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1.1 RS Sand Ltd (The Applicant) proposes to lease approximately 30 ha of land 

at 77 Newcombe Road, Cambridge (the Site).  The Site is part of an 

operating dairy farm and is zoned Rural in the Waipa District Plan. 

1.2 The Applicant proposes to establish and operate a concrete sand mining 

quarry. This includes a processing area of approximately 3.9 ha, and a 

quarry that will be separated into 5 stages over approximately 25 years.   

1.3 AgFirst has reviewed the New Zealand Land Resource Inventory (NZLRI) 

national database of physical land resource information for the Site. The 

soils mapped at the property are classified under the NZLRI as LUC 2s3 and 

7e30. The Land Use Capability (LUC) 2 soils are on the flat pastural land, 

with the LUC 7 soils to the north incorporating the gully. The LUC 2 soils 

qualify as Highly Productive Land (HPL) and are subject to the National 

Policy Statement for Highly Productive Land (NPS-HPL). 

1.4 The primary objective of the NPS-HPL is “Highly productive land is 

protected for use in land-based primary production, both now and for 

future generations”. The NPS-HPL however does recognise that there are 

certain situations where the development of HPL is appropriate, as 

outlined in Clause 3.9(2)(j) (iv). 

1.5 Others through their evidence will address the functional or operational 

need and the regional significance of the aggregate proposed to be 

extracted from this location.  

1.6 My evidence will focus on the minimisation and mitigation of actual or 

cumulative loss of the availability and productive capacity of the HPL in the 

district. 

1.7 Clause 3.9(3)(a) requires authorities to minimise or mitigate any actual or 

potential loss of the availability and productive capacity of the HPL in their 

district. This indicates that some loss of productive capacity of HPL is 

accepted with the focus to minimise the amount lost.  The intention of 3.9 

is not, as I understand it, an ‘avoid if possible’ test. 
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1.8 Throughout the staged process, the dairy farm will be operating across the 

effective area. This will include the stages that have either not been 

developed, or those that have been quarried, completed and rehabilitated. 

This will minimise the temporary loss of HPL. The temporary nature of the 

extraction activity, and the return of the land to productive use minimises 

any actual loss or potential cumulative loss of the availability and 

productive capacity of highly productive land in the district.  

1.9 The focus on mitigation is covered in the rehabilitation and reinstatement 

plan.  With any soil disturbance and modification, there is a risk of 

negatively impacting the soil profile when stripping, stockpiling and 

restabilising landforms.  Therefore, it is important to undertake some 

baseline soil monitoring and benchmarking.  This will ensure that the 

restoration is completed to a standard where there will be no detrimental 

impact on the soil quality for land-based primary production, particularly 

the areas of HPL. 

1.10 A baseline assessment will ensure that the land is being reinstated to a 

similar standard as prior to the quarry operation and following best 

management practices.  I am confident and have seen through my 

experience that reinstatement to a similar standard can be achieved and 

consider that this baseline assessment can be undertaken prior to 

commencing earthworks and that it should be required as a condition of 

consent. 

1.11 The key elements of the management plan include:   minimise soil 

compaction and damage;  effective soil stripping; best practice topsoil 

storage;  and reinstatement of soil profiles through the replacement of the 

subsoil and topsoil layers post quarry completion 

1.12 I have responded to the evidence of Mr Chisnall, specifically paragraphs 27 

and 29.  

1.13 Paragraph 27 focusses on whether the soil reinstatement and rehabilitation 

can replicate the original natural state. The focus off my assessment has 



  
 
  
 

4

been to minimise and mitigate, as per the requirements of Clause 3.9 of the 

NPS-HPL.  

1.14 Whilst I do not dispute that the soils will be altered and not authentically 

restored, I disagree that the level of degradation will be more than minor 

if managed appropriately. It is common practice to reinstate land and soils 

following extensive earthworks and return these disturbed soils back to a 

productive state.  

1.15 The soil identified on the Site is defined as having a mosaic of well drained 

and imperfectly drained Allophanic soils. While all efforts will be made to 

separate the top-soil layers from the sub-soils, the unavoidable mixing that 

does occur during their removal and subsequent replace will, in my opinion, 

have minimal effect on their productive capacity. 

1.16 Within Paragraph 29 Mr Chisnall talks about the uniqueness of these soils 

within the Waipa District.  

1.17 Whilst these soils are HPL and considered high class soils, they are not 

unique to this Site and are very widespread throughout the Waipa District. 

The Waipa District contains 10,540.5 ha of LUC 2s3 soils. The Proposed 

Quarry will impact 0.21% of these soils within the district.  

 

 

 

Jeremy Hunt 

1 April 2025 

 
 


