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INTRODUCTION

My full name is Mark Bulpitt Chrisp.

I am a Partner and a Principal Environmental Planner in the Hamilton Office of
Mitchell Daysh Ltd, a company which commenced operations on 1 October
2016 following a merger of Mitchell Partnerships Ltd and Environmental
Management Services Ltd (of which | was a founding Director when the

company was established in 1994 and remained so until the merger in 2016).

In addition to my professional practice, | am an Honorary Lecturer in the
Department of Geography, Tourism and Environmental Planning at the
University of Waikato. | am also the Chairman of the Environmental Planning
Advisory Board at the University of Waikato, which assists the Environmental
Planning Programme in the Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences in

understanding the educational, professional and research needs of planners.

| have a Master of Social Sciences degree in Resources and Environmental
Planning from the University of Waikato (conferred in 1990) and have more

than 35 years’ experience as a Resource Management Planning Consultant.

I am a member of the New Zealand Planning Institute, the New Zealand

Geothermal Association, and the Resource Management Law Association.

| am a Certified Commissioner under the Ministry for the Environment's

'Making Good Decisions' course.

| have appeared as an Expert Planning Witness in numerous Council and
Environment Court hearings, as well as several Boards of Inquiry (most
recently as the Expert Planning Witness for the Hawke's Bay Regional

Investment Company Ltd's proposed Ruataniwha Water Storage Scheme).

Of relevance to the current application, | have provided resource

management advice and secured resource consents for numerous quarrying
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and large-scale earthworks proposals. This has included sand quarries and

large-scale mining operations.

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

| have been engaged by Windsor Park Leasing Limited (“Windsor”) to prepare
its submission and subsequently present evidence in relation to the Land Use
Consent Application LU/0077/23 by RS Sand Limited (the “Applicant”) to

establish and operate a sand quarry (the “Proposal” or the “Application”) at

77 Newcombe Road, Cambridge (the “Application Site”).

The Applicant has lodged resource consent applications to both the Waipa
District Council and the Waikato Regional Council. The submission by
Windsor and my evidence only relates to the Land Use Consent Application

LU/0077/23 lodged with Waipa District Council.

My evidence will include:

(a) An overview of the submission points raised by Windsor;

(b) Context of Windsors interest in the proposal;

(c) Overview of the proposal;

(d) Windsors position on the proposal;

(e) Response to submitters position;

(f) Response to Waipa Districts Councils Section 42A Report; and
(g) An overall conclusion.

In preparing this evidence | have reviewed:

(a) The Resource Consent Applications and Assessments of
Environmental Effects (“AEEs”) lodged with the Waipa District
Council (“WDC”) and the WRC on 17 May 2023;

(b) The Statement of Evidence of Christian McDean (Planning) dated
18 May 2025;
(c) Submissions made with respect to the Proposal;
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(d) The Section 42A Report from WDC; and
(e) The Section 42A Report from WRC.
CODE OF CONDUCT

| confirm that | have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained
in the Environment Court Practice Note 2023 and | agree to comply with it. My
qualifications as an expert are set out above. | confirm that the issues
addressed in this brief of evidence are within my area of expertise, except
where | state that | have relied on the evidence of other persons. | have not
omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from

the opinions | have expressed.

WINDSOR CONTEXT

Windsor owns the land immediately to the south of the application site, on the
opposite / southern side of Tirau Road, at 324 Tirau Road, Cambridge (the

“Windsor Site”), comprising two titles legally described as:

a) Lot2DP 558855 and Section 18 Survey Office Plan 458819 in Record of Title
Identifier 982365; and
b) Lot2 DPS 91387 in Record of Title Identifier SA72B/250.

The two titles have a combined area of approximately 83.6791 hectares and
are currently utilised for rural farming activities (i.e. grazing of thoroughbred

horses and drystock).

Figure 1 below is an aerial photo showing the external boundaries of the
Windsor Site (identified as a black and white dashed line) relative to the

application site.
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Figure 1- Location of the Windsor Site relative to the Application Site
PROPOSAL

The Applicantis seeking a Land Use Consent from the Waipa District Council
(LU/0077/23) to establish and operate a sand quarry that is proposed to
extract up to 400,000 tonnes of sand per year (depending on demand) for
approximately 25 years from the western portion of the site. The quarry is
made up of a 23 hectare pit area towards the western boundary and a 4

hectare plant area (for processing and stockpiling) to the east of the pit.

Access to the quarry is proposed from Newcombe Road, via a new vehicle
crossing located approximately 150m to the west of the site’s existing access
and 660m from the Newcombe Road - Tirau Road intersection. It is
anticipated that the northbound traffic exiting the proposed sand quarry will
head north through Cambridge township via Tirau Road, Albert Street, Queen

Street and Victoria Street.

Evidence of Mark Chrisp 25 March 2025 Page 4 of 11



6.1

6.2

6.3

WINDSOR POSITION

Windsor supports the proposal by the Applicant to establish and operate a
sand quarry at the site. However, it is clear from the documentation
associated with the application and the subsequent submissions that the
access arrangements, particularly on and off the Waikato Expressway, and
associated traffic generation through Cambridge, is a key issue that appears

to be unresolved.

The application and various technical assessments provided as appendices
to the application suggest a large portion of the extracted materialis likely to
be transported northwards (to be used within the Auckland, Hamilton and
Cambridge areas) and the trucks transporting the material are likely to take
the most direct route through Cambridge township (as opposed to heading
south to the turnaround at Hydro Road). Section 6.2 of the Integrated Traffic
Assessment submitted with the application provides a description of the

traffic generation associated with the quarry activities as follows:

“On an annual basis, it is expected that up to 11,188 (56%) of trucks will be the
larger units and 8,674 (44%) will be the smaller units, 19,862 units in total. On
average, with 55 operating hours per week and 256 operating days per year, it is
expected that there would be an average of 78 trucks per weekday and 8 trucks per

hour (16 truck movements).

The extraction rate and demand for the products of the quarry are likely to vary
throughout the year. It is therefore assessed that up to 200 trucks could frequent
the site on its busiest day. For the avoidance of doubt, this means up to 200 trucks

could enter and exit from the site equating to 400vpd”.

Section 4.9.3 of Waipa District Council’s Notification Report concludes that
the effects on vulnerable road users (pedestrians and cyclists) from trucks
travelling north through Cambridge have not been satisfactorily addressed
within the application. MrInder (BBO Transportation Engineer) has provided

an independent review of the ITA and states:
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“Matters that | consider have not been satisfactorily addressed in the response or

assessment to date remain:

An assessment of the potential safety effects for cyclists,
pedestrians, and other road users within the urban environs
of Cambridge from the increased volume of truck and trailer
movements. CKL states in their response “We would
expect that the Hydro Rd [turnaround] option would
become more favourable if there are additional raised
tables, ped crossings etc added within the Cambridge
urban area.”

| agree with that statement. However, there is no
assessment of any potential safety ‘hot-spots’in the urban
area that could become much less safe with more heavy
truck and trailer movements, nor any mitigation to improve
vulnerable road user safety and reduce the attractiveness
for quarry related truck movements through Cambridge
township.

The high potential for variability regarding the estimated trip
distribution and the impact of that on the assessed volume
of 4 additional truck trips per hour using Albert Street,
Queen Street and Victoria Street through Cambridge. |
consider the potential for variability in the assessed volume
of truck movements through Cambridge to be high
because:

- Haulage companies asked by the applicant responded
that the route through Cambridge is likely to be
preferred over the SH1/Hydro Road turnaround facility
due to the lower operating cost and distance.

- The quarry operator can only influence the routing of
truck movements associated with hauling high-quality
sand from the site as this is supplied under contract
with specific concrete manufacturers. The applicant
predicts that high-quality sand will account for about
46% of the quarries yield, leaving approximately 54% of
sand sold on an informal basis to customers with no
contract with the quarry that travel routes can be
defined and enforced through.

There are inherent difficulties for the applicant in attempting to provide reliable

assumptions regarding traffic generation and the future preferred route for truck

movements.

Many factors will influence the actual traffic generation levels at any

one-time including resource demand, location and timing of significant

infrastructure projects and economic conditions. In addition, the ability of the

applicant to control and manage traffic routes is to some extent limited as third-

party trucking firms will be used for cartage and delivery of the sand aggregate.
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In my opinion, it is also reasonable to assume that Cambridge residents will
generally value the lack of truck movements through the urban area since the SH1
bypass opened in 2015. While traffic movements will have organic growth, a
significant activity with potential to create regular and large numbers of heavy
truck movements through the urban area can have potential effects in terms of

traffic safety and concerns over amenity effects.

In my opinion, it is difficult to determine the scale of effects of truck movements
across the roading network and in particular the number and intensity of additional
movements through the Cambridge urban area. While measures such as signage,
a Traffic Management Plan, haulage contractor agreements have been discussed
and proposed by the Applicant to reduce truck movements through Cambridge, it
must also be recognised that these measures have limitations in terms of their

effectiveness.

Other factors to consider include;

e theroad controlling authority will have a responsibility to
ensure that the roading network is able to safety
accommodate the function and type of all traffic on the
network including making provision for cycle and
pedestrian users,

e |tisdifficult to impose conditions on a single applicant for
mitigation of effects on the wider roading network when
their proportion of the total overall traffic movements may
be very minor, and

e [ffuture site development within the Cambridge area
requires sand for construction, then this will generate
additional truck movements regardless of whether the sand
is sourced from the Newcombe Road site or another
supplier/sand quarry.

Overall, there will be potential and actual effects of additional traffic
generation including additional truck movements through the Cambridge
urban area. Any quantification of the scale and intensity of truck
generation and traffic routes is informed and reliant on various

assumptions including the veracity of any traffic management plans and

driver behaviour/preference over the life of the quarry”.

6.4 Itis myopinion that these issues can be readily resolved by the construction

of north facing ramps at the Tirau Road Interchange at the southern end of the
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Waikato Expressway (on and off Newcombe Road). That is not to say that the
Applicant should pay for the full cost of the ramps, however a contribution by
the Applicantin lieu of roading impact fees that would otherwise be required
in any event may be a source of partial funding on the basis that a much
greater proportion of trucks would be using the Waikato Expressway rather

than local roads.

The application states that Waka Kotahi was not supportive of a proposed on-
ramp and off-ramp. However, the reasons for their opposition are not
specified. Thisis anissue that has been raised by the Cambridge community
in the past (quite apart from anything to do with the current application for a
sand quarry) without a satisfactory resolution. The Tirau Road Interchange is
located approximately 5.5 km from the Victoria Road Interchange to the north
and will be approximately 5 km from the next interchange to the south when
the Cambridge to Piarere (C2P) extension to the Waikato Expressway is
constructed. Itis understood that this degree of separation between

interchanges is consistent with Waka Kotahi’s own design guidelines.

To the extent that the proposed north facing ramps have merit in any event,
the addition of a sand quarry in the vicinity must surely increase the need for,
and benefits of, the north facing ramps. If not constructed sooner, the north
facing ramps could form part of the C2P extension to the Waikato Expressway
which is currently being advanced under the Fast Track Approval consenting

process.

RESPONSE TO SECTION 42A REPORT

The Section 42A Report prepared by Todd Whittaker and the supporting
Transport Peer Review prepared by Cameron Inder outline that one of the key
concerns raised by submitters is the increase of truck movements through the
Cambridge Town Centre associated with the proposal. Mr Whittaker’s Report

states:
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“The vast majority of submissions oppose the application, with the issue of truck
movements through Cambridge and potential health effects of silica dust being

the two dominant themes.”

7.2 Mrlinder’s Report further discusses the traffic movements through the

7.3

7.4

7.5

Cambridge main centres and considers majority of the traffic movements will

not be through the CBD. He states:

“I note that there is no expectation by the applicant or Council that any RS Sand
quarry traffic will pass through the main CBD areas consisting of Victoria Street
(south of Queen Street), Alpha Street and Duke Street unless there is a destination
in that locality. These high-pedestrian and slow-moving traffic environments in
Cambridge would be too inefficient for heavy truck and trailers to navigate through

on a daily basis.”

| agree that it is unlikely that trucks will go through the main CBD of
Cambridge, | consider the alternative route through Archilles Ave, Albert
Street, Queen Street, Victoria Street north of Queen Street will still have an

impact on the local road network and community.

Itis my view that the best solution to this, as outlined in the Windsor
submission, is for NZTA to construct new on/off ramps at the Tirua Road

Interchange.

Regarding the interchange Mr Inder’s Report states’:

“The potential for adding a northbound on-ramp and southbound off-ramp from/to
Newcombe Road at the Cambridge Southern Interchange has been discussed on

several occasions between the applicant, NZTA and Council.

The interchange is under the control and administration of the NZTA, and they will
not approve the addition of any new on or off ramps at the interchange in order to

reduce the potential traffic effects of the proposal in Cambridge.”

' Section 5.2.2 of the Transport Peer Review
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In my opinion, NZTA’s refusal to play its part, and prevent the obvious solution
to the concerns raised by the Cambridge community, needs further

consideration.

A number of submissions support the position that north facing ramps should

be further considered by NZTA. Mr Whittaker’s Report states?:

“There is some discussion in the application material on the potential for a north-

bound on-ramp to provide for quarry traffic to join SH1 directly and therefore avoid
any through traffic into Cambridge. This concept is strongly advocated for across a
significant number of submissions as it would largely eliminate north-bound traffic

through Cambridge.

While RS Sand has acknowledged this as an option for consideration, it is
understood that NZTA has essentially dismissed any consideration of this option
given potential effects on the function of the expressway. NZTA has not discussed
the north-bound on-ramp in their submission and it would be useful for some
further discussion on this to be presented to the hearing given the significant call

for this from the community.”

| concur the opinion expressed by Mr Whittiker as set out above.

RESPONSE TO THE APPLICANTS EVIDENCE

In reviewing the Applicants evidence, | understand the applicant has
undertaken engagement with NZTA and through that engagement have
addressed all outstanding issues resulting in NZTA no longer wishing to be

heard at the Hearing.

| note that, in coming to a conclusion, a north facing ramps at the Tirua Road
Interchange have not been discussed nor proposed. This will result in effects

on the Cambridge community due to traffic generation which are unmitigated.

2 Section 7.3.4 of the Waipa District Council Section 42A Report
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8.3 Iremain of the opinion that NZTA should revisit the prospect of north facing
ramps at the Tirau Road Interchange as the obvious solution to address these

effects.

9. CONCLUSION

9.1 Windsor seeks the application (LU/0077/23) be granted if and when the traffic
effects of the proposal have been adequately addressed. Further discussions
need to be held with Waka Kotahi with a view to the north facing ramps being
constructed by Waka Kotahi (as part of the C2P extension to the Waikato
Expressway if not constructed sooner) to minimise the effects of heavy
vehicle movements within the Cambridge township (potentially with the
assistance of a financial contribution from the Applicant that would otherwise

have been paid to Waipa District Council as a roading impact levy).
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