Introduction

Good morning, my name is Colin Bailey, and | have lived at 42 French Pass Road with my
wife since 2018. Our daughter, Antoinette, son-in-law and our two young grandsons also
live at 42 French Pass Road. This property sits within the red circle on the map included in
the Applicant’s submissions and is directly impacted by the operations of the proposed sand
quarry at 77 Newcombe Road.

| am here today not just as a resident but as a father and grandfather deeply concerned
about the devastating impact this quarry will have on our health, our home, and the
community. With a background in finance, manufacturing and industry, including cement,
concrete, open-cut limestone mines and coal mining, | am well aware of the consequences
of industrial operations like this one. | have seen firsthand how such projects affect people’s
lives, their health, and their environment.

Discovery of the Proposed Sand Quarry

| first became aware of the proposed sand quarry in 2023. The more | learned, the more
alarmed | became. This is not just about a business operating near our home—it is about the
risks to our health, the impact on our quality of life, and the apparent flaws and
inconsistencies in the applicant's submission.

The Applicant’s Submissions
The applicant has made several claims that are inconsistent and misleading.

They assert that no residential properties overlook the site. This is demonstrably
incorrect. Our daughter’s and son-in-law’s house, along with their commercial horse-riding
arena, directly overlook the proposed quarry. Additionally, every rider and visitor to the
horse-riding arena will have a direct view of this industrial operation, something completely
omitted from the submission.

Horse riders frequently ride down to areas immediately adjacent to the quarry site.
The presence of large machinery, dust, and noise will negatively impact this activity, yet the
applicant fails to acknowledge this significant intrusion into our way of life.

One of the most alarming inaccuracies is the applicant's claim that the silica content in
the sand is approximately 25% of what is actually present. This may have been addressed by
subsequent submissions by the applicant however errors of this nature call into question
the accuracy of the information submitted. The lack of comparable data regarding RCS in
the area is of grave concern. Silica is a known carcinogen, and its airborne particles pose
severe health risks. The proposed quarrying plan even as amended, the prevailing winds,
and the silica content will create an environment dangerous to everyone living on or visiting
the property. It wasn’t too long ago that silica dust from maufactured stone operations was
considered safe. This has been proved to be incorrect.

Monitoring

Our family's health is my greatest concern. The applicant's dust suppression methods are
reactive rather than being set up to stop dust leaving the site and spreading onto
surrounding properties. By the time the results of the monitoring would be viewed, silica-
laden dust will already



have been inhaled by my family, by the horseriders, and by every visitor to our property.
This is simply unacceptable.

Beyond the health risks, our family deeply values the rural beauty of our home. The Karapiro
Stream, which separates our property from the proposed quarry, is a place where we have
spent countless hours watching eels, fish, ducks, and hawks. If this quarry proceeds, this
area will no longer be safe and it will overlook an eyesore. Dust, noise, and pollution will
replace the peaceful natural environment we cherish. Developers of residential and
recreational properties don’t develop adjacent to sand quarries and the reverse should also

apply.

Flawed Economic and Transport Assumptions

The applicant also claims that the quarry will provide economic benefits at a national and
regional level. However, these claims appear to be based on conflicting market assumptions.
The applicant’s initial submission states that demand for sand is based on concrete
consumption per capita, implying the sand from the proposed quarry would all used in the
concrete industry. The applicant’s subsequent submission states that 35% to 42% of the
sand from the proposed quarry will be sold for concrete manufacture, leaving the remainder
to be sold to unknow customers at unknown locations for unknown purposes.

The applicant’s transport plan is based on averaged figures, failing to account for peak
traffic periods. Anyone familiar with Cambridge traffic knows how heavy it already is.
Introducing a high volume of trucks at peak hours will create congestion, increase the risk of
accidents, and put even more lives in danger. The intersection of Newcombe and Tirau
Roads in a 100kph zone and the two already highly congested roundabouts on Victoria Road
are cases in point.

Concluding Remarks

The proposed sand quarry at 77 Newcombe Road must be rejected for the following
reasons:

1. Health Hazards — The risk of airborne silica exposure is a well-documented health
threat. My family and the community cannot be subjected to a known carcinogen.

2. Loss of Quality of Life — The noise, dust, and unsightly nature of the quarry will destroy
the peace and beauty of our property, the business carried on there, and our way of life.
3. Inaccurate, inconsistent and misleading submissions — The applicant has made
numerous inaccurate, inconsistent and misleading statements regarding silica content,
residential visibility, economic benefits, and traffic impacts.

4. Environmental and Safety Concerns — The natural beauty and safety of the Karapiro
Stream and surrounding land will be compromised. Increased truck traffic poses further
risks to Cambridge residents.

| ask those responsible for making this decision to consider this:

e Can you make a positive decision on the application when you have been presented
with incomplete and inaccurate information?

e Would you want to live raise your family in an environment where the air you
breathe could cause cancer, where the beauty of your environment is destroyed by
industrial noise and dust, and where the safety on the community on roads is
compromised?



If your answer is no to one or both questions, the only reasonable decision is to reject this

application.
Thank you.

Colin Bailey.



