses the additional scenario | use to illustrate the wider
considerations such as the dynamics in the Auckland sand market.” |
explain the factors influencing the Auckland sand market.” Mr Green lists

three examples™ in support of his position. | note:

9 ENV 2022-AKL-000121. Dated 29 September 2022.

o Sourced from Aggregate and Quarry Association. Manufactured-Sand-paper-002.pdf Date accessed:
28/03/2025.

" Para 1.14 in my evidence.

2 Para 1.6 in my evidence.

'3 Para 26 in his evidence.


https://aqa.org.nz/wp-content/uploads/Manufactured-Sand-paper-002.pdf
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(a) The Te-Arai and Bream Bay examples are listed under the Fast-
Track Approvals Act and are not consented. These consents are
not guaranteed. Mr Green is quoted in the media as questioning
how the Bream Bay project was included in the Fast-Track
legislation because he says the economic benefits are unclear™.

Yet, he is now holding it up as an example of potential supply.

(b) The Mount Rex shipping in Kaipara. Mr Green points to the launch
of the Kaipara Karrier VII as evidence of the sand availability in
Auckland. The significance of the sand resource in the Kaipara
harbour is not disputed. However, consent to access this

resource expire in 2027 and renewal is not guaranteed™.

Mr Green’s position' is that servicing the Auckland sand market using
Waikato sand has “little prospect” of success. However, sand from
Pukekawa and Tuakau is already used in the Auckland sand market. It is
also worth noting that Auckland already imports, at great costs, more than
a third” of its aggregate from the Waikato region and Northland. This
importing occurs because Auckland is not self-sufficient in aggregate. The
recent decline of the Pakiri sand consents means that the Auckland sand
market is seeing a period of significant disruption and adjustment. In my
view, the current economic conditions are masking the pressures in the

Auckland sand market.

Mr Green states that my assessment does not provide a complete and
accurate assessment of sources.® | have revisited my assessment to
include the two additional sources he identified. Adding these sources

does not change my conclusions.

'4 Article quoting Mr Green. Northland sand mining plan under fire for unclear economic benefits - NZ
Herald. Date accessed: 28/03/2025.

'5 The Pakiri consents were declined despite servicing a significant share of Auckland’s sand market.

16 Para 26 in his evidence.

7 Market Economics’ calculations. Report a private client (unpublished).

8 Para 27 in his evidence.


https://www.nzherald.co.nz/northern-advocate/news/northland-sand-mining-plan-under-fire-for-unclear-economic-benefits/LEAB2TSRRNENDNLGCRDPRKOZ2I/
https://www.nzherald.co.nz/northern-advocate/news/northland-sand-mining-plan-under-fire-for-unclear-economic-benefits/LEAB2TSRRNENDNLGCRDPRKOZ2I/
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TRANSPORT CALCULATIONS (DESTINATIONS)

Mr Green comments on my assessment of the transport-associated costs.
He starts by querying the destination markets that | use as well as the

alternatives that | use to set the counter factual.

Mr Green assumes that 90% of the Newcombe Road sand would be used
for concrete sand.’” | am unsure what his source is, but using this ratio to
drive his spatial allocation of sand is inaccurate. Concrete sand is only
between 35% and 44% of the anticipated use. Using a 90% rate understates
the spatial patterns associated with fill and pit sand, and will distort his

analysis.

Mr Green’s focus on concrete batching plants and the associated location
of those plants means that the location of other sub-markets is excluded
from his analysis. His interpretation misses important distributional

considerations.

Mr Green compares the destination markets that | use against the
information relating to the traffic assessment. He infers that, due to the
differences between the destination and traffic data, that one set must be
incorrect. However, | understand that the traffic modelling reflects routing
at key points on the network, whereas my assessment focuses on

destinations. These two matters are not interchangeable.

TRANSPORT ESTIMATES (AVOIDED COSTS)

The transport cost methodology | use is questioned by Mr Green.*® He
states that “it is tempting to assume that any reduction in transport costs
would be equivalent to a public benefit”. He points to the impacts® on sand
prices, ability to pass costs through to end users, and elasticities. Assessing

these matters requires detailed information that is not publicly available.

9 Para 32 in his evidence.
20 Para 51in his evidence.
> Para 52(a) to Para 52(c) in his evidence.
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My analysis considers the direct change in the transport cost associated
with delivering sand from the quarry to the destination markets. | estimate
the cost of delivering sand to the same markets using alternative sources.
The variation between the two scenarios shows the cost differential. If
servicing the market using alternative sources costs more that the first

option, then that option is comparatively inefficient.

Mr Green states® in para 55 that the only way in which transport savings
could be achieved is if RS Sand could achieve those transport savings, and
the savings have no impact on price. The transport savings | estimate
reflect the avoided cost, i.e., the transport costs that would be incurred if
sand is delivered from alternative sources. This is the cost regardless of the
‘““quarry gate price”. There is considerable variation between gate price of
sand, and the delivered price. The delivered price is the gate price plus the

transport costs. My analysis focuses on the change in the transport

component of the delivered price.

Sand is a low-value, high-volume good, and its delivered price is highly

sensitive to transport distances.

EMISSIONS CLAIMS

Mr Green’s position is that the Emission Trading Scheme (ETS) covers
emissions and therefore the emissions cost should be excluded from the

assessment?3.

The ETS is one of many government policies and instruments aimed at
reducing emissions to meet climate targets. However, New Zealand Units
(NZU*#) is the ‘cost of emitting’ and does not reflect the externalities of

those emissions (e.g., health costs).

22 Para 55 in his evidence.
23 Para 61in his evidence.
24 This is the price unit to emit one tonne of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO»-e)
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As part of my analysis, | estimate the transport emissions, and | express
value of those emissions in dollar-terms by capturing the wider associated
effects. My emissions calculations are based on the parameters and
approach used by the New Zealand Transport Agency Waka Kotahi, and
data published by the Ministry of Transport and New Zealand Treasury.

Transport-related air pollution impacts human health, with effects ranging
from respiratory irritation, wheezing, and coughing through to more
serious respiratory and cardiac conditions leading to increased
hospitalisations and premature death. The emissions cost in my

assessment covers these matters.

In my view, understanding the value of these effects is critical when
considering the economic effects of a proposal. It would be remiss and

inappropriate to ignore these costs.

ROAD SAFETY OVERSIMPLIFICATION

In the section dealing with social costs in Mr Green’s evidence®, he
questions my sources and approach. | have relied on the New Zealand
Transport Agency Waka Kotahi guidance?®®, parameters and datasets to

estimate the social costs.

OMITTED COSTS AND UNCERTAINTY

Mr Green indicates that my evidence does not capture the opportunity
costs associated with the foregone use of the land for agriculture. My

evidence addresses this point under para 5.1(b).

In terms of the uncertainties, Mr Green points to the range that | report
and compares these. He incorrectly interprets this spread as reflecting the

uncertainty when it shows two distinct scenarios. | provide a sensitivity

25 Starting at Para 65 in his evidence.
26 These can be found via the NZTA website, under ‘Resources/Manuals’.
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analysis in my report” that shows the sensitivities. A +/-10% shift in

transport distance leads to a +/-6.9% change in the benefits.

CONCLUSION

| have considered Mr Green's statement of evidence, and | have considered

the new information he presents. It does not change my position.
| remain of the view that:

@) Establishing the Newcombe Road will support the regionally
significant and essential sand industry to fulfil local demand while
also supporting other regions (e.g., wider Waikato and Bay of

Plenty).

(b) Without new resources being developed, or the existing consents
renewed or extended, the region will not have sufficient capacity
to supportinfrastructure investment and meet the needs of other
sand users. The economic costs associated with such a deficit are

significant.

LR Webrath

Lawrence Ryan Mcllrath

31 March 2025

%7 Page 20.
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Appendix 1: Updated sufficiency assessment with Mr Green’s identified consents

The updated figure includes only the consented volumes.
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