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1 Introduction  

 
1. My name is Todd Whittaker and I am an independent planning consultant.  I am the author 

of the S.42A report dated 11 March 2025 which sets outs my professional qualifications, 
experience and Code of Conduct obligations. 
  

2. This statement provides my further evidence and recommendations to the Commissioners 
in addition to my S.42A report.  

 
3. In summary, my overall recommendation remains that the RS Sand proposal merits consent 

subject to appropriate conditions. Given the nature and potential for off-site effects, these 
conditions will need to be robust and transparent with the opportunity for ongoing review 
given the nature of the staging and management plan methods proposed.  

2  Scope of statement  

4. As my full report has already been presented and discussed, I intend to address the matters 
arising through the evidence exchange and hearings process including the additional 
material and staging details presented by the Applicant and the Landscape JWS. I also 
address the updated set of conditions prepared on behalf of Waipa DC.  

5. This scope of this supplementary statement covers  the following matters:  

• Review of evidence and process to date, 

• Economic evidence and regional/national benefits, 

• Transportation matters, 

• Landscape evidence and assessment, 

• Bund with 41 Newcombe Road, 

• Highly productive land  and reinstatement, 

• Conditions, and 

• Conclusions/Recommendations 
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3  Review of evidence and process to date  

6. After the S.42A report was issued, statements of evidence and supplementary/rebuttal 
statements were exchanged by RS Sand and a series of submitters also presented evidence 
and submissions to the Commissioners. The evidence addressed matters relevant to both 
the district and regional council applications. In addition, there has been a modification to 
the quarry staging and development plan proposed by RS Sand with a gully wall proposed 
to provide additional landscape mitigation  
 

7. Since the hearing, the following material has been presented and prepared 

Application material: 

• Landscape Supplementary Statement – David Mansergh (undated) 

• Draft Ecological Management Plan (Alliance Ecology – May 2025) 

• Staging Plans (Fulton Hogan dated 12.05.25) 

• Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (Southern Skies – 16 April 2025)1 

• Legal Memorandum on application material and air discharge dated 13 May 2025. 

• Site sample data (sand and silica composition) 

• Legal memorandum on change to the Gully Wall dated 12 June 2025. 

• Email from Christian McDean dated 12 June 2025. addressing Transpower conditions 

Landscape Joint Witness Statement: 

• JWS statement following caucusing – dated 23 May 2025 

Waipa DC Conditions: 

• Updated conditions issued by Waipa DC and Waikato RC. 

Waipa DC updated conditions dated 27 May 2025 with additional track change version 
issued on 3 June 2025. 

Waikato RC Conditions: 

• Updated conditions and covering memo, including a technical memo on air discharge 
dated 27 May 2025.  

Submitter Evidence and Material: 

• Submitter: Cambridge Business Chamber – Transportation Statement prepared by 
Tobias Ueckermann dated 10 June 2025. 

• Submitter: Powell – Air Quality Statement prepared by Lou Wickham  dated 10 June 
2025. 

 
1 Provided separately – refer Commissioner Minute 5)  
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• Submitter: Powell – Landscape Statement prepared by Adrian Morton dated 10 June 
2025. 

• Submitter: Powell – Legal Submissions dated 12 June 2025. 

• Submitter: Powell – Statement from Rhys Powell dated June 2025. 

• Submitter: Talbot – email regarding condition 35 of draft WDC conditions.  

• Submitter: Flintoff Family Trust – email regarding effects on roading network.  

• Submitter: Hayton – Statement addressing traffic, noise, water usage and dust. 

8. I have reviewed the above material as relevant to the land use application and helped to 
prepare and collate the updated set of conditions on behalf of Waipa DC.  

4 Economic evidence and regional/national benefits 

9. The Commissioners have been presented economic evidence from Mr Lawrence  McIlrath 
on behalf of the RS Sand and from Mr Hayden Green on behalf  of Mr Rhys Powell  as 
submitter. 
 

10. There is a significant disparity between the opinions of the two experts in terms of the 
methodology and assumptions that support the RS Sand application and whether granting 
consent to the proposed quarry will establish regional and/or national economic benefits.  

 
11. McIlrath concludes that there will be regional benefits including meeting short term deficits 

in supply and providing approximately $180m in direct (avoided costs)2. Green largely 
dismisses the McIlrath evidence including the assessment of aggregate supply shortage and 
the analysis of the economic benefit3. 

  
12. McIlrath has also prepared a rebuttal statement which does acknowledge the uncertainties 

of projecting future aggregate supply4 and that there are other consents for sand quarries 
which were not addressed in his EIC5. McIlrath overall maintains his opinion that the RS Sand 
quarry will provide economic benefits although I note that his final conclusion frames this 
more towards the benefits of an aggregate supply industry/sector rather than asserting the 
regional benefit of the RS Sand proposal as an individual entity6. Mr McIlrath concludes; 

 
  

 
2 McIlrath EIC, para 6.2 – 6.4. 
3 Green EIC, para 28 and 79.  
4 McIlrath Rebuttal 2.2. 
5 McIlrath Rebuttal 3.5. 
6 McIlrath Summary Statement 7.1. 



 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Waipa DC – S.42A Concluding Statement 5 

I remain of the view: 
 

(a)  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 support infrastructure investment and meet the 
needs of other sand users. The economic costs associated with such a deficit are significant. 

13. This is an important issue in terms of the national policy direction for highly productive land 
and there have been substantive legal submissions specifically on the NPS-HPL. My evidence 
only relates to the highly productive land matter and I note that the regional council 
evidence addresses the provisions of Clause 45A(6) of the NES-Freshwater which also has 
criteria associated with regional and national benefits.  

 
14. As I do not have qualifications or expertise in economic assessments, I am not able to 

present an expert view or critique of the respective positions of McIlrath and Green. In my 
experience, I note that there is often highly polarised and competing economic evidence 
and economic benefit projections presented as part of resource management cases. 

 
15. The lack of common ground and the disparate nature of the economic evidence will not be 

helpful to the Commissioners who will need to weigh the merits of the statements 
respectively.  

 
16. In my S.42A report7, I set out my reservations on the policy direction within the NPS-HPL 

and whether it is possible for RS Sand (or any other quarry) to demonstrate that any single 
quarry site can individually establish a regional and/or national benefit. I find it difficult to 
understand how such a premise can be maintained without having complete knowledge of 
all existing quarry sites, any plans for extensions or expansion of existing quarry sites, and 
knowledge of where and when new quarry sites may be developed over time in response to 
demand.  

 
17. At the same time I consider that there are regional benefits realised with an aggregate sector 

that can provide a reliable and local supply of aggregate, with logistical and financial benefits 
that serve construction and infrastructure projects. 

 
18. As set out in my S.42A report, I also consider that if RS Sand is not able to demonstrate a 

regional or national benefit to satisfy Clause 3.9(2)(j)(iv) of the NPS-HPL, then this is not fatal 
to a consent being granted in accordance with S.104 of the RMA. In my opinion, granting 
consent to the proposed quarry will not cause a substantive or inappropriate reduction in 
highly productive land and there are enabling policies within the regional and district plans 
that support quarry activities within rural areas. 

 

 
7 S.42A Report, para 252 – 257. 
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19. I defer to the legal submissions in terms of the application of case law and the how S.104 is 
to be applied noting that there have been differences of opinion from the legal 
representatives on this matter and also the case law associated with functional or 
operational need.  

5  Transportation matters  

5.1 Quarry traffic through Cambridge 
 

20. The RS Sand proposal has generated a significant community reaction to additional quarry 
traffic travelling into and through Cambridge. This was one of the most cited issues in 
opposition against the proposed quarry and a series of stakeholders and members of the 
community have also presented additional material and verbal submissions to the 
Commissioners.  
 

21. The traffic modelling and distribution evidence is complex and has evolved over the course 
of the application process. It may also be heavily affected by any future consenting and 
development of the C2P roading project.  

 
22. The reality for the Cambridge community is that if the RS Sand proposal is granted, then 

there will be additional quarry traffic travelling into and through Cambridge. As the Hydro 
Road turnaround facility is no longer promoted as an alternative route for north bound 
traffic, then all quarry traffic will travel through Cambridge unless the travel 
destination/project site is south to the south.  

 
23. However, if sand is required for building sites in Cambridge and the wider catchment, then 

this demand will create demand for cartage trucks regardless of whether they originate from 
the RS Sand site or another quarry site.  

 
24. Mr Cameron Inder has been engaged by Waipa DC to provide and independent review of 

traffic modelling and distribution effects and his technical review memo formed part of the 
original S.42A material. Cameron Inder has also provided a Supplementary Statement of 
Evidence which concludes that the traffic generation and distribution effects have been 
appropriately identified and that conditions of consent can manage and mitigate the effects 
of the additional quarry traffic. Mr Inder has recommended specific conditions in terms of 
the traffic generation to ensure that pro-longed periods of peak truck movements are not 
enabled which would be outside the scope of the quarry activity proposed. These conditions 
are set out in conditions 19 and 29 of the updated Waipa DC condition set and propose the 
following restrictions; 

 
The maximum and average level of traffic movements shall be restricted to the following: 

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

(b) Two-monthly average maximum of 200 HCV movements per day; and 
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(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 from the site per day can be multiplied by two to determine the 
daily HCV movements. 

25. The Applicant has verbally advised that they are opposed to any restriction on traffic limits 
apart from a maximum daily cap.  

 
26. I acknowledge the difficulties in defining traffic generation movements for a quarry which 

will have highly variable traffic generation largely driven by resource and project demand. 
The  Applicant’s assessment and response to the concerns raised by the submitters has 
emphasised that the estimated traffic generation of up to 200 trucks per day is only a 
conservative calculation to enable an assessment of any potential effects on the road 
network and capacity. This is addressed in the Applicant’s traffic evidence which states; 

 
I acknowledge that some days may be busier than others. I therefore assessed a conservative 
scenario of 200 trucks (400 movements) per day associated with the quarry to ensure 
robustness when assessing the capacity of the road network. This is more than double the 
expected average number of trucks that are expected to be generated by the quarry and in 
my opinion is a very conservative scenario. This does not mean that the quarry would be 
generating 400 truck movements per day every day.8 
 
Section 4.1 [of Mr Inder’s Review] summarises the trip generation calculations. This section 
also reinforces that the quarry is not expected to generate 400 truck movements per day and 
that this value was only used as a sensitivity test. I agree with the commentary in this section9 

27. In my opinion, it is both necessary and appropriate to establish a framework for the 
maximum and average traffic movements and I support the assessment of Mr Inder, 
particularly given that the Applicant has not offered any alternative.  

 
5.2 Amenity Effects of traffic movement  

 
28. I note in the legal submissions from RS Sand suggest that there no or limited scope to assess 

the effects of traffic movements on amenity.  
 

  

 
8 Michael Hall, Primary Evidence dated 18 March 2025, para. 3.4. 
9 Ibid, para 5.3. 
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29. In my opinion, care is needed in terms of how any amenity effects are taken into account 
given that public roads do not generally restrict the use of vehicles on the roading network 
and roading authorities need to determine the function and operating environment for each 
class and section of its roading network. I defer to the legal advice and submissions in terms 
of any common law issues. 

 
30. It is pertinent to note that the Waipa District Plan includes a policy directive for 

consideration of amenity effects. This is Policy 16.3.2 as follows; 
 

 
 

31. As a Discretionary Activity and taking into account Policy 16.3.2.4 above, it would appear 
that there is scope to consider amenity effects as part of the current resource management 
assessment.  

 
32. The nature of traffic effects and distribution is particularly complex in this case. Future traffic 

generation and distribution will be dependent on project site and demand and there is also 
likely to be a change to the local roading network with the C2P project to be determined 
later this year. In addition, local project demand for sand will require and generate 
additional traffic movements regardless of whether the sand is sourced from the RS Sand 
proposed site or another quarry 

 
33. In my opinion, there is likely to be effects resulting from additional traffic entering and 

travelling through Cambridge,  particularly if the higher traffic generation levels are 
sustained for prolonged periods. I anticipate that the community is likely to perceive and 
experience additional quarry trucks if the RS Sand proposal is granted and that this may well 
lead to concerns of traffic safety and congestion. Already, there are growing concerns over 
traffic congestion increasing in Cambridge as presented by various submitters.  

 
34. In my opinion, the community’s concern over truck movements is understandable and the 

lack of a definition around traffic generation levels is not reassuring for those submitters 
and stakeholders who are concerned about traffic effects. Overall, I do not consider that the 
traffic effects are inappropriate and/or are of such a degree that consent should be declined 
subject to an appropriate  framing of the traffic generation which is enabled through any 
consent decision.  
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35. In my opinion, the proposed conditions in terms of the maximum and average truck 
movements and the provision for future monitoring of traffic numbers and a review 
condition provide an appropriate framework to manage traffic effects and provide 
assurance on the nature and intensity of truck movements  that may be generated should 
consent be granted. 

 
5.2 North bound on-ramp 

 
36. There was a call from the community for a north bound on-ramp to be constructed which 

could effectively remove all northbound traffic from entering Cambridge. I note that NZTA 
has discussed this with the EIC from Luke Braithwaite and that Mark Crisp has also addressed 
this matter on behalf of Windsor Park Leasing Limited – property owner of 324 Tirau Road 
which is south and opposite the proposed quarry site. The statement from Sharyn Flintoff 
(178 Tirau Road)also raises the north bound off ramp alternative.  
 

37. The EIC from Luke Braithwaite provides further background to the NZTA position that a 
north bound on-ramp is not supported10.  This includes the design and function of this 
section of the expressway and that no funding is available for any investigation, design or 
construction process.  

 
38. This has confirmed that there is no tangible option for a north-bound on-ramp and certainly 

there is no proposal or intent from RS Sand to include or fund any such works as part of the 
quarry proposal.  

 
39. I consider that Mr Mark Crisp has made some good points regarding future development 

projects in and around Cambridge and that on-ramps may provide a more strategic solution 
to the issue of additional traffic and heavy vehicles travelling through Cambridge. The issue 
for the Commissioners is that there is no on-ramp proposal on the table for consideration. 

 
40. On this basis, the Commissioners will need to assess the nature and effects of the traffic 

generation and distribution without reference to a north bound on ramp, and then 
determine whether there are any inappropriate effects on the network. If consent is 
granted, then the degree and nature of upgrade and monitoring conditions will need to be 
determined.   

6  Landscape Evidence and Assessment 

41. The Commissioners have the benefit of three landscape experts to assist and inform the 
assessment of landscape effects.  
 

  

 
10 Braithwaite EIC, Section 14.   
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42. Since the hearing, Mr Dave Mansergh on behalf of RS Sand has provided a Supplementary 
Statement with updated staging and 3D modelling of the progressive development of the 
quarry pit and perimeter bunding and landscaping. The proposal now includes the retention 
of a gully wall until the end of Stage 4.  

 
43. The updated staging and landscape plans have now also be considered and reviewed 

through expert caucusing with a  Landscape JWS issued on 23 May 2025.  
 

44. To support of the S.42A report and assessment of the RS Sand application, Waipa DC 
engaged the services of Oliver May as an independent landscape expert and his technical 
review memo was part of the material submitted with the S.42A report.  

 
45. At the hearing, there was common ground between the three landscape experts on the 

general characterisation of landscape values around the site and the nature and scale of 
effects from the proposed quarry, with the exception being the effects on the Powell 
property located at 42 French Pass Road. 

 
46. The Landscape JWS sets out the areas of agreement and the residual areas of disagreement 

between the three landscape experts. While there is some differences in terms of the visual 
effects ratings between Messrs Mansergh and May, overall they agree that the visual and 
landscape effects from the quarry will not be inappropriate and can be mitigated through 
appropriate conditions. This includes conditions regarding stockpiling of overburden and 
site rehabilitation measures.  

 
47. Mr Morton retains his position that there are information gaps with the assessment and in 

particular the nature and scale of effects on 42 French Pass Road. Mr Morton has also 
prepared a Supplementary Statement identifying residual concerns over the landscape 
assessment, information gaps and specific concerns over the scale and location of 
stockpiles. 

 
48. I am largely guided by the common ground and expert assessment of Messrs Mansergh and 

May. In my opinion, the development of the quarry will have a degree of effect on the 
landscape values and views from the Powell property however I consider that these effects 
can be appropriately mitigated.  

 
49. In response to the matters raised in the hearing today, I support some addition performance 

based conditions in terms of the landscape planting outcomes presented by the Applicant.  
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7 Bund with 41 Newcombe Road 

50. In my S.42A report I raised specific questions around the proposed bund along the common 
boundary with the Miller property at 41 Newcombe Road. In my opinion, the alignment, 
setback and profile of the proposed fund required further discussion/assessment given the 
potential effects on the Miller property.  
 

51. I note that the acoustic evidence presented by Rhys Hegley on behalf of RS Sands has 
confirmed that the only a 2.5m high bund is required, that the bund is not required for all 
stages of the quarry and that any bund is not required for the full length of the property 
boundary11. 

 
52. I note that Carl Miller made verbal submissions to the Commissioners on Day 2 of the 

hearing which basically accepted that if consent granted, then the preference will be for a 
bund to be constructed from the commencement of the quarry and that ‘bigger is better’. 
Mr Millar has presented further submissions today including a request to have his house 
relocated away from the boundary.  

 
53. I have refined the conditions to provide for a full bund along the common boundary with 41 

Newcombe Road with provision for further engagement with the Millers as part of the final 
design.  

8 Highly productive land and reinstatement   

54. In my Section 42A report I sought further commentary on the methodology and efficacy of 
returning the quarry pit back to highly productive land12. 
 

55. Jeremy Hunt on behalf of RS Sand has provided EIC in relation to the rehabilitation 
methodology and how this has been proposed and adopted on other projects13. A further 
rebuttal statement has also been presented by Jeremy Hunt to address issues raised in 
submitter evidence with the silica content and mixing of soil layers. 

 
56. Anthony Chisnall on behalf of Rhys Powell has provided EIC which challenges the efficacy of 

the reinstatement methodology and whether this will authentically return the land to highly 
productive land14.  

 
  

 
11 Hegley EIC, Section 5.   
12 S.42A Report, para 183 and 189.  
13 Hunt EIC, Section 5. 
14 Chisnall EIC, para 27. 
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57. Given the evidence of Mr Jeremy Hunt including reference to other projects where land is 
being rehabilitated, and the bund volumes and staging presented by Mr Mansergh, I am 
satisfied that rehabilitation works can be achieved such that at least pastoral farming 
activities can be re-established, if not to the full extent and profile that would re-establish 
Class LUC 1 – 3 soil. Specific conditions are recommended in terms of the rehabilitation 
process including the stockpiling of topsoil.   

9 Conditions   

58. There were a series of discussions through the hearing on the consent conditions, including 
the need to up plans to take into account the gully wall,  provide more specificity on the 
management plan conditions and framework, and to ensure alignment between the WRC 
and WDC conditions.  
 

59. The updated Waipa DC conditions which were issued on 27 May2025 including substantive 
reframing of the conditions and amended and modified content in terms of operating and 
quarry development plans and staging. The amended conditions included; 

 
(a) Updates for the staging and landscaping conditions to reflect the updated material 

presented by the Applicant, 

(b) Removal of the 25 year term condition, 

(c) Reframing of management plan conditions including a purpose statement, and 
consistent provision for certification, 

(d) Rationalisation and alignment of conditions between the WRC and WDC, 

(e) Additional operating standards for trucks, and additional monitoring and review 
conditions, and 

(f) Refinement and updating of conditions for bunds and rehabilitation. 

 
60. There has been a discussion on a ‘landscape performance standard ’ condition prior the 

removal of the gully wall at Stage 5. I support this approach and that there should be an 
objective measure and certification of the planting through the stages of the quarry 
development.  
 

61. I was of the understanding that the Applicant would provide a response to the conditions 
prior to the hearing. I now understand that the Applicant only intends to provide their 
amendments in the final Right of Reply.  
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10 Conclusions/Recommendations 

62. The RS Sand proposal raises a series of planning and environmental issues which will need 
to be carefully considered by the Commissioners.  
 

63. My recommendation is only concerned with the land use application to Waipa District 
Council and the Commissioners will need to consider all matters across both the district and 
regional council applications.  

 
64. In my opinion, the proposed quarry application merits consent and I am satisfied that the 

actual and potential effects are capable of mitigation. This is not to suggest that the quarry 
will not have off-site adverse effects. In my opinion, there will be effects associated with 
additional traffic movements through Cambridge and the landform facing the Karapiro 
Stream corridor and the French Pass Road properties. In my opinion, these effects are not 
of a scale that would be inappropriate or would justify the refusal of the application.  

 
65. In my opinion there is support for the quarry proposal in terms of the Waipa District Plan 

provisions and the policy directive that recognises the benefits of aggregate activities 
subject to the mitigation and management of effects. The higher order NPS-HPL remains 
challenging in terms of the exemption criteria and I am not satisfied that there is a clear 
basis to determine that the quarry will provide regional or national benefits as an individual 
quarry. I consider that threshold and exemption criteria for aggregate activities in the NPS-
HPL are problematic and it would be difficult in my opinion for any quarry proposal to meet 
the exemption criteria.  

 
66. I retain my recommendation  that consent be granted subject to appropriate conditions. I 

consider that some refinement of the draft conditions is required following the application 
updates and matters discussed in the hearing today. It appears that there will continue to 
be a difference of position in terms of the traffic generation restrictions/conditions which 
will not be resolved.  

 

 

 
 

Todd Whittaker (MNZPI) 
Independent Planning Consultant 
13 June 2025   


