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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Michael Turner Hall.   

1.2 My qualifications and experience are set out in my Evidence in Chief 

dated 18 March 2025.  I repeat the confirmation in my Evidence in 

Chief that I have read and agree to comply with the Code of Conduct 

for Expert Witnesses.   

1.3 This statement is a rebuttal statement to the transport matters raised 

in evidence during the hearing specifically Waipa District Council and 

the Cambridge Business Chamber.   

2. WAIPA DISTRICT COUNCIL 

2.1 Mr Cameron Inder prepared a supplementary statement of evidence 

on behalf of Waipa District Council dated 26 May 2025.  Waipa District 

Council also released a revised set of draft conditions dated 27 May 

2025.  I have responded to Mr Inder’s statement and the draft 

conditions in this statement where they relate to traffic and 

transportation matters.  

2.2 Condition 19 is repeated in condition 29.  It is my view that condition 

19 should be deleted.  I provide further commentary on condition 29 

below.  

2.3 Condition 29 stipulates that a maximum of 300 HCV trips per day 

should apply and not the 400 HCV trips per day which is included as 

part of the application and has been used throughout my assessment 

of the application.  Mr Inder’s statement does not provide any 

evidence for adopting a limit of 300 trips aside from that this enables 

the quarry to still achieve a theoretical output of 400,000 tonnes of 

material per year.  Given that my assessment to date has 

demonstrated that the network can accommodate 400 HCV 

movements per day, it is my opinion that the daily limit of 400 HCV 

movements should still apply.  For clarity, this means that a maximum 

of 200 trucks could export material from the quarry per day.   
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2.4 Condition 29 also introduces HCV thresholds on a two-monthly and 

annual basis.  In my view, the maximum daily value is sufficient to 

ensure that the traffic effects of the quarry do not become significant. 

Including maximum HCV volumes over longer time periods may create 

a risk for a situation where the quarry may have to close and generate 

low or no movements for a reasonable length of the year if the earlier 

part of the year is busier than average.  This would mean that the 

quarry would have no effect on the road network despite the 

assessment undertaken showing that there is capacity on the network.   

2.5 Mr Inder has justified the values for the two-monthly and annual HCV 

volumes as still allowing the quarry to achieve the theoretical 400,000 

tonne output.  I note that Condition 2 already stipulates a maximum 

output in tonnes that the quarry is permitted to extract.  It is my view 

that Condition 2 provides an effective maximum number of HCV 

movements that could be achieved by the quarry and that providing 

additional restrictions in terms of HCV movements is not necessary.   

2.6 In paragraphs 58-59 of Mr Inder’s statement, he outlines how he is 

uncertain as to the number of truck movements that would be 

generated by the quarry.  In my view, every development or activity 

will have a degree of uncertainty in the future number of traffic 

movements generated and that traffic volumes would also vary over 

time.  In the case of a quarry, demands are likely to be higher during 

times of construction boom and more subdued if construction activity 

is muted.  Mr Inder was also not able to state during the hearing 

whether there would be any additional information that could be 

provided to give him greater confidence.  As I stated in paragraph 3.2 

of my Primary Statement of Evidence, the expected traffic 

movements have been derived based on the expected market 

demands for product from the quarry.  This is the best information 

available to estimate trip generation and distribution rates and has 

undergone more rigorous testing as part of consultation with Waipa 

District Council and Mr Inder, including additional sensitivity testing 

as outlined in the original Transportation Assessment report.  It is my 

opinion that citing uncertainty as a reason for including additional 
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HCV movements restrictions beyond the daily limit, limit within the 

Cambridge urban area and annual extraction volume is not necessary.   

2.7 I would also note that demand for quarry products would exist 

whether the proposed quarry is approved or not.  As such, the number 

of trucks on the wider network would is also unlikely to change.  If 

the proposed quarry is not approved, this would increase the demand 

and HCV movements for product from other quarries and also likely 

increase the overall transportation distance for product.  Providing 

more quarries is likely to reduce the number HCV movements 

associated with any individual quarry and reduce the distances needed 

to transport product.  The proximity of the proposed quarry site to 

expected construction sites in Cambridge and also the anticipated C2P 

(Cambridge to Piarere) project and the associated benefits of site 

proximity were outlined in section 13.1.1 of the original 

transportation assessment.  I reiterate that based on the proximity 

benefits, providing additional restrictions on HCV movements is not 

necessary and may lead to undesired adverse outcomes.  

2.8 Attached to the end of this evidence is a figure that shows the growth 

cells around Cambridge and the nearby quarries.  This illustrates the 

proximity of the subject site (location 1) in the context of the growth 

cells.  The Revital site (location 5) is nearly exhausted and based on 

the comments from the Cambridge Business Chamber during the 

hearing, the proposed quarry at Windsor Park (location 7) is no longer 

likely to proceed.  The only nearby quarry with a reasonable amount 

of concrete sand is Titoki Sand (Location 2).  This indicates that the 

options for quarry resource are limited.   

2.9 Within the submissions, concerns were raised relating to increased 

HCV movements through the Cambridge urban area.  Condition 43 

includes additional monitoring of HCV movements to ensure that 

safety effects are managed and restricts the number of HCV 

movements through the Cambridge urban area which in my view 

addresses this concern and that a change in overall number of HCV 

movements is not necessary.  I also provide additional commentary on 

condition 43 in this statement.   
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2.10 Given that there are restrictions on HCV movements through the 

Cambridge urban area, providing additional conditions that restrict 

HCV movements over longer periods of time (e.g on a two-monthly or 

annual basis) would not provide any additional mitigation as to the 

number of HCVs that would travel through Cambridge.  As such, there 

is no benefit in including additional HCV volume restrictions over 

longer time periods.  

2.11 Overall, my suggested wording for condition 29 as follows with the 

blue text representing additions and strikethrough representing 

subtractions:  

• The Consent Holder must operate a system to accurately record the 

number of HCV movements generated by the quarry per day, and must 

comply with the maximum following daily movement limits of 400 HCV 

movements except where sand is supplied direct to the C2P 

expressway project:  

a) Daily maximum of 300 HCV movements per day; and  

b) Two-monthly average maximum of 200 HCV movements per day; and  

c) 12-month average daily maximum of 156 truck movements per day.  

 
Advice Notes:  
Trucks are referred to as Heavy Commercial Vehicles and abbreviated as HCV. For 
the purposes of this consent, a HCV includes all class 4 and higher vehicles as 
defined by the TNZ 1999 classification system.  
An HCV entering and departing the site equals two movements. For ease of 
recording, the number of HCV departures. 
 

2.12 In relation to condition 42, I am comfortable with the premise of the 

condition.  From my discussion with the team that will operate the 

quarry, it is understood that it is easier to ask drivers whether they 

will drive through Cambridge on their route rather than obtaining a 

specific destination.  This also removes potential ambiguity as to 

whether HCVs would drive through the Cambridge urban area if the 

destination for example was in Hautapu and there are alternative 

routes available (such as when Karapiro interchange is upgraded in 

the future).  I have also brought the advice note from Condition 43 

further forward to align with where the ‘through route’ would first 

need to be defined.  
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2.13 My suggested wording for Condition 42 is as follows: 

• For the first two years of sand extraction in the quarry, the consent 
holder must keep a record of the date, time of departure, and 
destination of each HCV transporting sand from the quarry whether an 
HCV exiting the site proposes to travel using the Cambridge Through 
route*.  

*Advice note: The “Cambridge through route” roads are Albert Street (Queen Street 
to Duke Street), Queen Street (Lakewood Lane to Victoria Street) and Victoria Street 
(Queen Street to Taylor Street). 
 

2.14 From the wording of Conditions 43 and 44, the percentage of where 

HCVs travel has no bearing on any outcomes and that the key metric 

is total number of HCV movements.  In my view, this condition can be 

simplified to be based purely on the number of HCV movements rather 

than adding unnecessary monitoring of percentages.  For example, if 

the C2P project proceeds and relies on a high volume of product from 

the subject site, this may lead to a low percentage of HCV movements 

through Cambridge.  Conversely, if there is low overall demand of 

product from the site, then the percentage of HCV movements 

through the Cambridge urban area may be high if there are high 

demands for product within the C2 growth cell.  In either scenario, 

the percentage itself would not crate a traffic effect but rather it 

would be the volume of HCV movements.   

2.15 I have also added an advice note so that the values in this condition 

can be understood as to how they were derived.  I have rewritten and 

compressed conditions 43/44 together as follows: 

 
• Within 3 months of the two-year anniversary of sand sales commencing 

at the quarry, the consent holder shall commission a suitably qualified 
expert (traffic engineer or transport planner) to analyse the data 
recorded under the above condition.  If the highest 30 weeks of data 
shows that the weekday average daily volume of HCV movements 
using the “Cambridge through route” equals or exceeds 102 HCV 
movements per day, then a suitably qualified expert shall undertake a 
traffic impact assessment (TIA) that considers the safety and 
accessibility effects of the HCV movements from the quarry on 
pedestrians and cyclists using/crossing the “Cambridge through route” 
roads. The TIA must include recommendations (if any) for mitigation of 
quarry traffic effects, limited to walking and cycling related safety 
improvements on the identified Cambridge through route roads.  

Advice Note: The 102 HCV movements has been calculated as 150% of 68 HCV 
movements which is 44% of the expected 156 average HCV movements per day. 
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2.16 I also note that Council has included a third decimal place to the HVIF 

(Heavy Vehicle Impact Fee) in condition 30 i.e. $0.043/tonne.  I have 

no objections to this condition.   

3. CAMBRDIGE BUSINESS CHAMBER 

3.1 Mr Tobias Ueckermann prepared a transportation statement of 

evidence on behalf of the Cambridge Business Chamber dated 10 June 

2025.  The statement did not provide any suggested wording for 

conditions and does not include any technical analysis however I have 

responded to the matters raised.   

3.2 Section 4 of Mr Ueckermann’s statement outlines states HCV 

movement restrictions be restricted so that that vehicles do not travel 

through the Cambridge urban area for the morning peak, afternoon 

school peak and the typical evening peak periods.  The reasoning 

providing is that there is congestion within Cambridge during these 

times.  I acknowledge that there can be some congestion at peak 

times however there are other viable routes available during such 

times such as using the turnaround at Hydro Road or the future 

Karapiro interchange that will be constructed as part of the C2P 

project. 

3.3 Using the intersection between Peake Road and Racecourse Road as a 

proxy for the C2 growth cell, in uncongested times, it would take 

approximately 10 minutes for a vehicle to travel from the quarry to 

this intersection.  Travelling via the Hydro Road turnaround would 

take approximately 15 minutes.  In congested times, such as 5pm on 

a Wednesday, travel time through Cambridge increases to up to 16 

minutes in peak time while the route via Hydro Road would still be 

only 15 minutes.  This indicates that during times when the roads 

within Cambridge are busy, that there are viable alternatives 

available.   

3.4 Through previous consultation with NZTA and Council, there was 

consideration given as to whether there should be consent condition 

that directed HCVs to use certain routes.  However, there are also 
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times when SH1 becomes more congested, notably around long 

weekends, and it was determined that HCV drivers would select their 

route based on the route that would be most preferable at the time 

they leave the site.  This would avoid including a condition that would 

be over prescriptive and not enable drivers to select routes based on 

the conditions at the time they travel.  It is therefore my opinion that 

restricting HCVs to travel at certain times is not necessary. 

3.5 Mr Ueckermann also discusses the crossings over the Waikato River. 

The proposed quarry is unlikely to affect capacity of traffic across the 

Waikato River and does not rely on the existing Victoria Street bridge 

which is not suitable for trucks or other heavy or large vehicles.  As 

such, this commentary does not have a material bearing on the quarry 

or the conditions. 

3.6 Section 5.2 of Mr Ueckermann’s statement discusses his preference 

for north-facing ramps at the Tirau Road interchange to SH1.  I 

provided assessment the post-submission S92 dated 15 February 2025 

that demonstrated that provision of a north facing would require 

significant land take to ensure a practical design that also did not 

other create significant adverse effects such as on ecology. Through 

consultation, NZTA were also clear that north facing ramps would not 

be supported.  Mr Ueckermann’s statement does not include any new 

information to justify the inclusion of these ramps, and I do not agree 

with his suggestion that north facing ramps would reduce vehicle 

approach speeds at the termination of the ramps.   

3.7 In section 5.3, Mr Ueckermann suggests an underpass under SH1 

between Newcombe Road and Lockley Road.  There is no analysis 

provided to demonstrate the practical feasibility of this option.  This 

option would also require significant cost given that the underpass 

would likely need to be at least 7m (possibly more depending on 

pavement structure depths and vertical clearances) below the surface 

of SH1 and ensure that the tunnel/bridge structure would support the 

weight of SH1 traffic.  The 7m change in gradient will also require 

significant changes to the vertical alignment of both Newcombe Road 

and Lockley Road which would notably impact other properties on 
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these roads both during construction and creating large sags that 

vehicles would have to negotiate as part of the final solution.  It is my 

opinion that provision of an underpass is not a practical option.  This 

option would also require NZTA approval. 

3.8 As part of questions put to Mr Ueckermann by the commissioners 

during the hearing, he also suggested that the intersection between 

Newcombe Road and Tirau Road could be signalised.  Again, there was 

no evidence or assessment provided for this statement and this option 

also relies on approval from NZTA.  Through my consultation with 

NZTA, it was demonstrated that the existing intersection would be 

appropriate (noting some minor seal expansion would be required).  

Given that the intersection has sufficient capacity to accommodate 

the traffic from the quarry and that there are other conditions in place 

to manage visibility and safety, it is my opinion that signals are not 

necessary at this location.   

3.9 Overall, I do not believe that Mr Ueckermann’s statement would result 

in changes to the conditions and that my commentary and suggested 

wording for the conditions as outlined previously in this document are 

still valid. 

4. RAY TALBOT 

4.1 Mr Ray Talbot also provided a further submission on the conditions 

proposed by Council.  He makes one suggestion which relates to 

condition 35 where he states that this should stipulate that an 

independent road safety audit should be undertaken.  The wording of 

the condition states that such an independent audit should be 

undertake which aligns with Mr Talbot’s request. 

4.2 Mr Talbot also stipulates that the condition should reference the NZTA 

Safe System Audit Guidelines.  These guidelines are common practice 

when undertaking audits and I have no objection to an advice note or 

similar to refer to these guidelines. 
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4.3 Mr Talbot also states that the auditor should be selected form a list 

provided by NZTA and not the applicant.  I disagree with this position.  

Part of the NZTA guidelines stipulates members within the team that 

undertake the audit should have attended a Safe System audit training 

course and that, among other things, they should possess the 

following:  

• a good understanding of Safe System principles and Safe System 
engineering experience  

• crash reduction study skills  

• experience in a relevant road design, road construction or traffic 
engineering field (typically three years minimum)  

• up-to-date professional experience and knowledge of current research.  
 

4.4 Given that the audit guidelines identify the skills and qualifications 

that people should have within the audit team, it is my opinion that 

the applicant is able to select an appropriate auditor that is 

appropriately independent of RS Sand, Council, NZTA, designers and 

contractors.  As such, I do not consider that the condition needs to be 

reworded.   

5. CONCLUSION 

5.1 Based on the above, it is my opinion that condition 19 is deleted due 

to repetition, condition 29 is revised to stipulate a maximum of 400 

HCV per day and not include restriction over longer time periods, 

condition 30 can include an HVIF of $0.043/tonne, and that conditions 

42-44 can be simplified to focus on the number of HCV movements 

through Cambridge rather than percentages.   

 

Michael Hall 

19 June 2025 

 


