Antoinette Powell — Proposed Quarry at 77 Newcombe Road: Notes for 13" June 2025.

Firstly, | just want to confirm we do not want a quarry next door to us so | am still
requesting this consent be declined.

Visual and Amenity Effects

The visual and amenity effects on our entire property have been seriously understated
by the applicant’s expert. The images are not correct, they seems to be distorted, and it
is not true to the view we have - I'll get to that in a bit.

For me the main issues regarding the view/landscape from our property is twofold:

1. Mitigation Responsibility: Even keeping the gully wall/river bank full height, we will
still be looking directly into the quarry area from our top level —we will see
machinery, haul roads, and activity— our view to the quarry site from the house and
top area is higher than in the illustrations and photos from Mr Mansergh, we will see
the workings from the quarry activity for a number of years/decades.

Even with the gully wall remaining, as it is, we can already see tractors and the
mining equipment that has been sitting there for years. What will sit on top of this
wall to mitigate these concerns. A large bund perhaps? The applicant expects
neighbours to plant on their own properties to mitigate the visual impacts. We
strongly reject this. All mitigation must occur within the quarry site. We will not bear
the cost or effort to mitigate the applicant’s adverse effects—visual or
environmental. | mentioned planting or providing a screen of some plant species at
the previous hearing, there has still been no proposal from the applicant that
mitigates this.

2. Long-Term Outlook: We face decades of knowing that the gully wall will eventually
come down, this will be looming over our heads for 24 years or thereabouts! And |
have no confidence in the proposed restoration plan. If the applicant cannot produce
consistent plans now, how can we trust they will rehabilitate the site properly, how
do they propose to do this, how will they honour their proposal if they’re selling the
overburden which | believe is required to reinstate the soil for pasture.

If the river bank does come down in Stage 5 what will the Applicant do to mitigate
our landscape view, amenity effects for that time, from both the top and bottom

levels of our property this is most certainly moderate to high effect.

The current proposal will result in ongoing, significant adverse effects that cannot be
adequately avoided or mitigated. We will be forced to endure relentless visual eyesore and
quarry activity that will severely diminish our quality of life—not just now, but throughout
our senior years and during the entire upbringing of our children.



| strongly reiterate that the gully wall/riverbank must remain in place permanently. Its
removal would carve an unnatural and unacceptable scar into what is recognised as a
cultural landscape zone. It is wholly unreasonable that our family, our home, and our future
should be sacrificed for the economic benefit of the Applicant. We reject any proposal that
shifts this burden onto us and fails to consider our perspective—I do not want to be looking
into a quarry every time | step outside. Would the gully wall/river bank be allowed to be
removed from the Karapiro stream - see photo on wall in hearing room...

Landscape Planting Assumptions

Is tree planting still proposed? Mr. Mansergh assumes ideal growth conditions for trees in a
sandy, flood-prone area. This same area flooded twice in the last two weeks, transforming
into a flowing stream, and it’s beautiful —one reason we refer to it as a riverbank, not a
gully wall. Furthermore, Transpower prohibits planting trees taller than 2m under the
powerlines in the 24m-wide corridor. These constraints have not been properly addressed,

or they may have come hearing day.

Photos of the full stream/flooding from 11t June 2025.
Finally

We simply do not have faith that the Applicant will follow through on their promises,
particularly given the minimal regard shown to neighbours to date and lack of accurate
reports. We urge the panel to consider whether the adverse effects have truly been
avoided, remedied, or mitigated—as required by section 5 of the RMA. In my view, they
have not.

This proposal will cause significant, long-term harm to our home, our amenity, and our
children's future—with inadequate planning to address it.





