
Hello 

Thank you for the opportunity to present this submission. My name 
is Colin Bradley and I am a resident of French Pass Road, Cambridge. I 
strongly oppose the proposed sand quarry at Newcombe Road 
because it is a poor choice of location.  

My wife and I first settled in French Pass Road in 1995 and over that 
time we have built a beautiful equine facility. Our children have all 
been raised at French Pass Road and it is a wonderful sanctuary to 
live at, with phenomenal views in all directions. 

I apologise if some of what I am about to say sounds personal but 
this is personal to me and many of the people who reside in 
Cambridge, especially the people who share the boundary with the 
proposed quarry site. I felt sorry for the Flintoft’s when I read their 
story. We are in a similar dilemma with our future plans for 
retirement now in doubt. The plan was to remain where we are and 
buy a couple of properties for our children close by but if this goes 
through we will forced to possibly look at selling up and moving on. I 
know this doesn’t count for anything with the Councils and 
Commissioners, but it is the reality. 

I have tried to read a lot of the evidence and submissions for and 
against the quarry site. I thought I had a reasonable handle on parts 
of it and then on Monday and Tuesday more information came 
through, rebuttal reports, so I may not be up to date with things as I 
did not have the time to read through much more, so apologies if 
some of what I say is not current. 

I will say that I feel some of the applicant’s expert’s evidence and 
views are not balanced but I guess that is the outcome when there is 
a defined end goal in mind.  

I was particularly interested in the Economics submission on behalf 
of the applicant.  



 

Economics 

Regarding the economics evidence supplied by M.E. Consulting. 
there appears to be no peer review of this document by Waipa 
Council even though it is a key point in decision making. It was up to 
Rhys Powell to get a peer review and I think Mr Hayden Green makes 
some excellent points around the assumptions used in the report, 
regarding the regional shortness of sand supply. Additionally he 
demonstrates that the assumptions around cost savings and 
emissions are oversimplified and misleading. I think more work 
needs to be done to clarify what the true benefits are and whether 
the proposed quarry is as important as the MEC report indicates. 
Naturally this leads to the point that the MEC report does not 
demonstrate clear significant national or regional public benefits.  

Now I see the rebuttal says….2.3 that RS Sand counsel said it is a 
matter of law, that it is unlawful to assume that existing resource 
consents will be renewed or assume replacement consents. Of 
course they did as they are desperate to show a catastrophic 
shortfall in sand supply and RS Sands is coming to the rescue. If this 
rule is followed with all applicants then doesn’t it mean that all 
applications in the short term will show that there is a looming sand 
shortfall as no alternatives will be forecast. Next we may well will be 
littered with quarries in the future. 

I would have thought that all that is required is to apply some 
realistic assumptions for the future…..if you don’t then the 
information you are providing is baseless. I have had to do many 
financial forecasts in my profession. It would be like me assessing a 
business proposition but I don’t know what the competitors will be 
doing. And so I just leave competitor sales out of any sales 
assumptions and so the sales growth is huge for the business I am 
evaluating. And then my conclusion is almost certainly going to be, 



the business will be a success. Unfortunately that would not fly in my 
profession. 

The point is, the supposed supply crisis is baseless at present and not 
on our doorstep as it is predicated on poor assumptions.  

 

National Policy Statement – Highly Productive Land  

Amended National Policy Statement 

Development on High Productive land is allowed if; 

(j) (iv) aggregate extraction that provides significant national or 
regional public benefit that could not otherwise be achieved using 
resources within New Zealand. 

As Todd Whittaker says in his report ‘The Commissioners will need to 
consider and determine for themselves whether the material and 
economic assessment presented by RS sand satisfies the NPS-HPL 
exemption criteria’.  This is obviously very much in question given 
the peer review by Mr Green, and in my opinion the answer is ‘No’. 

 

Dust  

I am not sure if the significant difference in silica content has been 
resolved. I saw a little bit of the rebuttal which I didn’t understand 
and thought it was a case of shifting sands, excuse the pun, so I wont 
delve into this now.  

This needs to be resolved if it hasn’t already as potentially this means 
the applicant’s air quality assessment, and council’s review, 
significantly underestimate potential offsite effects. 

On a side note – regarding Nuisance dust - Andrew Curtis obviously 
doesn’t live in Cambridge or French Pass Road as he states. 
Offensiveness: I do not consider that there is anything intrinsically 



offensive about the dust at this site as it is essentially the same as 
could occur from any earthmoving activity in the site, including 
paddock rehabilitation. How does he think he can he compare a 
farming operation to a quarry operation, they are poles apart 
regarding their invasiveness. And paddock rehabilitation isn’t 
occurring 6 days per week, up to 10 hours per day, all year round.  

 

Amenity and Property Values 

Regarding the Amenity factor Mr Whitaker states ‘I am satisfied that 
the adverse effects on the surrounding landscape and rural character 
values are acceptable’….very easy to say when you don’t live there, 
which I assume he doesn’t. He points out that access wasn’t granted 
to RS sands experts by neighbouring properties…..we were never 
approached. 

Regarding property values, Mr Whittaker is very dismissive of 
concerns around property values decreasing and stating that it is 
highly subjective. If you have two identical properties you are looking 
at. The first has an idyllic setting across from a beautiful green farm, 
with a beautiful stream in between. The second has a quarry 
operation and you are looking and a scarred landscape and heavy 
machinery operating 6 days per week , and potential harmful dust 
blowing over your property. I think we all can agree You would 
almost certainly offer more money for property one. Surely it is easy 
to get expert valuer’s to give their opinion on what the quarry 
operations might do to property values. Given a lot of the modelling 
and assumptions from other areas of the report are very subjective, 
it seems reasonable to quantify this property devaluation factor. 

Conclusion 

Waikato accounts for nearly one quarter of the total aggregates 
production across all of NZ with only Auckland at a similar level. This 



would suggest to me there is plenty of sand in the Waikato to service 
the region’s needs. In fact in August 2022 Waka Kotahi only 
identified Auckland and Wellington with concerns of mismatch 
between supply location and demand location.  

However, My biggest single question is a simple WHY ?. WHY has this 
location been chosen, when it has many real issues. 

There will be scores of applicable sites in the Waikato that don’t 
attract the same issues as this location, such as; 

being close to a beautiful thriving town,  

congesting Cambridge even more than now,  

safety issues with trucks merging onto State Highway 1 going South 
or Uturning at Karapiro Hyro turn, a dangerous part of the Highway 
already. People could be killed. 

safety of other road users through Cambridge, cars, cyclists, 
pedestrians. Someone could be killed. 

Ecological concerns with a known cultural landscape area….with 
endangered species at risk. They colonies could die out. 

impacts of continued excessive water use….. I note the Regional 
Council S42a report says that the effects from the proposed take at 
the distance our property is from the proposed site is not 
anticipated. That statement doesn’t really full me with confidence, 
what happens if we do lose our water supply, we so heavily rely on 
for our horses…who is accountable ? 

health concerns over the silica dust which is a known carcinogen. 
Who is accountable if people or horses develop silicosis?  

I believe these are reasonably foreseeable problems/ events. If any 
of these eventuate we would like to know what the applicants 
remedy will be ? 



There are hundreds of submissions against the proposal, mainly from 
Cambridge residents. This does not seem to be a factor in any of the 
reports, just a side note. 

My opinion, this is not about significant public benefit or saving NZ 
from a short supply of sand in 5 years, or saving the planet through 
reducing the carbon footprint, it’s undoubtedly about money, and 
lots of it, for the applicants and their partners.  

I am realistic and understand it is highly unlikely that the consent will 
not be given. The resources at the applicants disposal are far too 
great to fight. 

However there must be a more suitable location ? 

However if the Commissioners decide this is it please please place 
strong enough conditions that it does not ruin the adjoining 
properties and communites lifestyles. 

Make sure 

It is a pit, not open face 

Have the quarry well back from the stream 

Place the processing plant on South Side 

Allow no more than 5 hectares in operation at any one time 

Have the applicants plant shelter belts long before operations begin 
so they are mature once it begins 

Have the applicants pay for planting on adjoining properties 

Seal all the roads 

Have proper dust mitigation and monitoring 

Thank you. 


