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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Jeremy Bryce Hunt.  I have previously provided a statement of 

evidence in chief in relation to this matter, dated 15 March 2025.  

Accordingly, I have not repeated my qualifications and experience in this 

rebuttal statement of evidence.  

1.2 I confirm that I have read the Expert Witness Code of Conduct set out in 

the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2023.  I have complied with the 

Code of Conduct in preparing this evidence and agree to comply with it 

while giving evidence.  

1.3 I returned to the Site on 25 March 2025.  I note that the Waikato is in a 

drought, but the porous nature these soils was really obvious with very low 

pasture growth and cows going into paddocks with less than 1,600 tonne 

of dry matter per ha (tDM/ha) pasture cover.  The majority of their feed 

intake is from supplements (pasture silage and kiwifruit).  To undertake any 

more productive form of land-based primary production on this Site would 

require freshwater irrigation, as the soils are prone to drying out over the 

summer.   

 

2. PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF REBUTTAL EVIDENCE 

2.1 This statement of rebuttal evidence responds to the evidence in chief of 

Mr Chisnall.  These are related to the highly productive land matters within 

paragraphs 27 and 29 of his evidence.  
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3. PARAGRAPH 27 

3.1 Mr Chisnall makes the following statement: 

The applicant proposes replacing soils post-extraction. Removing and 
replacing a 300 mm organic-rich topsoil layer over a 1.3 m clay-rich B-
horizon will result in unavoidable mixing with subsoil and extracted 
materials. In my opinion, the original soil profile cannot be authentically 
restored, leaving a degraded, hybrid material that will never replicate pre-
quarry conditions. 

3.2 The pathway through clause 3.9 identifies activities that may be 

appropriate on HPL, and these activities “will inevitably lead to some loss of 

the availability and productive capacity of HPL1”.  

3.3 The focus is on “minimises or mitigates any actual loss or potential 

cumulative loss of the availability and productive capacity of highly 

productive land in their district” as stated in the NPS-HPL and within 6.3 of 

my report.  

3.4 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.  

3.5 It is common practice to reinstate land and soils following extensive 

earthworks and return these disturbed soils back to a productive state.  

3.6 If the restoration process is carried out appropriately and the newly 

formed soil is well managed, there is no reason why the ‘anthrosol’ or 

‘anthropic soil’ should not become an equally productive growing medium 

as the current soil. Pastural grazing operations in particular, if managed 

appropriately, will very quickly improve the soil organic matter and develop 

the depth of the topsoil.  

3.7 Organic rich top-soils are often depleted following extensive cropping and 

cultivation, such as back to back commercial vegetable production and 

arable production. These soils can be replenished by reintroducing 

 

1 Ministry for the Environment. 2023. National Policy Statement for Highly Productive Land: Guide to 
implementation. Wellington: Ministry for the Environment. 
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compost or organic manure, mulching and cover cropping. All of these 

methods have been provided as a mitigation in my report. 

3.8 The soils as mapped by the NZLRI are LUC 2s3. The ‘s’ in the classification is 

a soil limitation. OURENVIRONMENT defines this as:  

 

3.9 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.  

4. PARAGRAPH 29 

4.1 Mr Chisnall makes the following statement: 

Topsoil preservation and replacement will result in mixing of Topsoil, B-
horizon clays and underlying Hinuera Formation Sand and very unlikely 
able to restore the site’s original pristine state of highly productive soils, 
which are a unique feature of the Waipa District area. 

4.2 New soils are not being introduced to the Site, and while a small amount of 

mixing would be expected, the delineated soil horizons are identifiable and 

would be separated with relative ease.   

4.3 As discussed in Section 6.2.5 of my Report, the proposed quarry will impact 

22.4 ha of HPL, being classified by the NZLRI as LUC 2s3.  As discussed, 

these will be reinstated back into productive use using best management 

practices. 
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4.4 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.   

4.5 I have mapped the LUC 2 soils across the Waipa District. This is shown in 

Appendix 1.  Waipa District contains 47,197 ha of LUC 2 soils.  

4.6 To provide evidence that these soils are not unique to this Site, I have 

undertaken further analysis, separating out the LUC 2s3 soils.  The Waipa 

District contains 10,540.5 ha of LUC 2s3 soils. This is summarised in the 

Table below, which shows that the Proposed Quarry will impact 0.21% of 

these soils within the District.  

 

 

 

 

Jeremy Hunt 

30 March 2025 

 
 

District (ha) Property (ha) Percent Lost
2s3 10540.5 22.4 0.21%
7e30 1720.1 7.5 0.44%

Waipa LUC Summary
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APPENDIX 1: LUC COVERAGE WITHIN THE WAIPA DISTRICT 

 


