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Introduction 
• My full name is Ian Hayton 
• I am an affected resident for the proposed quarry site. I live at 200 Lake View 

Drive, RD2, Cambridge. Have resided at this address with my wife and son since 
July 2016. 

 

As I will be unable to present in person at the LU/0077/23 - Newcombe Road RS Sand 
resource consent meeting on 13 June 2025, I want to ensure that the concerns of local 
residents are properly addressed. 

While I have no objection to industrial development in the Waipa District, as it provides 
essential income and employment to the region, I feel that the long-term impacts of a 
20+ year mining operation are not being sufficiently considered. Much of the evidence 
presented appears to focus on meeting only the “minimum” standards rather than 
aligning with the level of environmental and community impact that Waipa should 
aspire to or is willing to accept. 

One key example is particulate levels. Although PM2.5 has not been mentioned in any 
official documentation, my own measurements in Karapiro over the past 12 months 
indicate levels of 1–2 μg/m³. The World Health Organization (WHO) sets a maximum 
annual limit of 5 μg/m³, with 24-hour average exposures not exceeding 15 μg/m³. While 
this projected increase may be deemed “officially” acceptable, is it truly an appropriate 
long-term burden for the community and it’s residents to endure for over two decades? 



As a rural property, we collect and store rainwater for consumption and are entirely self-
reliant for energy. The dust generated by the proposed mining operations would not only 
have a detrimental effect on our drinking water quality and the air we breathe but also 
compromise our ability to generate renewable energy. 

 

There are four primary areas that require clarification and further detail: 

1. Traffic Management – Addressing the impact of approximately 400 planned 
heavy vehicle movements per 10-hour shift. 

2. Noise Abatement – Mitigating noise levels associated with the use of heavy 
industrial mining equipment. 

3. Water Usage – Evaluating the excessive use of water, with Waipa District Council 
proposing an allocation of 290 million litres per year. 

4. Dust and Particulates – Establishing acceptable PM2.5 and PM10 limits for the 
surrounding area. 

I appreciate consideration of these concerns to ensure transparency and accountability 
for the affected residents and the community as a whole. 

 

Dust and Particulates 
After reviewing the report provided by Peter Stacey, several serious concerns have been 
raised. Chief among them is the focus on PM10 particulates, with little to no reference 
to the management or monitoring of PM2.5 levels. This omission is significant and 
deeply concerning. As outlined by the World Health Organization, PM2.5 refers to fine 
particulate matter measuring 2.5 micrometres or smaller in diameter. These particles 
can be inhaled deeply into the lungs and are known to cause serious health issues. 

 

PM2.5 is a critical pollutant in urban ambient air and plays a major role in regional air 
quality, climate impact, economic burden, and public health (Ozkaynak and Thurston, 
1987; Emmanuel, 2000; Simkhovich et al., 2008; Yan et al., 2009; Tosca et al., 2010; 
Bressi et al., 2014). Dust both natural (e.g. resuspended soil and sand from storms) and 
anthropogenic (e.g. dust from quarrying and cement production) contributes 
significantly to PM2.5, accounting for over 25% of its mass concentration in urban areas 
(Kleeman et al., 1999; Canepari et al., 2009; Shi et al., 2009; Wang et al., 2012; 
Dall'Osto et al., 2013; Tian et al., 2015). 

 



Specifically, quarry mining dust, a type of anthropogenic dust is primarily generated 
through stockpiling, loading, transport, processing of mineral materials, and the open-
air storage of these materials (Elbir and Muezzinoglu, 2004; Silvester et al., 2009; 
Galindo et al., 2011). 

 

There is no mention in the report of proposed limits or planned measurement protocols 
for PM2.5, nor of the potential impact on rainwater harvesting systems used by the 
predominantly rural housing in the surrounding areas of either PM2.5 or PM10 

 

Furthermore, the recommendation to set PM10 limits above those recommended by the 
WHO which are based on conditions in polluted urban environments is highly 
problematic when applied to a rural context. This is compounded by the preference for 
using annual average concentrations rather than more responsive metrics such as shift 
averages, which would allow for immediate operational shutdown if thresholds are 
exceeded. 

 

Finally, a critical aspect that appears to be missing is public transparency. There is no 
mention of how the monitoring data will be shared or made accessible to the public. 
There is no technical barrier to publishing real-time data from monitoring stations, and 
doing so would help ensure that community interests are protected and trust is 
maintained. 

The following is some context in regard to PM2.5 and impacts; 

1. Health and Environmental Impacts of PM2.5 

• World Health Organization (WHO) 

WHO Global Air Quality Guidelines (2021) 
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240034228 

▪ PM2.5 annual mean guideline: 5 µg/m³ 

▪ PM2.5 24-hour mean: 15 µg/m³ 

▪ Health risks include cardiovascular disease, respiratory illness, 
stroke, lung cancer, and premature death. 

• Simkhovich, B. Z., Kleinman, M. T., & Kloner, R. A. (2008). 
Air pollution and cardiovascular injury: Epidemiology, toxicology, and 
mechanisms. 
Journal of the American College of Cardiology, 52(9), 719–726. 

https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240034228


o DOI: 10.1016/j.jacc.2008.05.029 

2. Contribution of Dust to PM2.5 

• Tian, Y. Z., Wang, J., Peng, X., & Shi, G. L. (2015). 
A review of source apportionment of PM2.5. 
Atmospheric Environment, 105, 50–63. 

o Shows that dust contributes significantly to PM2.5 levels, especially in 
areas near quarries and construction. 

• Elbir, T., & Muezzinoglu, A. (2004). 
Development of a decision support system for urban air quality management in 
the Izmir metropolitan area. 
Environmental Modelling & Software, 19(10), 885–895. 

3. Quarry Dust and Rural Impact 

• Silvester, S. A., et al. (2009). 
Impact of quarry dust on water quality and human health. 
(Published by environmental monitoring agencies and often cited in rural air 
studies.) 

• Galindo, N., et al. (2011). 
Emission factors of particulate matter from open-air storage piles in quarries. 
Environmental Science and Pollution Research, 18, 1124–1133. 

 

 

Water Usage 
The draft approvals provided by Waipā District Council indicate that the proposed sand 
mine will use and consume approximately 290 million litres of water per year, with the 
heaviest demand falling during the summer months. This coincides with drier 
temperatures and an increased risk of dust, placing further strain on the community. 

 

Currently, the Council struggles to meet the community’s water needs and has 
significantly underfunded water reticulation infrastructure in the Waipā region likely for 
decades. Waipā District Council is also quick to erect “Save Water” signs and impose 
watering restrictions on the very first day of summer. 

 



Where, then, is this 290 million litres of water expected to come from? This critical 
detail appears to be either poorly documented or entirely absent from the draft resource 
consent documentation. 

 

If the water is to be drawn from the same aquifers and water tables that service the 
wider Waipā community, it raises serious concerns about the long-term sustainability 
and fairness of such usage. Would this not place a disproportionate and detrimental 
burden on the community’s shared water resources? 

 

In addition, there appears to be minimal if any consideration given to the treatment or 
containment of wastewater. There is no clear plan outlined for managing contaminated 
runoff, whether through settling ponds or other forms of mitigation, despite the 
extensive use of water in sand mining operations. It is noted in section 4.4 of the Erosion 
and Sediment Control Plan provided by Southern Skies there is a basic consideration 
but also states due to high absorption rates this may not be effective. 

 

As of 2024, detailed data on Cambridge's annual water usage is not publicly available. 
However, an estimate of the town's water consumption using available information and 
standard consumption rates aligns to the following. 

Estimated Annual Water Usage in Cambridge: 

• Population: Approximately 21,795 residents  
• Average Daily Consumption: The median daily residential water consumption in 

New Zealand is about 263 litres per person 
• Daily Consumption: 21,795 residents × 263 litres/person/day = approximately 

5,732,385 litres/day 
• Annual Consumption: 5,732,385 litres/day × 365 days ≈ 2,092,318,525 

litres/year 

Therefore, Cambridge's estimated annual water usage is approximately 2.09 billion 
litres. 

Given that the proposed sand mine is projected to consume approximately 290 million 
litres of water annually, this would represent about 13.9% of Cambridge's estimated 
total annual water usage. Such a significant allocation warrants thorough assessment 
and transparent documentation to ensure the sustainability and equity of water 
resource management in the region. 

 



 

Noise Abatement 
The proposed open-cast (or open-pit) mining operations are known to generate 
significant environmental noise. This along with the proposed 10 hour six days a week 
shift schedule disadvantage that of the surrounding residents for some distance, 500+ 
metres at high to unacceptable levels for 20+ years as the planned mine life. 

Typical Noise Sources and Levels 

Source 
Typical Noise Level 
(dBA, at source) 

Reference 

Excavators, Loaders, 
Dozers 

80–95 dBA 
WorkSafe NZ; EPA Victoria 
(2007) 

Haul Trucks (engine, 
movement) 

85–95 dBA 
International Finance 
Corporation (IFC, 2007) 

Conveyors and Processing 
Equipment 

75–90 dBA 
WHO Guidelines for Community 
Noise (1999) 

Background Ambient (rural 
baseline) 

30–40 dBA 
NZS 6801:2008; MfE Guidance 
Notes 

   

The application lacks sufficient detail on expected noise levels, proposed mitigation 
measures, and real-time monitoring plans, automated plant shutdowns due to 
breaches. There is also no clear commitment to restricting noisy operations to 
appropriate hours or implementing effective acoustic barriers and management 
equipment. 

Without stringent noise controls and transparent monitoring with public reporting, the 
proposed mine poses a serious risk to community health, wellbeing, and quality of life. 
Loud noise events, can cause disturbance, sleep deprivation, and stress to nearby 
residents, as this planning will be for the 20-year life of a Mine and not a short duration 
building site. 

Any acceptance needs to consider the following: 

• Require comprehensive noise modelling based on site-specific data and not 
randomised data from other locals 

• Ensure strict noise limits consistent with NZS 6802:2008. 



• Mandate robust mitigation measures, including restricted hours and 
construction of acoustic bunds. 

• Implement independent, real-time noise monitoring with publicly accessible 
results. 

• Consider cumulative noise impacts alongside other regional sources. 

• Consider the use electric excavators / loaders and other heavy machinery with 
move away from Diesel based equipment. 

Finally, a critical aspect that appears to be missing is public transparency. There is no 
mention of how any monitoring will be undertaken or data that will be shared or made 
accessible to the public. As for the dust and particulates there is no technical barrier to 
publishing real-time data from monitoring stations, and doing so would help ensure that 
community interests are protected and trust is maintained. 

 

 

Traffic Management 
There has been very little detail in regard to how the up to 400 truck movements per day 
are going to be managed. It is noted in the submission document 11016180 (Landscape 
and Visual Assessment Report) – “movement will average 71 trucks per weekday (142 
movements) with a maximum of 200 trucks per weekday (400 movements) / quarry will 
operate 50 weeks of the year and will be open 10 hours per day from Monday to Friday 
and 5 hours on Saturday” 

Two options have been considered, yet neither appears to be a viable solution within 
the current roading arrangement. 

Given that the majority of heavy vehicle movements will be heading north and 
considering that NZTA has already stated it will not modify the expressway to allow for a 
northbound on-ramp or a southbound access only two options remain: 

• Vehicles travel north through Cambridge, ascending Carters Flat Hill to the top of 
town, navigating two roundabouts, and then accessing the expressway to 
continue north. 

• The alternative is to travel south for ~5 km to the Karapiro turnaround, wait for 
more than five minutes, then head ~5 km back north essentially returning to their 
original starting point. 

 



Michael Hall has provided evidence discussing his opinion on daily heavy vehicle 
movements, estimating them at 156. However, considering the minimum level of 
vehicle movements stated in the submission, the proposed mine is unlikely to be 
financially viable at that level. It is essential to determine the actual number of loads the 
submitter anticipates, which likely falls within the range of 125–150 loads per day during 
a 10-hour shift. With this in mind, the true impact should be assessed in contrast to the 
narrative focused on "minimum/average" figures, ensuring residents understand the full 
extent of the situation. 

 

To illustrate the impact of heavy vehicles on Cambridge, it is worth considering the 
effect of the Hautapu Dairy Factory. A review of its 2024 report indicates an average of 
448 truck movements per day, with fewer than 50% directly affecting Cambridge. As a 
former resident of Leamington, I have firsthand experience of trucks passing through 
Shakespeare Street, and even this relatively small number only 10–12% of the total milk 
tankers creates a noticeable impact. 

In comparison, more than 95% of the truck and trailer units proposed in the submission 
will directly affect either Cambridge or the Karapiro turnaround. This is not a minor 
increase.  

 

As a Karapiro resident who regularly uses the turnaround by car and motorbike, I know 
that it can take over five minutes to safely turn. This time doubles when turning 
northbound. If cars require this long, a truck and trailer could take anywhere from 10 to 
15 minutes. With the proposal allowing for a maximum of 400 movements per day 
equating to one truck every two minutes the resulting queue on State Highway 1 would 
pose a significant safety risk for all road users. The designated runoff area for the 
turnaround can accommodate only one or two trucks at a time, not to mention the 
residents and other vehicles relying on this infrastructure. 

 

Regarding traveling through Cambridge, I am not a traffic modeller, but even on a good 
day, queues at the northern entrance of town can be problematic. The prospect of slow-
moving heavy vehicles grinding up and down Carters Flat Hill every few minutes is 
difficult to imagine. 

 

Regards Ian Hayton 
6th June 2025 
 


