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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Christian James McDean. 

1.2 I am a Principal Planner & Director at Kinetic Environmental Consulting a 

position I have held since 2018. 

1.3 I hold a Bachelor’s degree in Social Sciences (Hons) obtained in 2000 from 

the University of Waikato and a Post Graduate Diploma in Resource and 

Environmental Planning obtained from the University of Waikato in 2002. I 

am a Full Member of the New Zealand Planning Institute and a Technical 

Member of the Institute of Quarrying New Zealand.   

1.4 I have been engaged in the field of resource and environmental planning 

for over 20 years. The majority of my experience has been in consultancy-

based resource management work, with a significant proportion of that 

work within the aggregate/quarry industry. 

1.5 My clients have included Winstone Aggregates, H.G. Leach & Co, Perry 

Aggregates, Fulton Hogan and Stevenson Aggregates and a number of 

smaller owner operated quarries throughout the Waikato.   

1.6 My experience with these clients has largely involved the resource 

consenting process for both sand extraction and hard rock quarries.  I 

estimate I have worked on 13 different sites over the last 15 years; some 

sites multiple times.        

1.7 I have been involved with the Newcombe Road project since its inception 

in 2019.  I have visited the site numerous times over the last 6 years often 

with Mr Fulton, RS Sand appointed specialists, iwi and the Department of 

Conservation, with my last site visit being in December 2024.      

1.8 I am a co-author of the RS Sand Limited – Resource Consent Applications 

document dated 17th May 2023, and to date have actively been engaged in 

managing the RS Sand appointed specialists providing input into this 

process.       
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Code of Conduct  

1.9 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2023. I have complied 

with the code in preparing my written statement of evidence, and I will also 

comply when I give oral evidence to the Commissioners. 

1.10 Unless I state that I am relying on the evidence of another witness, my 

evidence is within my knowledge and expertise. The data, information, 

facts and assumptions I have considered in forming my opinions are set out 

in my evidence below, along with the reasons for the opinions 

expressed.  Where relevant, I have stated why alternative interpretations 

of data are not supported. I have not omitted to consider material facts 

known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express. I 

specify the material that I have relied on in support of my opinions. I have 

applied any technical terminology used in my evidence according to its 

generally accepted meaning among experts in my field. 

1.11 Where I consider that my evidence may be incomplete or inaccurate 

without some qualification, I have included such qualifications.  I have 

identified  any knowledge gaps  I am  aware of,  and  the potential 

implications of such gaps. If I consider that my opinion is not firm or 

concluded because of insufficient research or data or any other reason, I 

have stated this. I provide an assessment as to my level of confidence, and 

the likelihood of any outcomes specified, in my conclusions. 

Scope of Evidence 

1.12 My evidence will address the following matters: 

(a) Summary of the Planning Assessment as Part of the AEE 

(b) A response to submissions including: 

(i) Late Submissions 

(ii) Submissions 
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(iii) Submission Engagement 

(iv) Groundwater Submissions 

(c) Response to the S42A Planners Report 

(i) Waikato Regional Council s42A Report  

(ii) Waipa District Council s42AReport 

(d) Conclusion and Further Recommendations as to Conditions  

1.13 Where appropriate and relevant, my evidence will reference and rely on 

the evidence of other experts including Dr Baber – Alliance Ecology, Mr 

Stewart – Southern Skies, Mr Hall – CKL, Mrs Houlbrooke – WGA, Mr Hegley 

– Hegley Acoustic Consultants and Mr Dave Mansergh – Mansergh Graham, 

whose opinions I agree with.   

2. SUMMARY OF PLANNING ASSESSMENT AS PART OF AEE 

2.1 Subject to the contents of this evidence, the contents of the resource 

consent application are confirmed.  

2.2 The Project is described in full in the application document and is again 

described within both the Councils’ s42A Reports, which have done an 

excellent job in setting out the application, and the findings of the specialist 

assessments. For the sake of brevity, I don’t intend on repeating that 

information within my evidence. 

3. RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS  

Late Submissions 

3.1 I note within section 5.2.2 of Mr Whittaker’s s42A report that there were 

late submissions received from: 

(a) Hermane Krutzmann; and  

(b) Peter Spiller  
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3.2 RS Sand has no objection to these submissions being accepted by the 

Commissioners.   

Submissions 

3.3 In regard to those submissions made to both the Waikato Regional Council 

(WRC) and Waipa District Council (WDC) I am in general agreement with 

the reporting planners regarding their use of common themes and 

generally adopt their summary of submissions.  

3.4 I note that the majority of the submissions made to WRC used the online 

form set up by the Waikato Sustainability Society, set up in response to the 

RS Sand proposal.  This submission form helpfully identified key themes or 

issues that then enabled the reporting planners and myself to aggregate 

these submissions.  However, I agree with both reporting planners that this 

resource also resulted in many of those submissions not providing any 

further information beyond the initial identification of topic. 

3.5 As noted within Mr Whittaker’s s42A Report (Para 5), RS Sand has engaged 

a significant number of specialists to assist in both the preparation of the 

original application, responding to s 92 requests for further information, 

submission review and evidence preparation.  This has meant that the 

submission points have been able to be addressed, either within the 

original application, responses to requests for further information or 

within the specialist evidence as appropriate.   

Submission Engagement  

3.6 Given many of the lay submissions mentioned themes such as Transport, 

Ecology and Effects on the Karapiro River, it seems appropriate to provide 

more detail into how a number of specialists submissions were resolved, 

so that it may inform those submitters who may still hold concerns for 

these particular issues following their own review of the s42A Reports.   

3.7 RS Sand has engaged with the New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA), 

Department of Conservation (DOC) and Fish and Game (F&G) following 
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receipt of their submissions.  This included correspondence (NZTA, DOC, 

F&G), meetings (NZTA, DOC) and a site visit (DOC).  

3.8 This engagement has resulted in DOC, F&G and, as recently as Friday 14 

March 2025, NZTA, confirming with the respective consent authorities that 

they no longer wish to be heard. 

3.9 Department of Conservation - Dr Baber’s evidence (paras 4.2-4.6) 

addresses the engagement and additional work undertaken by the RS Sand 

team, which is confirmed within a memo identified as Appendix B of his 

evidence.  DOC confirmed that the concerns raised in their submission have 

been met through a site visit and the memo and they no longer wish to be 

heard.    

3.10 Fish & Game - Following receipt of the submission by the Auckland Waikato 

Fish and Game Regional Council further investigation was undertaken to 

determine whether discharge to the Karapiro River could be avoided in all 

but significant rainfall/flooding events by using soakage within the working 

pit area.   

3.11 Mr Stewart from Southern Skies has summarised the change in erosion and 

sediment control design in paras 4.1-4.3 of his evidence.  These changes 

were communicated to WRC/WDC to confirm our amended design and 

consequently F&G withdrew their right to be heard.   

3.12 New Zealand Transport Agency - Since receipt of the submission by the 

NZTA, engagement has been ongoing in order to resolve the submission 

points raised within their submission.   

3.13 The transportation work undertaken is well summarised within Mr Halls’s 

evidence (paras 4.2-4.16) and includes a set of agreed conditions that have 

been volunteered by RS Sand.   

3.14 I note that these conditions also include two conditions that address the 

WRC’s outstanding issues in relation to monitoring requirements for 

ground settlement effects on State Highway 1.  A Trigger Action Response 

Plan (TARP) requirement has been agreed and must be signed off by NZTA 
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prior to being submitted to WRC, this includes any subsequent changes to 

the TARP in the future.    

3.15 These conditions were approved by the Transport Agency on the 14th 

March 2025 and resulted in them no longer seeking to be heard.  It is 

expected that these conditions will form part of the WDC and WRC 

recommended conditions where appropriate:         

1. No less than [10] working days prior to any excavation works commencing onsite 
the consent holder shall submit to [the Waipa District Council] correspondence 
from the NZ Transport Agency confirming that: 

a) They are supportive of the Trigger Action Response Plan.  

b) The line marking changes to the right turn facility and offramp have been 
completed satisfactorily. 

c) The intersection widening and associated line marking changes for the left 
turn out movement of the Newcombe Road / Tirau Road intersection has 
been completed satisfactorily. 

2. The applicant shall provide to [the Waipa District Council] evidence that the 
sightlines at the Newcombe Road intersection achieves 282m sightlines: 

a) Prior to excavation works commencing onsite, 

b) On a six monthly basis from the date that excavation works commenced 
onsite.   

3. Prior to the removal of planting or undertaking earthworks within the state 
highway corridor to achieve sightlines of 282m, the applicant shall provide to 
Council evidence that the proposed works, including any planting reinstatement 
and agreed maintenance period, have been assessed and approved by the New 
Zealand Transport Agency Network Manager. 

4. Prior to any changes being made to the Trigger Action Response Plan relevant to 
the state highway corridor or the associated monitoring, the consent holder shall 
provide correspondence from the New Zealand Transport Agency Network 
Manager to [the Waipa District Council] agreeing to these changes.  

5. For the duration of the consent the consent holder shall ensure that the final batter 
slope within the site will be located a minimum of 10m from all state highway assets 
and infrastructure.  

6. Prior to temporary traffic management being installed adjacent to Newcombe 
Road as part of the Cambridge to Piarere online section of the Waikato Expressway 
between the Cambridge Southern Interchange and the Karapiro Road Intersection, 
the consent holder shall make all heavy vehicle drivers aware through a travel 
management plan that heavy vehicles associated with the sand quarry should 
avoid utilising the Hydro Road turnaround facility for northbound movements.  

7. For the duration of this consent the consent holder shall ensure that heavy vehicle 
movements turn right out of the Newcombe Road (unless making a delivery on 
Newcombe Road) site access by: 
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a) The formation of the site access providing for left in / right out movements 
only, 

b) Installing signage within the site to advise all heavy vehicle movements out 
of the site access must be right out, 

c) Monitor the movements of heavy vehicles and make appropriate changes 
as required to ensure heavy vehicles turn right out of the access, unless 
making a delivery southbound on Newcombe Road.   

3.16 Forest and Bird - Engagement with Forest and Bird has only recently begun 

and we are hopeful that we can resolve or at least reduce the submission 

points raised through the work that has been carried out and agreed with 

DOC.    

Groundwater Submissions 

3.17 Section 7.2.3 of the WRC 42A report refers to four submissions being 

received regarding RS Sand’s potential impact on water supplies (bores), I 

have referred to two of these submissions below, due to the proximity of 

those submitters’ supplies to the RS Sand site.  While groundwater effects 

are covered within Mrs Houlbrooke’s evidence, I am of the opinion that 

additional background would assist the Commissioners’ assessment of the 

submissions.         

3.18 41 Newcombe Road – Mrs Miller is a directly adjoining neighbour to the 

west of the site.  In February 2022 Mr Arthur Fulton visited Mrs Miller to 

introduce himself, talk about the proposal and left project information and 

contact details.  Mr Fulton was made aware that she was not happy about 

the proposal and the dust effects it may have on her property.   

3.19 Later in November 2023, Anne Marie Petersen an engagement manager at 

Stevenson Aggregates also visited Mrs Miller to introduce herself.  It was 

at this point we were made aware of a spring on her property that supplied 

both domestic and stock drinking water.  When asked if we could have our 

hydrologist take a look at the spring, Mrs Miller declined by email on the 

22nd November 2023, stating she would get back to Anne Marie ‘when its 

confirmed the quarry is definitely going through’.     
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3.20 Based on not being able to assess the bore, Mrs Houlbrooke in paras 3.7-

3.12 of her evidence has taken a precautionary approach by assuming that 

the unregistered spring may be connected to the Perched Aquifer on the 

steep gully edge beside Karapiro Stream. The Perched Aquifer is expected 

to respond to the proposed quarry and some drawdown is expected in the 

vicinity of the neighbouring property.  

3.21 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.  

3.22 Following further discussions with RS Sand and Mrs Houlbrooke, I have 

proposed additions to these two proposed conditions.  These amendments 

can be found as track changes within the WRC Recommended Conditions 

– RS Sand Amendments in Appendix A of my evidence.  They currently 

identified as conditions 16-17.     

3.23 Amendment to proposed condition 16 allows for a site visit to take place 

by RS Sand and their appointed specialists to view the water supply and its 

infrastructure at 41 Newcombe Road.  The amendment to proposed 

condition 17 provides for any water supply provided by RS Sand to 41 

Newcombe Road is a permanent full and final supply. 

3.24 The site visit within proposed Condition 16 allows RS Sand to ensure that 

the water supply has not been compromised by failing/failed infrastructure 

e.g. pump or blocked pipe/tank etc.  Should this be confirmed to be the 

case the condition remains but would not be given effect to at that point 

in time.      

3.25 The inclusion of ‘full and final’ into proposed condition 17 allows for RS 

Sand to provide a new water supply the same or better than what currently 

exists, but does not require RS Sand to repeatedly respond whenever the 

owners or occupiers of 41 Newcombe Road consider there is an issue. 
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3.26 143 Tirau Road – Chris Baldwin & Mary Bourke have made a submission in 

relation to the security of their ground water supply; this potential effect 

is assessed within 4.4-4.7 of Mrs Houlbrooke evidence.  

3.27 To summarise Mrs Holbrooke’s evidence, this supply appears to also be 

from an unregistered spring possibly 6m below the top of the terrace, with 

a local recharge generally sourced from water seeping down through the 

submitter’s property. So, while there is the possibly of shallow 

groundwater moving westward towards the spring it is considered limited 

but cannot be ruled out.   

3.28 In order to determine the level of effect on the spring a more detailed site 

assessment including a site visit could be carried out requiring approval of 

the submitter.  However, in addition, a third shallow piezometer is 

proposed on the western side of the proposed quarry, as per Mrs 

Holbrooke’s Site Map appended to her evidence.  This will enable RS Sand 

to confirm a level of effect should the submitters advise WRC of an adverse 

effect on their water supply. 

3.29 Draft consent conditions have been prepared similar to that offered for 41 

Newcombe Road, these proposed conditions (currently identified as 18-20) 

can be found as track changes within the WRC Recommended Conditions 

– RS Sand Amendments in Appendix A of my evidence.  However, before a 

new water supply is provided by RS Sand to 143 Tirau Road, RS Sand must 

engage an appropriately qualified person to undertake a hydrology 

assessment and reviewed by WRC to determine whether RS Sand activity 

is the likely cause.   

4. RESPONSE TO S 42A PLANNERS’ REPORTS  

4.1 In this section, I have addressed the key planning issues raised in each of 

the Planner’s reports where there is agreement, disagreement or further 

clarification is required.   

4.2 In this case there are only a small number of areas of clarification or 

disagreement within each the assessment, which importantly do not 
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impact the overall conclusions and ultimately the recommendation of both 

Planners reports that consent can be granted, which I support.   

4.3 I have undertaken an updated assessment of the relevant objectives and 

policies referred to within the original application document and both 42A 

Reports.  I have compared assessments and cross referenced to the 

appropriate 42A Report to allow the commissioners a singular document 

to refer to when considering objectives and policies and how they were 

assessed by each planner.  This can be found within Appendix B.      

Waikato Regional Council s 42A Report 

4.4 In response to the WRC s 42a report prepared by Mr Penfold, I am in 

general agreement with his assessment of effects, statutory documents 

assessment and of the submissions received as well as the  recommended 

conditions. 

4.5 Ecological, Hydrology, Air Quality, Archaeology, Geotechnical, and Erosion 

and Sediment Control evidence will be provided by the relevant experts.  

However, overall I agree with the conclusions reached by Mr Penfold in 

relation to the level of effect on the environment considering the 

application documentation, RS Sand specialist assessments and Council 

initiated specialist peer reviews.   

4.6 Mr Penfold noted two outstanding issues (identified within bullet points in 

Section 10 of his s 42A Report) to be resolved.  These are in relation to 

protection of the restoration area in perpetuity and a suitable condition for 

monitoring SH1 ground settlement.  

4.7 In order to appropriately protect the proposed ecological mitigation, 

enhancement and compensation for the site, RS Sand are proposing two 

covenant conditions.  The proposed conditions have been included with an 

amended set of WRC Recommended Conditions – RS Sand Amendments in 

Appendix A of my evidence, currently identified as 57-58 of the General 

Conditions.     
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4.8 The issue of a suitable ground settlement monitoring condition has been 

discussed within para 3.14 of the submission response section.   Conditions 

have been agreed with the NZTA and subsequently volunteered by RS 

Sand.  This specific condition has been included within an amended set of 

WRC Recommended Conditions – RS Sand Amendments in Appendix A of 

my evidence, currently identified as 14-15 of the General Conditions.    

4.9 Subject to the acceptance of the proposed conditions by WRC and the 

Commissioners, I have no further matters to discuss in relation to the WRC 

s 42A Report.   

Waipa District Council s 42A Report 

4.10 In response to the WDC s 42A report prepared by Mr Whittaker, I largely 

agree with his assessment of effects, with some minor but immaterial 

disagreements.     

4.11 I agree with Mr Whittaker’s summary of submissions and how he assessed 

the common themes within the assessment of environmental effects, with 

Transport being the overwhelming issue raised by submitters.  

4.12 I appreciate that Mr Whittaker (Para 135) has noted that there seemed to 

be a misunderstanding with regard the assessed vehicle movements 

through Cambridge town compared to the number of truck movements 

(400) frequently mentioned within submissions, which has been further 

clarified within Mr Halls evidence (paras 3.3-3.5). 

4.13 Section 8.2 paras 249-263 of the 42A Report provides an assessment on the 

NPS-HPL.  I acknowledge and agree with the Objective, Policies and Clauses 

Mr Whittaker has assessed within that section and provide my own opinion 

regarding the satisfying of Clause 3.9 of this NPS below.   

4.14 It is my opinion that that NPS must have been prepared on the basis that 

resource consents for aggregate extraction are able to issued for 

proposals on high quality soils where the 3.9(2)(j)(iv) is met, otherwise 

aggregate extraction would not have been specifically provided for within 

3.9(2).  Mr Whittaker’s assertion that it would be almost impossible for any 
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single quarry to satisfy the specified criteria seems to suggest that this is 

how the NPS has been prepared.   

4.15 In terms of a functional need sand extraction is often removed from river 

terraces as they contain the right materials for sand products.  However, 

the same richness in sediment often means they are considered high 

quality soil for land based primary production; this is especially true of the 

Waikato region.  To provide existing examples a search of other sand 

quarries was undertaken and five existing sand quarries within the 

relatively local area were found all five are located within Class 1 or 2 soils, 

this shows that this proposal is not an outlier when it comes to sand 

quarries.  Being an in situ resource means it must be extracted from that 

location.  (While sand can be extracted from coastal areas, very stringent 

national direction applies to those areas as well – ie the NZCPS – and the 

central Waikato is a long way from any coastal region, even if a suitable 

marine or dune sand resource was available.)   I would also make the point 

that even if the “functional need” requirement was not met, the less 

stringent “operational need” limb would be met.   (I understand that RS 

Sand’s legal counsel will be addressing this aspect further in legal 

submissions.) 

4.16 With regard the significant regional public benefit and the ability to supply 

this material from resources within New Zealand I rely on the assessment 

and evidence provided by Mr McIlrath and Mr Hine and their understanding 

of the market.  I note that Mr Whittaker in para 257 refers to this 

information establishing strong grounds to accept the argument for a 

‘local supply’ of sand.  I disagree with this use of ‘local’, this should read 

‘regional’ as established by both Mr McIlrath and Mr Hines evidence with 

regard how far and wide this product will be transported over two and 

possibly three regions.   

4.17 In my opinion the NPS is written to prevent smaller ‘local’ pit or fill sand 

operations (no processing) from establishing on HPL and cumulatively 

encroaching on this resource.  It is my opinion that if a site is sought to be 

established on HPL then it must show a regional market for its products 
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which can only come from processed sand that is able to be transported 

larger distances while retaining its value, this is the public benefit.   

4.18 Mr Hunt in his evidence and attached report sets out how this site will be 

able to progressively be reestablished back to highly productive land 

minimising the cumulative loss of HPL.  

4.19 Finally, as Mr Whitaker notes within para 327, even if the Commissioners 

were to find that the proposal was not entirely consistent with the NPS-

HPL (because there would be a temporary loss of a productive land 

resource), that does not provide a defining reason for consent to be 

declined, the Commissioners are still required to make an overall 

assessment of all objectives and policies under s 104. 

4.20  While I acknowledge the directive nature of the NPS-HPL, the legal advice 

received by RS Sand is that those directive policies should nonetheless be 

applied as part of an overall assessment and with regards to the specific 

contextual elements of this site.  Again, that is something that will be 

addressed in legal submissions by RS Sand’s counsel.    

4.21 Ecological, Acoustics, Archaeology, Economics, Landscape, & Transport 

evidence will be provided by the relevant experts. However, I note in 

Paragraph 336 (a)-(e) that there are a number of matters you would like to 

have further clarity on.  I have addressed these below where possible.   

4.22 Para 336 (a) Mr Hall has provided evidence in response to Mr Inder’s 

Transport Assessment Peer Review which we believe will satisfy any 

outstanding issues.   

4.23 Para 336 (b) Mr Hegley has responded within his evidence in para 5.6 to 

both 42A paras 201 and 336(b) regarding the vibration query.  Mr Hegley 

view is that the DIN 4150 (1999) standard provides appropriate limits and 

given the distance of the proposed activities from the neighbours, can be 

readily complied with.   

4.24 Para 336 (c) Mr Jeremy Hunt from Ag First Rural Consultants will be 

submitting a report through his evidence that outlines how the site could 
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be reestablished back into viable pasture or a number of other land uses 

that would still be considered Land Based Primary Production.   

4.25 Para 336 (d), seeks additional details for the bund on the boundary with 41 

Newcombe Road.  Para 178 of his planner report asks a number of 

questions: 

• Is there a need for the bund to be immediately on the boundary?  

• Is the noise bund required through all stages of the quarry?  

• Is the bund required along the entire boundary with 41 Newcombe Road?    

4.26 Mr Hegley provides a response to these questions from an acoustic point 

of view in Paras 5.1-5.5, his evidence does not take into consideration the 

proposed planting and/or landscape effect which is considered by Mr 

Mansergh in his evidence, paras 5.6-5.11.   

4.27 I note that neither have addressed why the bund is being built on the 

boundary.  Ultimately this has been determined by quarry design, which is 

to extract the most resource possible from a site without resulting in an 

adverse effect.  Were the bund to be moved further east into the site, this 

would result in less resource being extracted over an approximate 300m 

linear distance along that western boundary.   

4.28 Mr Whittaker in para 179 of his 42A Report has urged the Millers (through 

their submission) to present their views and we are interested to hear from 

them at the hearing.  As noted above Mr Hegley has stated the bund is not 

required for the life of the quarry, but in order to provide for a landscaped 

bund permanence is required as is time to allow the trees to establish prior 

to stages 3 and 4 beginning.       

4.29 Para 336 (e) seeks the final details and conditions for replanting and 

compensation habitat to be confirmed by Council experts and input from 

DOC.  As noted in para 3.8 above DOC will no longer be attending the 

hearing.  I note that WRC have provided a set of conditions (49-51) 

requiring an Ecological Management and Monitoring Plan, based on the 

existing Draft Ecological Management Plan.  I would expect a similar 

recommended condition from Waipa District Council.    
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4.30 At the date of writing my evidence RS Sand has yet to receive a draft set of 

conditions. This makes it difficult to comment or draw conclusions on what 

conditions Mr Whittaker might propose that allowed him to arrive at a 

recommendation to grant approval for the resource consent application.   

5. CONCLUSION AND FURTHER RECOMMENDATIONS AS TO CONDITIONS 

5.1 The resource consent application, specialist assessments, 42A Reports and 

the evidence submitted in support of the RS Sand application have outlined 

the details of the proposal and I believe has demonstrated that the effects 

of granting these resource consents with conditions are acceptable.  

5.2 The application and 42A Reports have considered the proposal against the 

terms of the relevant planning instruments, and found that it will be 

consistent with the relevant objectives and policies within those 

instruments.   

5.3 The proposals consistency with relevant planning documents and the 

Resource Management Act 1991 has been demonstrated in the application 

and largely confirmed in the Planner’s s42A report.    

5.4 For the reasons outlined above, I consider that the Project will meet the 

sustainable management purpose of the Act and can be granted with 

conditions.    

 

Christian McDean 

18 March 2025 
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Appendix A - WRC Recommended Conditions – RS Sand Amendments 
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Appendix B – Objectives and Policies Summary 


