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INTRODUCTION 

1. My name is Hayden Matthew Green. I am a founding Director of Axiom 

Economics Limited.  I live in Waipu, Northland. I have a Bachelor of Commerce 

with first class honours in Economics, a Bachelor of Commerce and a Bachelor 

of Laws with Honours from the University of Auckland. 

2. For over twenty years, I have worked as an economist across the Asia-Pacific, 

advising on competition and regulatory matters. Throughout my career, I have 

prepared numerous expert reports, provided sworn testimony in high-stakes 

commercial mediations and arbitrations, and reviewed hundreds of economic 

assessments – including cost-benefit analyses. 

3. I am one of only two New Zealand-based economists recommended by 

Lexology (formerly Who’s Who Legal) in its annual publications of the world’s 

leading practitioners (compiled based on votes by clients and peers). Recently, 

I was recognised by Lexology Index as a 2025 ‘Global Elite Thought Leader’ 
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amongst competition economists. I have been involved in numerous matters 

in natural resources sectors, including:  

(a) In 2011, I provided an expert report and modelling of the economic 

impact of two severe wet weather events on the benchmark price of 

hard coking coal and the resulting damage to mining operations, for an 

insurance claim exceeding A$1 billion. I later gave expert evidence 

before Ian Callinan KC, AC at a mediation in Singapore. 

(b) In 2008 and 2010, I was part of a team that advised BlueScope Steel on 

the potential competitive effects of the proposed merger – then joint 

venture – between BHP Billiton and Rio Tinto. This included empirical 

analyses of the potential for the combined entities to increase iron ore 

prices by strategically withholding supply.   

(c) In 2009, I was part of a team assisting Fortescue Metals Group with its 

application to access BHP Billiton’s and Rio Tinto’s iron ore railway lines 

in Western Australia. This involved detailed assessments of the above- 

and below-rail markets, as well as the upstream and downstream 

markets for the acquisition and sale of iron ore. 

(d) I am also currently assisting the community organisation ‘Save Bream 

Bay Sand’ (www.savebreambaysand.org) on a pro bono basis with its 

response to the high-level economic assessment of McCallum Brothers’ 

fast-tracked application to extract up to 4 million cubic tonnes of sand 

from Bream Bay, prepared by M.E Consulting. 

4. I have been involved in numerous market studies, merger clearances and 

investigations into allegedly anticompetitive practices. For example, I have 

advised on: 

(a) FOXTEL’s acquisition of Austar and its merger with Fox Sports Australia; 

Vector’s takeover of Meridian Energy’s smart metering business, Arc 

Innovations; Sky’s proposed merger with Vodafone; Fletcher 

http://www.savebreambaysand.org/
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Distribution’s successful acquisition of several ITM retail stores; and 

Westpac’s acquisition of Lloyd’s motor vehicle financing business.  

(b) Wide-ranging reviews of the states of competition in particular 

markets, including retail energy markets in New Zealand and Australia, 

auto-fuel supply in Hong Kong and Australia, bus routes in metropolitan 

Auckland, gas and electricity metering in New Zealand and retail 

payments and personal banking on both sides of the Tasman.  

(c) eBay’s proposal to tie the provision of its online marketplace with its 

online payment service, PayPal; the design of economic tests to screen 

for potential anticompetitive foreclosure (e.g., price squeezes); and 

many other cases involving allegations of collusion, predatory pricing, 

misuse of market power and other exclusionary practices.  

(d) The Board of Airline Representatives’ application to access a jet fuel 

pipeline serving Sydney airport; the design of a decision rule to help the 

Australian Competition and Consumer Commission identify enduring 

bottlenecks in the supply of fibre backhaul services; and assessments 

of the effectiveness of various regulatory access regimes (e.g., grain 

storage and handling, and electricity transmission).  

5. I have also advised on a broad suite of matters across the energy, airport and 

shipping port, communications, water, payments systems, rail, fuel and road 

sectors. For instance, I have: 

(a) Been a key advisor to numerous clients on myriad regulatory and 

economic aspects of the design and implementation of the regulatory 

regimes for electricity distribution and transmission businesses and gas 

pipelines. These clients have included TransGrid, Orion, Vector, 

Wellington Electricity, Meridian, Mercury, Northpower, Energy 

Networks Aotearoa, the Commerce Commission and the Ministry for 

Business, Innovation and Employment.  
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(b) Provided expert reports to Spark in relation to various aspects of the 

Commission’s proposed approach to implementing the new regulatory 

framework for fibre. This included advice on initial asset values, cost 

allocation and pricing principles for anchor products and others.  

(c) Assisted Auckland Airport and NZ Airports during the design and 

implementation of the initial input methodologies for airports and 

subsequent price negotiations. I also advised Wellington Airport 

throughout the Commission’s subsequent review of those regulatory 

arrangements (the ‘section 56G’ investigations).  

(d) Worked on a plethora of leading-edge topics throughout the Asia-

Pacific, including the removal of price controls, forms of regulation, 

asset valuation, network pricing, investment tests, cost allocation, 

treatment of related party transactions, the cost of capital, 

depreciation, auction design and efficiency incentive schemes.  

6. I have limited experience advising on sand or concrete markets and do not 

claim otherwise. However, I am widely regarded as one of New Zealand’s 

leading practitioners of applied microeconomics. This makes me well-qualified 

to assess the veracity of the economic analysis presented in support of the 

proposed sand quarry at 77 Newcombe Road. 

CODE OF CONDUCT FOR EXPERT WITNESSES 

7. I confirm that I have read the Environment Court’s Code of Conduct for Expert 

Witnesses, as contained in section 9 of the Environment Court’s Practice Note 

2023, and I agree to comply with it. 

8. The data, information, facts and assumptions that I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence that follows.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence that follows. 

9. I confirm that the matters addressed in this brief of evidence are within my 

area of expertise, with the exception of where I confirm that I am relying on 

the evidence of another person.  I have not omitted to consider material facts 
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known to me that might alter or detract from my opinions expressed in this 

brief of evidence.  I have specified where my opinion is based on limited or 

partial information, and I have identified any assumptions I have made in 

forming my opinions. 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE  

10. My evidence focuses solely on the economic assessment prepared for RS Sand 

by Lawrence McIlrath of M.E. Consulting (for convenience, henceforth I refer 

to this as the ‘MEC report’) and the accompanying brief of evidence.  RS Sand 

is proposing to mine up to 400,000 tonnes of sand per year from a new quarry 

at 77 Newcombe Road, Cambridge. The site in question is on land designated 

as highly productive (HPL) under the applicable National Policy Statement.    

11. The MEC report states the following: 

(a) If existing mining consents in the Waikato region are not renewed in 

the coming years, shortages could emerge around the 2030s, meaning 

demand for sand could exceed supply. 

(b) Additional supply from Newcombe Road would help address this issue 

and support infrastructure development by providing sand closer to 

end-use destinations. 

(c) The primary benefits identified stem from reduced transport distances, 

leading to lower transport costs ($166.7–$168.7m), lower emissions 

($10.7m–$11.2m) and reduced road-related fatalities and injuries 

($7.0m–$7.1m). 

12. The total estimated economic benefit is $179.5 million to $181.2 million. I have 

been asked to assess the economic analysis underpinning these figures and, 

specifically, to consider: 
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(a) Whether the MEC report’s claims about potential supply shortages are 

reasonable, or if an equivalent volume of sand could be sourced 

elsewhere. 

(b) Whether the MEC report demonstrates that granting resource consent 

for the Newcombe Road site would provide a significant national or 

regional public benefit. 

13. My review has focussed on the MEC report itself and RS Sand’s data on sand 

destinations. I have relied primarily on information from Mr Rhys Powell on 

concrete batching plant locations. Nonetheless, even this high-level review has 

been more than sufficient to identify serious problems. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

14. In my opinion, the conclusions presented in the MEC report rely on several 

questionable assumptions and analytical flaws, including: 

(a) Unfounded urgency: The MEC report suggests that Newcombe Road’s 

supply is urgently needed, yet deficits are not projected until around 

2030, and only under the assumptions that existing consents are not 

renewed and no new supply sources emerge – assumptions that are 

highly unlikely, if not entirely untenable. 

(b) Overlooked alternative supplies: While some existing sources may 

cease or scale back when their consents expire, others will likely 

remain, and new sources – including those outside HPL – are already 

emerging. These sources seem more than adequate to meet demand 

in the Waikato region under all plausible scenarios.  

(c) Inconsistent transport calculations: The transport distance 

calculations contained in the MEC report contradict RS Sand’s own 

February 2025 distribution estimates, which themselves are difficult to 

understand, given the location of batching plants and other sources of 

concrete sand. This element of the report is entirely unclear.  
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(d) Opaque, problematic transport cost estimates: The transport cost 

saving calculations themselves are largely absent and completely non-

replicable. They also ignore existing supply sources closer to end-use 

locations, such as the Rukuhia Sand facility near Hamilton Airport. The 

estimated cost savings are consequently unreliable.  

(e) No clear public benefits: The MEC report does not explain whether or 

how transport cost savings would reduce sand prices and deliver 

genuine public benefits. If they would not, any financial gains would 

accrue solely to RS Sand as profit – raising questions about whether 

they constitute a ‘significant national or regional public benefit.’ 

(f) Misleading emissions claims: Because the Emissions Trading Scheme 

(ETS) caps New Zealand’s total emissions and allows trading of New 

Zealand Units (permits enabling carbon to be emitted), any claimed 

emissions or health cost savings from reduced transport distances are 

illusory. The true cost savings here would likely be zero.  

(g) Road safety oversimplification: Accident risk depends not just on 

distance but also on road conditions – accidents are less likely on SH1 

than on narrow, winding local roads like those near Newcombe Road. 

These benefits may also be zero or even negative.  

(h) Omitted costs and uncertainties: The MEC report does not consider 

key costs, such as the environmental impact of opening a new quarry 

versus using existing facilities. The narrow benefit ranges presented 

also obscure the inherent uncertainties in these estimates – yet 

another indication the calculations have not been performed properly. 

15. Given these problems, the MEC report has not established that sand extraction 

from Newcombe Road would deliver significant national or regional public 

benefits that could not be achieved through alternative sources.   
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DEMAND AND SUPPLY OUTLOOK 

16. For this consent to be approved, RS Sand must demonstrate a significant 

national or regional public benefit that cannot be achieved through other 

means. The MEC Report paints a sobering picture of future demand and 

supply, suggesting that without extraction from Newcombe Road, the Waikato 

region would face supply deficits – or that shortages would be worse than 

necessary. This claim is pivotal because: 

(a) If sand from Newcombe Road were filling a genuine shortage, the 

benefits of avoiding rationing could not be achieved through other 

means. If additional supply were available elsewhere then, by 

definition, no shortage would exist. 

(b) Conversely, if total regional demand would be met regardless of 

Newcombe Road’s supply, it is difficult to justify using HPL for this 

purpose given legislative restrictions. This would be the case if the 

400,000 tonnes earmarked for Newcombe Road could instead be 

sourced from other suppliers, including those outside HPL. 

17. While I am not an expert in sand sourcing economics, there appear to be 

several valid reasons to question the supply and demand outlook presented in 

the MEC report. The projected deficits are not expected until around 2030, and 

only if existing consents are not renewed and no new supply enters the market. 

These assumptions seem untenable.  

Some existing sites are likely to be reconsented 

18. The MEC report compares projected demand with consented volumes. 

Currently, supply from existing sources comfortably exceeds demand and is 

expected to do so for the next six to seven years. However, in the early 2030s, 

the report predicts shortages as demand grows and consents expire, leading 

to a sharp drop in consented volumes. 
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19. The methodology conflates consented volumes with total market supply, by 

assuming that once a consent expires, all sand from that site will become 

unavailable. While some sources may scale back or cease operations, it seems 

unreasonable to assume this will happen across the board and that all 

production would abruptly cease at those sites. 

20. I have not examined individual suppliers’ circumstances – and neither does the 

MEC report. But at least some of those suppliers are likely to have additional 

reserves they can continue extracting – either at current rates or reduced 

levels. These firms would likely seek to renew their consents.  If the MEC 

report’s supply and demand outlook are accurate, they would have every 

incentive to do so. 

21. The shortages forecast in the MEC report therefore seem to stem, at least in 

part, from an unrealistic assumption about expiring consents, creating a false 

sense of urgency. It is rather like assuming the All Blacks will lose their entire 

squad when contracts expire – some players may leave, but assuming none will 

stay is unrealistic. 

New sources of supply  

22. Alongside ongoing supply from existing sites (including those with renewed 

consents), substantial volumes of sand will come from new sources in the 

coming years. Some of these sources were identifiable when the MEC report 

was prepared (dated 4 July 2024), while others have emerged more recently. 

These developments suggest a supply outlook that differs substantially from 

the one presented in the MEC report. 

(a) Gordonton quarry (APP147116):1 This new sand quarry application was 

lodged in December 2024, proposing an extraction rate of 1 million 

cubic metres per year – equivalent to approximately 1.4-1.7 million 

tonnes annually over 20 years (using a 1:1.4 or 1:1.7 conversion factor). 

 
1  Consent application APP147116 was lodged with Waikato Regional Council on 16 December 

2024. The documentation is available here.  

https://www.waikatoregion.govt.nz/services/consents-and-compliance/resource-consents/rc-applications/app147116/
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This single project could fully meet regional demand under all MEC 

report scenarios and generate a surplus in each case. The quarry targets 

alluvial sand, similar to the Newcombe Road site, but at more than four 

times the scale. While not yet approved, the application highlights the 

availability of alternative resources and strongly suggests additional 

consents will be lodged over the next six to seven years. 

(b) Rukuhia Sand (Near Hamilton Airport): The MEC report excluded supply 

figures for Rukuhia Sand (MEC report, Table 2-1, p.8) due to “limited 

information.” However, consent was granted in 2022 to establish this 

facility at 3558 and 3680 Ohaupo Road, with terms of 15 years and 35 

years for the two sites, respectively. The application indicates that the 

sites contain 1.3 million tonnes of reserves, which would be available 

until 2037 and 2057 based on these tenures. The sites are well-

positioned to serve the Waikato region with concrete sand, with direct 

access to the state highway network. I understand that Winstone 

Aggregates has taken over operations.  

(c) Kaipaki Road quarry: The MEC report omits supply figures for Kaipaki 

Road Quarry (928 Kaipaki Road, Waikato), citing “limited information” 

(MEC report, Table 2-1, p.8). The original consent – granted in 

December 2020 – allowed up to 200,000 cubic metres per year to be 

extracted from the site.2 In September 2022, the quarry obtained a 

consent variation to expand its operating hours and maximum daily 

truck movements.3  

(d) Other applications: Since 1 January 2024, resource consent applications 

have also been lodged by DAKS Land Holdings Ltd, Moore Road & State 

 
2  Waipa District Council, Decision of Hearing Panel – 15 December 2020 LU/0108/20 – Shaw’s 

Property Holdings Limited, 15 December 2020. 
3  Waipa District Council, Advice of decision on application for resource consent under the Resource 

Management Act 1991, 9 September 2022. 
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Highway 29, Te Poi (APP147646) and Newstead Meadows Limited – 268 

State Highway 26 (APP146573).4  

23. There have also been some important developments in sand manufacturing – 

including as recently as the last few weeks. Manufactured sand differs from 

natural sand in that it is produced by crushing rocks or gravel into sand-sized 

particles, rather than being extracted from rivers, lakes or beaches. The MEC 

report states that (see page 7):  

“Manufactured sand is frequently mentioned as a potential substitute for natural sand. 

Introducing a new product to the market typically involves rigorous testing to ensure it meets 

all necessary standards and to identify any limitations or nuances. Some proponents (e.g., 

KayaSand) of manufactured sand have been active since 2007 and others are testing 

technology prototypes. However, there is limited evidence of widespread market adoption of 

manufactured sand as a mainstream alternative to natural sand. There are no clear market 

signals indicating that users are widely accepting this new technology, meaning that 

manufactured sand remains a speculative option. In addition, manufactured sand needs a 

suitable aggregate source. Manufactured sand is normally blended/mixed with natural sand 

to achieve the required attributes.” [emphasis added] 

24. A nearly identical statement appeared in an MEC report on the Bream Bay sand 

extraction project in May 2024.5 To borrow from the passage above, there are 

now “clear market signals” that customers are embracing this technology. For 

example:  

(a) In February last year, Kaipara Limited launched a manufactured sand 

plant at Brookby Quarry near Whitford in East Auckland, aiming for an 

annual output of 300,000 tonnes. The company announced earlier this 

month that it has successfully met this target, while fulfilling client 

 
4  These projects were identified in a response to a Local Government Information and Meetings Act request 

lodged by Mr Rhys Powell (REQ217388). This response was provided in a letter provided by via email on 
13 March 2025, Jennie Cox, Official Information and Privacy Advisor, Democracy, at the Waipa District 
Council.  

5  ME Consulting, Bream Bay Sand Extraction – High level assessment of economic effects, 1 May 2024, p.10 
(available: here).    

https://environment.govt.nz/assets/what-government-is-doing/Fast-track-listed/Bream-Bay-Sand-Extraction-Project/082.04-Attachments-23457810_Redacted.pdf
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specifications. The company has also stated that it has the capacity to 

produce up to 500,000 tonnes annually if demand requires.6 

(b) In the Waikato region itself, Kayasand has been manufacturing sand 

since 2007, where it currently operates two crusher plants. It recently 

achieved a major milestone with a factory floor being poured using 

concrete featuring entirely manufactured sand from Kayasand.7  

25. The need to blend manufactured sand with natural sand before use is 

irrelevant to this assessment. If incorporating manufactured sand significantly 

reduces the amount of natural sand required to produce a unit of concrete, 

then, by definition, less natural sand will need to be sourced from quarries, 

riverbeds, and the seabed. 

26. Finally, the suggestion in the MEC report that supplies from the Waikato – and 

from Newcombe Road especially – might be needed to meet demand in the 

Auckland region seems very questionable. There appears to be little prospect 

of transporting sand from the Waikato at significant cost, especially when, 

according to the latest information, there are likely to be ample sources of 

supply located closer to Auckland’s concrete plants. For example: 

(a) Te-Arai sand mining: a project listed in the Fast-track Approvals Act 

2024 involving the potential extraction up to 300,000m3 of sand per 

year (for up to 35 years) from land-based sand mining operations in Te 

Arai, near Wellsford.8  

(b) Bream Bay extraction project: project listed in the Fast-track Approvals 

Act 2024, under which McCallum Brothers is proposing to extract 

approximately 250,000m³ of marine sand from the seabed of Bream 

Bay (over a 35-year period).9 

 
6  These details are all publicly available on the company’s website: here. 

7  These details are all publicly available on the company’s website: here. 

8  FTA#327: Application for listed project under the Fast-track Approvals Bill – Integrated Development Plan 
for Te Arai South Precinct and Regional Park Project for Schedule 2A, 9 July 2024. Available: here. 

9  Relevant details about the Bream Bay Consent Application are provided on McCallum Brothers’ company 
website: here. 

https://www.brookbyquarry.co.nz/manufactured-sand
file:///C:/Users/jemma.hollis/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/492RDO2T/These%20details%20are%20all%20publicly%20available%20on%20the%20company’s%20website:
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/what-government-is-doing/Fast-track-listed/Integrated-Development-Plan-for-Te-Arai-South-Precinct-and-Regional-Park/327.09-FTA327-Integrated-Development-Plan-for-Te-Arai-South-Precinct-and-Regional-Park-Sch-2A-MfE-assessment-form-Stage-1_Redacted.pdf
https://mccallumbros.co.nz/te-akau-bream-bay-consent-application/
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(c) Mount Rex expansion: Mount Rex shipping – a supplier based in the 

Kaipara – has expanded its sand operations with the addition of a new 

barge: the “Kaipara Karrier VIII”.10   

27. The MEC report therefore does not provide a complete and accurate 

assessment of future supply sources. The underlying calculation assumes that 

no existing consents will be renewed or extended, while overlooking known 

and foreseeable new sources. Consequently, the report provides an overly 

pessimistic view of the likely future balance of demand and supply, implying 

that sand from Newcombe Road is essential when it is likely not. 

Summary 

28. In my view, it has not been demonstrated that shortages would occur if the 

consent were declined. It seems more likely that total demand for sand in the 

Waikato region would be met through alternative sources, including those 

outside of HPL. To borrow the National Policy Statement’s terminology: the 

400,000 tonnes per year would likely be ‘achieved using other resources.’ 

REVIEW OF ESTIMATED ECONOMIC BENEFITS    

29. The three categories of economic benefit estimated in the MEC report all stem 

from reduced transport distances. The report assumes that if the Newcombe 

Road site were consented, that sand would not need to travel as far by truck 

to get to its destinations. This is said to deliver benefits in the form of reduced: 

(a) Transport costs ($166.7–$168.7m);  

(b) Emissions (($10.7m–$11.2m); and  

(c) Road-related fatalities and injuries ($7.0m–$7.1m). 

30. These categories appear consistently in every MEC report I have reviewed on 

this topic.11 I consider each category of benefits in turn below, before 

 
10  Piper., D, ‘Whangarei launches 2000-tonne sand barge, more marine projects to come’ in The Northern 

Advocate, 14 May 2024. 

11  In addition to this report, they have appeared in: ME Consulting, Bream Bay Sand Extraction – High level 
assessment of economic effects, 1 May 2024 (available: here); ME Consulting, Brookby Quarry – Stage 3 

https://environment.govt.nz/assets/what-government-is-doing/Fast-track-listed/Bream-Bay-Sand-Extraction-Project/082.04-Attachments-23457810_Redacted.pdf
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highlighting some additional relevant factors not considered in the MEC 

report.  

Transport costs 

31. Most of the estimated economic benefits ($166.7–$168.7 million of the $179.5 

million–$181.2 million total, or more than 90%) stem from avoided transport 

costs. The MEC report assumes that the Newcombe Road quarry would be 

closer to the anticipated final destinations than hypothetical alternative 

sources, resulting in transport cost savings.  

Where would the sand be going? 

32. To calculate transport cost savings, it is essential to first determine the 

destination of the sand from Newcombe Road. Over 90% of the Newcombe 

Road tonnage (6.71 million of 7.41 million tonnes) would be concrete sand. It 

therefore seems reasonable to assume that this sand would be delivered to 

concrete batching plants – presumably those located nearby the quarry.  

33. As I will explain in more detail shortly, the MEC report does not specify delivery 

points with that level of detail. Instead, it provides distances from the 

Newcombe Road site to central locations in ‘destination markets.’ These were 

“based on information provides [sic] by RS-Sand” (see page 17) and, as Table 1 

below illustrates, the reasoning behind this approach is not clear.   

Table 1: Destinations assumed in the MEC report 

Destination Share Commentary 

Hamilton/Cambridge 48% 

Hamilton and Cambridge are separate destinations – not a 
single combined destination. Transport costs – and 
potential supply alternatives – vary materially depending 
upon whether the end market is one or the other.  

Tauranga  25% 

This percentage seems high, given the significant distance 
between Newcombe Road and Tauranga (more than 
80km). It is unclear why such a significant volume would 
be going to this destination given the substantial cost. 

 
Assessment of Economic Effects, 27 November 2023 (available: here) and ME Consulting, The Economic 
Contribution and Impact of Pakiri Sand Extraction, 7 August 2019 (available: here).  

https://www.epa.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Documents/Fast-track-consenting/Brookby-Quarry/Appendix-21-Assessment-of-Economic-Effects.pdf
https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/ResourceConsentDocuments/BUN60352951%20Economic%20Impact%20Report.pdf
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Destination Share Commentary 

Waikato  11% 

It is unclear how the ‘Waikato’ is distinct from Hamilton 
and Cambridge, or how the ‘centrally located point’ has 
been determined. It is also unclear how close this central 
point is to the actual delivery points. 

Rotorua/Taupo 7% It is unclear why any sand would be supplied to these 
destinations from Newcombe Road, given the significant 
trucking distances involved. The MEC report provides no 
explanation as to why these percentages are not zero.   

Rest of Bay of Plenty 7% 

Coromandel 2% 

Source: MEC report, p.17. 

34. As Table 1 highlights, these destinations are unusual in their own right. They 

become even more questionable when compared to the proportions cited in 

the peer review summary of transport effects provided by Mr. Cameron Inder, 

Transportation Engineering Manager and Principal Transportation Engineer at 

Bloxam, Burnett & Olliver, in March.12 

35. As Mr Inder highlights in his review, RS Sand updated its assumed traffic 

distribution patterns in February 2025.13 These revised destinations and 

proportions differ significantly from those in the MEC report. This is 

problematic, because the MEC analysis has not been updated to reflect the 

new figures. Presumably, RS Sand considers the original assumptions incorrect 

– which would, in turn, render all resulting transport cost estimates inaccurate. 

36. Even if the MEC report had incorporated RS Sand’s updated destinations, the 

transport cost savings would remain questionable. As Table 2 below shows, 

the revised RS Sand destinations also seem not to make sense. As I noted 

earlier, 90% of the output from Newcombe Road would be concrete sand, 

presumably for concrete plants. It is therefore unclear why any of that product 

would be directed to several of the destinations listed below. 

 
12  Memo from Cameron Inder to Todd Whittaker (Planning Works Ltd) and Quentin Budd (Waipa District 

Council), Transport Effects Peer Review Summary, 11 March 2025 (available: here). 

13  Mr Inder refers to the “CKL draft Transportation Update memo” (see page 4 of his memo). 

https://www.waipadc.govt.nz/repository/libraries/id:26zgz4o7s1cxbyk7hfo7/hierarchy/our-services/planning-and-resource-consents/Consent%20Applications%20of%20Interest/LU%200077%2023%20-%2077%20Newcombe%20Road/Councils%20reports%20-%20Waipa%20District%20Council/Appendix%201%20-%20Transport%20Assessment%20Peer%20Review.pdf


 

 

16 

Table 1: Destinations assumed by RS Sand (February 2025) 

Destination Share Commentary 

SH1 North 
(Hamilton/Auckland) 

12.9% 

Closest concrete batching plant: 29km 
There are other suppliers located closer to Hamilton (and 
Auckland) than the Newcombe Road site, including the 
Rukuhia site at Hamilton Airport. Consent applications 
have also been lodged by suppliers who would be far 
larger, e.g., the Gordonton application is for over 1.4 
million tonnes per annum.  

SH1B North  6.6% 

Closest concrete batching plant: None 
It is unclear why any volume would be transported via 
this back-road route, particularly given the lack of an 
obvious destination – especially if Online Sand Limited’s 
Gordonton application is approved. 

SH1 South (Tauranga, 
Tirau, Tokoroa, 
Rotorua, Taupo) 

28.9% 

Closest concrete batching plant: 83km 
It is unclear why any volumes would be sent south on 
SH1, given the distances involved and the availability of 
closer supply points.  

Te Awamutu 5.4% 
Closest concrete batching plant: 26.8km 
I have been advised that Te Awamutu has other sand 
quarries located closer than Newcombe Road.14  

Cambridge North 24.9% 

Closest concrete batching plant: 8.5km 
The reference to ‘Cambridge North’ is ambiguous. There 
are no longer any concrete batching plants in the area. If 
this refers to Hautapu, I have been advised that local 
facilities are already supplied by nearby quarries.15  

Cambridge South 21.3% 
Closest concrete batching plant: None 
There are no apparent delivery points in Cambridge 
South, since it is an exclusively residential area. 

Sources: CKL Draft transportation update memo, February 2025; concrete batching plant locations supplied in any 
email from Rhys Powell on 21 March 2025. 

37. The delivery locations that are assumed in the MEC report are, consequently, 

perplexing. Many seem illogical, given the long trucking distances – well over 

50km in some cases – and the availability of closer batching facilities. 

Moreover, despite claiming that these destinations were provided by RS Sand, 

the company itself now appears to have a markedly different view on where 

the sand would go – though one that is no less puzzling (see Table 2 above). 

38. As I acknowledged at the outset – I am not an expert in the economics of 

sourcing sand. Hence, there could be a plausible explanation for these delivery 

patterns that has eluded me. However, the reasons underpinning the adoption 

 
14  A list of sand quarries located in the Waipa region is available: here. 

15  Ibid. 

https://www.cambridgenews.nz/2023/06/quarries-where-they-are-in-waipa/
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the particular methodologies and assumptions are neither presented nor 

explained.  

39. With that caveat, it seems to me that the more plausible scenario is that the 

majority of the Newcombe Road volume would be trucked to concrete 

batching plants in Hamilton, passing through Cambridge (there is no 

northbound access to State Highway 1 (SH1) from the site). Significant demand 

from farther afield seems highly unlikely, given the greater distances involved, 

and demand from Cambridge itself is likely to be modest compared to 

Hamilton, given its much smaller size. 

40. If that is correct, it fundamentally undermines the credibility of the purported 

transport cost savings. If the calculations in the report are based on a distorted 

or unrealistic assumption about where the sand would be transported, then 

the distances underlying all the benefit calculations are flawed. Moreover, 

misidentifying the destinations also collapses the report’s assumptions about 

the alternative sources of supply. 

What are the alternative sources of supply?  

41. The second key factor in calculating transport cost savings is identifying where 

the sand would come from if the Newcombe Road supply were unavailable. If 

it would be sourced from farther away to reach its final destinations, costs 

would naturally increase, all else being equal. The MEC report assumes that, in 

the absence of Newcombe Road, sand would be supplied in ‘different 

combinations’ from the following alternatives (see pages 17–18): 

(a) In the short term, concrete sand would be sourced from Titoki Sand and 

Revital, while sand for other applications would come from Pukekawa.  

(b) In the long term, all sand would be sourced from Mercer.  

42. The MEC report offers no explanation of: 

(a) Why these alternative sources were selected above other options – the 

entire analysis spans one sentence fragment and two bullet points; and 
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(b) How the ‘different combinations’ of alternatives were modelled, 

including what defines the ‘short term’ and ‘long term’.  

43. As I explain in more detail shortly, this opacity alone is arguably sufficient 

grounds to disregard the purported savings, since there is no way for the 

reader (layman or expert) to replicate the results and test the methodology. 

But setting that overarching problem aside, these alternative sources of supply 

were presumably selected because of where the Newcombe Road sand was 

assumed to be going.  

44. However, we have already seen that these destinations are uncertain and, in 

some cases, seem not to comport with common sense. If, in reality, most of 

Newcombe Road’s tonnage would be destined for concrete batching plants in 

Hamilton, several of the other sources of supply cited in the MEC report would 

actually be closer. For example: 

(a) According to Google Maps (search conducted on 24 March), Revital’s 

quarry on Cambridge Road is slightly closer to the centre of Hamilton 

than the Newcombe Road site (29.1km vs 29.9km, both via SH1). 

(b) Titoki Sand’s quarry, located at the intersection of Tauwhare Road and 

SH1 on the outskirts of Hamilton, is substantially closer to the city 

centre than Newcombe Road (13.1km vs 29.9km). 

45. Other supply sources are also significantly closer to Hamilton than the 

Newcombe Road site, such as the Rukuhia Sand facility near Hamilton Airport. 

If the Gordonton consent is granted, the 1.4-1.7 million tonnes per year 

produced there would also be closer to Hamilton. 

46. The justification for the claimed transport cost savings from the Newcombe 

Road site is therefore unclear. Numerous alternative sources – many of which 

are not on HPL, as previously mentioned – appear to be in more favourable 

locations, particularly considering likely delivery destinations. 

47. In other words, the projected $166.7–$168.7 million in transport cost savings 

rests on a series of broad assumptions about transport routes that are difficult 
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to reconcile with the likely destinations and alternative sources of supply. 

Consequently, these figures are questionable, if not wholly unreliable. Even 

setting these issues aside, in my view, the calculations should be disqualified 

due to their lack of clarity and detail. 

How has the calculation been performed? 

48. The limited explanation of the transport cost saving methodology in the MEC 

report is notable, since neither experts nor laypeople would be able to 

replicate or verify the calculations due to the lack of necessary details. Key 

aspects of the calculations remain unexplained, including: 

(a) The assumed destinations of the sand in scenarios with and without 

supply from Newcombe Road – an explanation that, as noted above, is 

limited to a single sentence fragment and two bullet points. 

(b) The volumes of sand assumed to be transported to those destinations 

from Newcombe Road and alternative sources over the duration of the 

consent, including how these volumes are expected to fluctuate from 

year to year. 

(c) The basis for the assumed trucking cost of 30–40c/tonne/km. The 

“industry information” cited (see page 17) is not disclosed – a 

conspicuous omission given the centrality of this figure to the analysis. 

(d) Whether and to what extent changes in transport infrastructure, traffic 

conditions, and fuel costs have been considered over the period – if at 

all (e.g., the potential for increasing adoption of electric trucks seems a 

particularly germane consideration). 

(e) Other aspects of the methodology underlying the calculations, 

including whether year-on-year fluctuations have been properly 

accounted for or if the analysis applies only a simplified snapshot of 

current or near-term demand with an ad-hoc discount rate.  
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49. A properly conducted transport cost assessment should provide detailed 

explanations of key steps, assumptions and supporting logic. A technical 

appendix with spreadsheets and further modelling details may also be 

necessary. The analysis should be transparent and replicable, allowing for 

proper scrutiny. The assessment in the MEC report does not meet these 

standards. 

50. It is not possible to properly scrutinise or evaluate the underlying calculations 

because they have not been provided. In my opinion, if a methodology is so 

vague or opaque that others cannot reproduce it and obtain the same results 

– as is the case here – it does not meet the standard typically expected of 

expert evidence. Analysis and conclusions that cannot be tested or verified 

should generally not be relied upon. 

Who would benefit from any cost savings? 

51. For the reasons outlined above, the claimed $166.7-$168.7 million in transport 

cost savings from the Newcombe Road proposal cannot be relied upon. But 

even if we assume, for argument’s sake, that substantial savings would 

materialise (which, to be clear, has not been demonstrated), would this 

actually constitute a ‘significant national or regional public benefit’? 

52. It is tempting to assume that any reduction in transport costs translates 

directly into an equivalent ‘public benefit,’ but that is not the case. The overall 

change in economic welfare could be smaller than the cost savings, zero, or 

even negative, depending on several factors – most of which the MEC report 

does not consider. These include: 

(a) Impact on sand prices: The effect of transport cost savings on sand 

prices depends on how prices are determined in the market – 

specifically, where Newcombe Road output would sit on the industry 

supply curve and how it affects the marginal producer whose supply 

clears the market.  
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(b) Pass-through to end users: Even if sand prices fall, the extent to which 

consumers benefit depends on how much of the cost reduction is 

passed through the supply chain (e.g., into concrete and infrastructure 

prices). For comparison, removing GST on fresh fruit and vegetables 

would not have reduced their prices by 15%. 

(c) Supply and demand elasticities: The ultimate impact on economic 

welfare depends on how responsive supply and demand are to price 

changes, as this determines changes in ‘consumer surplus’ (the benefit 

consumers receive when they pay less than they are willing to) and 

‘producer surplus’ (the benefit producers receive when they sell for 

more than their minimum acceptable price). 

53. Depending on the circumstances, a $1 reduction in transport costs could 

benefit only the supplier in question, with no broader public benefits. Testing 

this would require a complex analysis – one far more detailed than that 

contained in the MEC report. As such, I cannot comment on the specific 

impacts, if any, that volumes from Newcombe Road may have on sand prices 

or overall economic welfare. However, as I noted earlier: 

(a) It has not been demonstrated that shortages would arise in the absence 

of the Newcombe Road quarry; and 

(b) Many other suppliers appear to be better positioned to serve the 

anticipated demand. 

54. These two facts alone suggest that the incremental volumes from the 

Newcombe Road site are unlikely to have any significant impact on final sand 

prices. If that is the case, the resulting public benefits would be negligible or 

nil. Concrete prices would remain unchanged and the same construction 

projects would proceed in the same locations at the same times.   

55. The MEC report avoids engaging with these complexities and the challenges 

they present by assuming that all transport cost savings translate directly into 

public benefits. While this assumption may have been made for analytical 
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convenience, it undermines the economic relevance of the benefit estimates. 

The only scenario in which the $166.7–$168.7 million figure would represent 

the ‘total benefit’ is if both of the following conditions held: 

(a) RS Sand could actually achieve transport cost savings of the magnitude 

stated (which, as discussed earlier, is highly questionable); and 

(b) The savings had no impact on sand prices, allowing RS Sand to retain 

100% of the cost reduction as higher profit (‘producer surplus’), with 

no benefit to consumers. 

56. In any other case, the economic impact does not equal the transport cost 

saving, and the MEC report would provide no reliable gauge of its direction or 

magnitude. Moreover, even in the above conditions held, and RS Sand were to 

be the sole beneficiary of the consent, it is difficult to see how this would 

constitute a ‘significant national or regional public benefit’ within the meaning 

of the National Policy Statement. 

57. Economists often take a dispassionate view of distributional effects, viewing a 

dollar in the hands of a large corporation as equivalent to a dollar in the hands 

of a consumer. But it strains credibility to suggest that a private company’s cost 

savings, retained entirely as profit, meet the applicable criteria here. A 

company seeking a resource consent presumably expects to profit from the 

activity in question – otherwise, it would not be seeking consent. Surely, more 

than this must be demonstrated, or the criteria would serve no real purpose. 

58. Logically then, even if one accepts the $166.7–$168.7m transport cost saving 

as robust, only two possibilities exist.  

(a) RS Sand keeps 100% of that alleged saving as profit – which is arguably 

not a ‘significant national or regional public benefit’; or 

(b) It does not, in which case the MEC report provides no indication of the 

actual benefit to the public. 
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59. In neither case has a significant public benefit been established under any 

reasonable economic interpretation of the National Policy Statement. 

Emissions costs 

60. The MEC report also claims that the Newcombe Road site would reduce New 

Zealand’s carbon footprint, arguing that fewer kilometres of sand transport 

means lower emissions. This claim has two flaws. First, as I have explained, the 

report has not demonstrated that granting the resource consent would 

actually reduce trucking distances, given the likely destinations and alternative 

supply points. 

61. The second problem is even more fundamental. New Zealand operates a 

binding emissions trading scheme (ETS) with a cap-and-trade mechanism and 

the transport sector is a mandatory participant. Under the ETS, businesses 

must buy and surrender New Zealand Units (NZUs) before emitting carbon – 

one NZU allows for the emission of one tonne of carbon. 

62. Even if the transport sector’s emissions were reduced in the way MEC suggests, 

it would result in fewer NZUs being required for that purpose, thus freeing up 

those units for use by other sectors. In practice, this likely means that any 

emissions reductions resulting from the proposal would be offset by other 

businesses acquiring the surplus NZUs and increasing their emissions by the 

same amount. The net result would be zero net impact on overall emissions 

and zero cost savings. This is a core feature of the ‘trading’ aspect of the ETS.  

63. To use an analogy, imagine an All Blacks supporter who bought 20 tickets to 

the 2011 Rugby World Cup final against France at Eden Park. A few days before 

the big game, five of her friends told her they could no longer attend. Does 

that mean there were five empty seats on game day? Of course not. Demand 

for tickets far exceeded supply, so reselling or trading the tickets was easy. The 

real constraint was the stadium’s fixed capacity – the equivalent here of the 

emissions cap. 
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64. The only way overall emissions would fall is if the New Zealand Government 

tightened the emissions cap. It is unrealistic to link the Newcombe Road 

proposal to such broad national policy changes. The proposal could affect the 

price of NZUs, creating downstream effects, but the calculation in the report 

ignores this entirely. As a result, the actual emissions-related cost saving is not 

$10.7m–$11.2m – it is zero, because nationwide emissions would not 

decrease. 

Social costs  

65. The MEC report also contends that granting the Newcombe Road consent 

would reduce road deaths and injuries, based on the assumption that fewer 

kilometres travelled would result in fewer accidents (see p.19). However, this 

claim is tenuous for two key reasons. First, MEC has not shown that the 

consent would actually reduce the distances sand would need to be 

transported – this assertion remains unsubstantiated. 

66. Second, the methodology seems to overlook the transport environment. The 

MEC report does not explain how its calculations were performed, merely 

stating: “Using official valuation approaches, these risks are converted into 

social costs, specifically those related to deaths, serious injuries, and minor 

injuries” before listing the benefit estimates (p.19). 

67. As a result, the origin of these figures remains unclear. The report does not 

reference the “official valuation approaches” mentioned, and I have not had 

the opportunity to locate them. However, these numbers are probably based 

on broad national or regional averages derived from historical data showing 

the relationship between road deaths and injuries and additional kilometres 

travelled. 

68. For example, the methodology may rely on general estimates of risk per 

vehicle kilometre travelled (VKT). I suspect the MEC report has used such 

averages, applied a reduction in deaths and injuries (based on its reduced 

distance estimates), and then valued those outcomes using statistical 
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measures for life and injury. However, this is speculative, because the 

methodology is not provided. 

69. This approach – or something similar – may be appropriate for broad national 

analyses, such as predicting the impact on road deaths and injuries if New 

Zealanders were to drive more kilometres in a given year. In that case, 

variations in the transport environment would be averaged out in such a high-

level assessment.  

70. However, in my view, this method may not be appropriate for a more specific 

context like the one at hand. The reason for this is that the risk of road death 

or injury per kilometre travelled varies depending on factors such as road type, 

traffic conditions and driver behaviour. While I am not a road safety expert, I 

would expect risk factors like road type (e.g., rural vs. urban roads) and hazards 

(e.g., intersections) to be more closely associated with accidents than the 

overall distance travelled. 

71. For instance, a kilometre driven on a well-maintained dual carriageway with a 

median barrier, no sharp curves and minimal traffic is far less risky than 

travelling the same distance on narrow, winding local roads. In fact, driving 

50km on SH1 is likely less hazardous than driving just 1km on many local roads. 

In short, the type of road the trucks would be using is more important than the 

distance travelled. 

72. In this case, the routes trucks would likely take if the consent were granted 

appear to be significantly less optimal compared to those from alternative 

sources. RS Sand has indicated that 78 truckloads of sand would be transported 

per day from the Newcombe Road site. As I mentioned earlier, it seems unlikely 

that many of these trucks would be heading south, considering the distance to 

the nearest customers and the availability of closer supply points (see Table 2). 

73. A quick look at a roading map shows there is no northbound on-ramp to State 

Highway 1 near Newcombe Road. As a result, trucks would need to pass 

through Cambridge township before reaching the main route to Hamilton (see 

Figure 1 below). Sending 70 or more 30-tonne trucks through a busy urban 
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area filled with traffic and pedestrians can be expected to be far more 

hazardous than travelling on the motorway. 

Figure 1: Likely northbound route from Newcombe Road site  

 

Source: Google Maps, accessed 21 March 2025. 

74. In my opinion, there is therefore no basis to conclude that the costs arising 

from road accidents would fall if the consent were granted. There is little 

reason to believe transport distances would be significantly reduced if the 

consent were granted, and the likely routes could even increase the risk of 

injuries and deaths. As such, the $7.0m–$7.1m estimate is unreliable, and the 

actual impact could result in a net cost. 

Other omissions and uncertainties 

75. The MEC report also overlooks key factors. Logically, opening a new quarry 

would entail higher costs than sourcing the same volumes from existing 

suppliers. The direct expenses of excavation would be significantly higher, 

since it would require the construction of new infrastructure already in situ at 

other facilities, such as access roads. These costs are ignored.  
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76. Additionally, the land in question is HPL. While the total acreage may not be 

large, it remains a scarce, non-renewable resource. Converting it to quarrying 

reduces its availability for other productive uses, such as agriculture – even if 

it is later rehabilitated to approximate its original state. In the meantime, there 

is an opportunity cost: lost potential for food production or other economic 

activities. These are significant factors that the analysis overlooks or discounts. 

77. There is also the environmental impact of altering the landscape, even if only 

temporarily. The quarry would create a visible scar on the riverbank, 

diminishing local amenity values and altering the natural environment. The 

financial and societal costs of opening a new quarry, therefore, extend well 

beyond the narrow set of factors considered in the MEC report. 

78. The strikingly narrow range of the estimates raises further concerns. The 

difference between the upper ($181.2m) and lower ($179.5m) bounds is just 

$1.7m—less than 1% of the lower bound. While margins for error can vary 

significantly in economic impact assessments, such a tight range is highly 

improbable given the inherent uncertainties in the analysis. This reinforces 

that the underlying methodology is neither robust nor fit for its intended 

purpose. 

Summary 

79. In my opinion, the economic benefit estimates in the MEC report are 

fundamentally unreliable. The methodologies are opaque, irreproducible and 

contain serious errors. As a result, the numbers fail to provide any credible 

indication of whether granting the consent would deliver a significant national 

or regional public benefit. 

CONCLUSION 

80. The MEC report estimates that granting consent to the Newcombe Road site 

would deliver economic benefit of $179.5 million to $181.2 million. I have 

undertaken a high-level economic review of the analysis underpinning those 

figures to consider:  
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(a) Whether the MEC report’s claims about potential supply shortages are 

reasonable, or if an equivalent volume of sand could be sourced 

elsewhere. 

(b) Whether the MEC report demonstrates that granting resource consent 

for the Newcombe Road site would provide a significant national or 

regional public benefit. 

81. In my opinion, it has not been demonstrated that shortages would occur if the 

consent were declined. It seems more plausible that the total demand for sand 

in the Waikato region could be met through alternative sources, including 

those outside of HPL. 

82. Similarly, I do not consider the MEC report has substantiated that granting 

consent would result in a significant national or regional public benefit. The 

economic benefit estimates are unreliable, since the methodologies are 

opaque, irreproducible and contain several critical errors. 

 

 

Dated: 25 March 2025 
Hayden Matthew Green 


