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SJ Flintoft Family Trust 

Submitter evidence on Notified Resource Consent LU/0077/23 (WDC) & APP145695 (WRC) – 

RS Sand Limited Sand Quarry 

 

Full name:  SJ Flintoft Family Trust 

  

Postal Address: 178 Tirau Road 

   

Phone:   027 2902029 

Email:   sflintoft@xtra.co.nz 

 

Evidence Information: 

Sharyn Flintoft could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.  

Sharyn Flintoft opposes LU/0077/23 (WDC) & APP145695 (WRC) in its entirety. The reasons are 

provided in the attached document.   

SJ Flintoft Family Trust are unable to attend the hearing, however we request that our evidence 

get tabled on the day, to ensure our appeal rights are retained.  

Regards,  

 

Sharyn Flintoft  

 



 

 

 

 

  

 

2 

1.0 Executive Summary 

SJ Flintoft Family Trust welcomes the opportunity to provide submitter evidence on the notified 

Resource Consent LU/0077/23 (WDC) & APP145695 (WRC) – on behalf of RS Sand Limited for a 

Sand Quarry as prepared by Kinetic Environmental Consulting Limited for a Discretionary 

Activity. 

We as a family have lived on the property located at 178 Tirau Road for over 11.5 years which 

was originally purchased with a view to accommodate extended family and a site from which we 

could run our business, and over time make alterations and renovations to secure the long-term 

investment. The attraction of the location of close proximity to town, beautiful outlook to the 

Mangatautari, Maungakawa, and Pirongia hills and views over the Golf course, and knowledge 

that the expressway would, and has, vastly reduce the traffic movements past the property, was 

worth enduring the construction of the expressway and short-term inconvenience, for the long-

term gain.   

Over this timeline we have made substantial investment in upgrading and renovating the 

property to provide a legacy and secure investment for the family now and into the future.  As 

the family have grown and I am nearing Retirement age, the decision was made to market the 

property for sale, and recognise the effort put into creating the investment and in this regard 

Market appraisals were obtained, and Real Estate Agents viewed the property to provide advice 

on the best path forward and expected financial outcomes.  The general consensus was that it 

is a beautiful and VERY special and unique property, especially with everything it offers and its 

close proximity to town, the expressway and essential services. 

Since this decision was made, we have learned of the Proposed Sand Quarry development, and 

in speaking to the same Agents, they have confirmed that given the size of the operation, the 

expected noise and disruption from Truck and staff vehicle accessing and exiting directly 

opposite our driveway being the only access to the operation, not to mention the potential 

health risks and safety concerns, the property will be vastly devalued as a result.   

Based on our understanding, there are plenty of suitable suppliers of sand within the region, and 

it is devastating to my family to learn of the intention.  

 Our understanding is that the planned operation will operate 10 hours per day, 6 days per week, 

50 weeks of the year for 25 years, not to mention any subsequent consent variations that would 

likely be approved, which could double the number of truck movements. From my 
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understanding, once a development has been consented, and the developer has got their foot 

in the door, it becomes very difficult for Council to decline any future variations to the consent. 

As a result, the application as proposed is not likely to be the end result.  We would invite the 

applicant to comment further on this point, and provide us reassurance that no further variations 

to the consent would be applied for (should consent be approved). 

 Our right to peace and enjoyment of our property will be destroyed and the emotional stress 

which is already taking a toll on my health and wellbeing can only be exasperated as a result, 

not to mention the financial loss, generated through an erosion in our amenity values and other 

subsequent environmental effects  

From a District Planning perspective, our property is located within the Rural Zone, just outside 

the urban limits of Cambridge. 

In our view, the proposed activities will have an adverse effect on our property and the wider 

Cambridge community at a level that simply cannot be avoided or mitigated. The key 

environmental effects are listed as follows 

• Traffic 

• Amenity 

• Noise 

• Ecological 

• Dust 

• Loss of highly productive land 

Furthermore, the proposal is in direct conflict with the objectives and policies of the Waipa 

District Plan, and the relevant National Policy Statements and Te Ture Whaimana - Vison and 

Strategy for Waikato River.  

In summary; based on the application (as lodged) and the further information provided, the 

proposal does not satisfy the requirements of the Resource Management Act 1991 and should 

not be approved. 

Form our perspective, if a revised access configuration was established that directed all north 

bound traffic onto SH1, rather than Tirau Road, then we reserve the right to reconsider or 

submission in opposition. Notwithstanding, even if this amendment was to occur, it is doubtful 

the requirements of the District and Regional Plans and Section 104 of the RMA could actually 

be satisfied, enabling the proposal to be approved.  
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We appreciate the Commissioner and hearing panel acknowledging our evidence.  

2.0 Evidence 

SJ Flintoft Family Trust is in opposition to the notified Resource Consent LU/0077/23 (WDC) & 

APP145695 (WRC) – on behalf of RS Sand Limited for a Sand Quarry, in its entirety.   

In our view, the proposal will generate an unacceptable level of environmental effects that cannot 

be avoided or mitigated. 

The most significant environmental effects are those associated with the following: 

• Traffic 

• Amenity 

• Ecology 

• Noise 

• Dust 

• Loss of highly productive soil. 

Traffic 

Of primary concern is the proposed traffic movements which will see up to 400 vehicle 

movements accessing the quarry on a daily basis (aside from Sundays and public holidays, noting 

that work the quarry will operate on Saturdays). 

Given there is no direct access onto State Highway 1, any northbound trucks will need to utilise 

the Newcombe Road/Tirau Road intersection, which is almost directly opposite our residence.   

This will have significant adverse effects on our property, from both a noise, traffic safety and 

general amenity perspective. 

The northbound traffic movements will then be required to venture directly through the 

Cambridge Town Centre, or via Shakespeare Street in Leamington, depending on where their 

final destination is.  This will also have significant amenity related effects on the wider Cambridge 

township. 

In our view, the potential effects on the Cambridge township associated with the increased traffic 

movements are undisputed; and it would be difficult to comprehend any point of view that stated 

otherwise. 
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If an additional access onto SH 1 was established for northbound and southbound vehicles, then 

this could potentially avoid and mitigate any adverse traffic effects and associated ancillary 

effects (such and amenity and noise) as they relate to ourselves and the Cambridge Township. 

However, it is our understanding that this situation, whilst considered, has not been supported 

by NZTA. 

In our view the traffic related effects are significant. 

Amenity 

The proposal will result in a significant increase of heavy vehicle movements utilising the 

adjoining intersection, which is in close proximity to our property (approximately 70m). This in 

turn will have an adverse effect on our existing amenity values.  

The best people to judge what contributes to an amenity related effect, are those individuals 

who live within Cambridge or the surrounding area (not the 42a Author, or Applicants).  With 

this in mind, it is noted that there has been a substantial volume of submissions in opposition to 

this proposal, which have referenced adverse amenity related effects.  In our view, this needs to 

be carefully considered by the Commissioners.   

Further, the Section 42a Author appears to be uncertain in how to deal with amenity related 

effects; and has not made any clear conclusions on this matter in his 42a Report, which is unusual, 

considering amenity is a key area of concern of many of the submitters.  It is also unclear, how 

the Section 42a Author has then reached the overall conclusion that the consent is able to be 

granted, without fully addressing clear and obvious amenity related effects.  

Our property is just about to go on the market, and the proposed increase in heavy vehicle 

movements outside our front gate is going to severely impact the value of our property, which 

is of great concern and anxiety for us as a family. 

We acknowledge that that reduction in property values is not a valid consideration under the 

RMA, however reduced property values have a clear correlation to the erosion of our existing 

amenity values. In our view, there is a clear and measurable link between the two; and thus, 

should be a valid consideration for the commissioners.  

In our view amenity effects are significant. 

Noise (associated with Traffic) 

Whilst there is limited evidence to suggest that the noise generated for the actual operation of 

the quarry will adversely affect our property, one thing that is certain is that the increased heavy 
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vehicle movements will generate additional noise over and above what currently audible at our 

property.  

To the best of our knowledge, no noise assessment associated with the increased vehicle 

movements has been undertaken as it relates to our property, but also the Cambridge town 

centre, which will see the truck movements traversing through residential environments, 

particularly those directed to the west, that will need to utilise Shakespeare Street and potentially 

Pope Terrace.  

In terms of our property, we will experience a significant increase in noise effects as the trucks 

will need to slow down and speed up as they approach and depart the Newcome Road/Tirau 

Road intersection. 

In our view, this additional noise is not an acceptable outcome for our site and also the wider 

Cambridge community. 

Ecology 

Whilst not of direct relevance to our property, the proposal is concluded to generate potentially 

more than minor ecological effects.  

It appears that the Section 42a Author is also unconvinced that any potential ecological effects 

can be addressed.  

The Karāpiro Gully and Stream is crucial habitat for long-tailed bats, eels, crayfish, and other 

species. It has also been acknowledged as an important trout spawning stream, during the 

autumn and winter months. 

Disturbing the area by removing the riverbank and extracting minerals nearby would harm water 

quality and disrupt important habitats and ecosystems.  

This would significantly weaken the biodiversity and ecological balance of the gully. 

In our view, the potential ecological effects cannot be avoided or mitigated to an acceptable 

level. 

Dust 

In our view, there is not enough evidence to suggest that any potential dust related effects can 

be appropriately avoided or mitigated to an acceptable level.  

Highly Productive Soil 
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The proposal will compromise the ability to utilise the District’s Highly Productive Soils.  Further 

discussion relating to this point is outlined below. 

Council Reports. 

Firstly, we would like to note that Councils Section 95 report, makes the following conclusions: 

• More than minor adverse landscape and visual amenity effects on adjacent landowners 

and occupiers, 

• Potentially more than minor traffic effects on the wider environment and Newcombe 

Road residents. 

• Potentially more than minor ecological effects on the environment 

• Potentially more than minor effects associated with the loss of productive land. 

We therefore find it difficult to understand how the Section 42a Report has recommended the 

application be approved.  

In our view, it is unclear to us, how the Section 42 Author has managed to reach a conclusion 

that consent could be granted, when there are obvious traffic related effects (in particular) that 

simply haven’t been avoided or mitigated. 

Section 104 

The wider 104 Assessment needs to not only take into account the actual and potential 

environmental effects but also relevant objectives and policies of the Waipa District and Waikato 

Regional Plan, National and Reginal Policy Statements, National Environmental Standards; and 

any other relevant strategic documents 

Starting with the Waipa District Plan, in our view, the proposal is clearly contrary to the following 

most relevant objectives and policies; noting that a number of objectives and policies are simply 

not relevant to this application:  

Objective – Rural Activity: mineral and aggregate prospecting, exploration and extraction 

4.3.5 - To meet the District’s and Region’s mineral and aggregate needs from predominantly 

local sources and ensure that the location, use and development of the District’s mineral and 

aggregate resources is provided for, subject to the management of the adverse effects 

associated with such activities 

Comment 

https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/31/0/0/0/68
https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/31/0/0/0/68
https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/31/0/0/0/68
https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/31/0/0/0/68
https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/31/0/0/0/68
https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/31/0/0/0/68
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It is clear that the adverse environmental effects associated with this activity cannot be managed 

to an acceptable level.  As a result, the proposal is contrary to this objective and policy.  

Policies – Mineral extraction 

4.3.5.3 Mineral extraction activities are managed so that the adverse effects of the 

activities are internalised, or avoided, remedied or mitigated as far as practicable 

through methods such as management, mitigation and rehabilitation plans that 

address matters such as: 

a) Managing dust, noise, vibration, access and illumination to maintain 

amenity values, particularly during the night time; and 

b) Ensuring buildings and structures are appropriately located in relation to 

boundaries, and of an appropriate scale; and 

c) Undertaking remedial measures during extraction operations; and 

d) Requiring sites to be rehabilitated and ensuring appropriate materials are 

used for this purpose 

 

4.3.5.4  The scale and location of mineral extraction activities shall: 

a. Be consistent with the capacity, design and function of the road 

hierarchy; and 

 

b. Not adversely affect rural character. 

Comment 

Whilst it is acknowledged the important role mineral extraction activities play in our economy, 

they simply cannot be to the detriment of residents, communities and the quality of the 

environment. In our view, the proposal is unable to effectivity manage the resultant 

environmental effects to an acceptable level and is therefore contrary with the above objective 

and policies.  

Objective – Rural Character 

4.3.7  Rural character and amenity is maintained 

Policies - Rural character 

 

https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/31/0/0/0/68
https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/31/0/0/0/68
https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/31/0/0/0/68
https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/31/0/0/0/68
https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/31/0/0/0/68
https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/31/0/0/0/68
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  4.3.7.1   Land use activities should be at a density, scale, intensity and location to 

maintain rural character. 

 

4.3.7.2   Rural character and associated amenity values shall be maintained by ensuring 

rural land uses predominate in the Rural Zone, and buildings are of an 

appropriate scale and location. 

Comment 

The proposal will adversely affect rural character and is thus clearly in conflict with the above 

objectives and policies.  

Policy - Rural character of entrance roads 

 

4.3.7.5 To preserve the rural character of entrance roads to towns and villages and 

maintain a distinct delineation between urban and rural areas by avoiding 

aggregations of buildings and non-farming uses. 

Comment 

In our view this is one of the most compelling objectives and polices which needs to be overcome 

by the application. As previously mentioned, all northbound trucks will be required to traverse 

directly through Cambridge or Leamington. This will adversely affect the amenity values 

attributed to Tirau Road, which is a key entrance road to Cambridge. 

There are number of key and relevant objectives and policies within Chapter 16 – Transportation 

that also need to be assessed. These are as follows 

Policy   Managing effects on character and amenity 

16.3.2.4 Development, subdivision and transport infrastructure shall be located, designed 

and managed to: 

a. Avoid, remedy, or mitigate adverse effects of transport on character and 

amenity; and 

b. Facilitate opportunities to enhance character and amenity; and 

Policy - Effects of development or subdivision on the transport network 

16.3.3.1 Avoid, remedy or mitigate the adverse effects of development or subdivision on 

the operation and maintenance of the transport network, including from: 

a. Traffic generation, load type, or vehicle characteristics; and 

b. The collection and disposal of stormwater; and  

https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/31/0/0/0/68
https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/31/0/0/0/68
https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/31/0/0/0/68
https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/31/0/0/0/68
https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/31/0/0/0/68
https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/31/0/0/0/68
https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/39/0/0/0/68
https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/39/0/0/0/68
https://eplan.waipadc.govt.nz/eplan/rules/0/39/0/0/0/68
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Comment 

In a Resource Management sense, the word avoid is one of the most direct in its literal 

interpretation. In other words, the term ‘avoid’ means, must not happen; and therefore, sends 

as clear direction in terms of the overall acceptability of an application for resource consent. In 

this instance, both Policies 16.3.2.4(a) and 16.3.31, specifically reference the word ‘avoid’ in 

terms of potential adverse effects on the roading network.  In our view, the proposal clearly does 

not ‘avoid’ adverse effects on the roading network and the proposal is contrary to the above 

objectives and policies.  

In summary, we conclude that the proposal is contrary to the most relevant objectives and 

policies of the Waipa District Plan. 

National Policy Statement – Highly Productive Land (NPS – HPL) 

In our view, the proposal does not satisfy Clause 3.9 (j) (iv) of the NPS-HPL. Whilst the application 

has provided an economic analysis (prepared by M.E Consulting), we feel as though the findings 

of the report are subjective; and potentially could have warranted a peer review, given the 

significance of its findings, particularly in terms of a pathway through the NPS-HPL. 

In our view, and taking a pragmatic view of the situation, the 6 operational quarries within close 

proximity of Cambridge have more than enough capacity to service the region.  

It also appears that the author of the s95 Report is grappling with the findings of the Economic 

Analysis, and is also not convinced the proposal is able to achieve a pathway through the NPS-

HPL. 

“In my opinion, the threshold set out in the NPS-HPL for determining the 

appropriateness of an activity on highly productive land is exceptionally high and I 

question whether this threshold is actually achievable if the above sub-clause 3.9(2)(j)(iv) 

is applied literally. However, I am obliged apply the framework of the NPS-HPL to my 

assessment of effects and in so doing I have formed the opinion that the adverse effects 

are potentially more than minor taking into account the avoid policy directive of the NPS-

HPL”1. 

In our view this report should have been peer reviewed by Council in order to provide a balanced 

opinion. 

 
1 Page 28 of Council’s Section 95 Report. 
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In our view, no certifiable evidence has been provided that categorically concludes that the 

proposal will provide significant national and regional benefit, that could not otherwise be 

achieved using resources within New Zealand or in the Waikato region to be more specific. In 

our view the proposal is in conflict with the direction set within the NPS-HPL. 

National Policy Statement – Indigenous Biodiversity (NPS-IB) and National Policy Statement 

Fresh water. 

Given the proposal will remove/destroy Indigenous Biodiversity and damage wetland 

ecosystems, it is difficult to comprehend how the application aligns with the directive content of 

the above policy statements.  

Waikato River Vision and Strategy  

The overarching purpose of the Waikato River Vision and Strategy is to restore and protect the 

health and wellbeing of the Waikato River for future generations. Given the proposal is in close 

proximity to the Karapiro Stream (which is a tributary of the Waikato River), it is unclear how the 

proposal will achieve this overriding objective. 

Waikato Regional Policy Statement (WRSP) 

Te Tauāki Kaupapahere Te-Rohe o Waikato (the ‘WRPS’ ) provides an overview of the 

resource management issues for the Waikato region. The RPS also focuses on the ways 

integrated management of the region’s natural and physical resources will be achieved. It 

contains policies and methods to achieve integrated outcomes across the region. In particular, 

development of the built environment should be integrated with infrastructure and water 

planning, minimise land use conflicts and anticipate and respond to changing land use pressures 

outside the Waikato Region. 

In our view it is also difficult to understand how the the proposal will align with the WRPS given 

volume of adverse environmental effects which in our view cannot be avoided or remedied to 

an acceptable level. 

Waikato Regional Plan 

It is understood that the proposal has also been notified by the Waikato Regional Council.  A 

number of the potential adverse effects outlined above, also have a direct correlation with the 

type of effects assessed under the various provisions and objectives and polices of the Regional 

Plan. 
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Resource Management Act 1991 

In our view the proposal clearly does not promote the sustainable management of natural and 

physical resources which is the key fundamental principal referenced within Part 2 of the 

Resource Management Act.  For context, we have extrapolated the following key Part 2 principals 

that the proposal is in direct conflict with 

5 (c) avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of activities on the environment 

6 (c)   the protection of areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of 

indigenous fauna: 

7 (c)  the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values 

7 (d) intrinsic values of ecosystems 

7 (f) maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment 

Conclusion 

Given the adverse environmental effects cannot be avoided/mitigated to an acceptable level, 

the proposal is contrary with the most relevant objectives and polices of the Waipa District Plan, 

and is in direct conflict with the higher order documents and Part 2 of the RMA, in our view the 

proposal should not be approved. 

Overall, we request a decision to decline Resource Consent LU/0077/23 (WDC) & APP145695 

(WRC) – on behalf of RS Sand Limited for a Sand Quarry as prepared by Kinetic Environmental 

Consulting Limited. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


