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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

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 
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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. 

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 

2. INTRODUCTION 

2.1 My full name is Jeremy Bryce Hunt.   
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2.2 I am an Agribusiness Consultant at AgFirst Waikato (2016) Limited (AgFirst) 

in Hamilton, a role I have had for approximately 7 years.  

2.3 My key focus area is land resource management and productivity 

assessments. I hold a Bachelor’s degree in Environmental Science obtained 

in 2004 from the University of Canterbury.  I have completed the 

intermediate and advanced sustainable nutrient management and 

advanced soil conservation papers at Massy University. I also have a Land 

Use Capability Mapping Certificate. I am a member of the New Zealand 

Institute of Primary Industry Management.  

2.4 I have been involved in District Council and Environment Court hearings 

providing assessments of activities against the National Policy Statement – 

Highly Productive Land (NPS-HPL).  

2.5 I have undertaken assessments against Clause 3.9 of the NPS-HPL for 

cleanfill operations, particularly relating to the requirement to minimise or 

mitigate any actual or potential loss of the availability and productive 

capacity of the HPL. 

2.6 In February 2025, I was engaged by the Applicant to undertake the 

assessment against the NPS-HPL for the operation of a sand quarry.  I have 

visited the Site to understand the productive capacity and surrounding 

land uses. My NPS-HPL assessment has been provided as Appendix 1.  

3. CODE OF CONDUCT  

3.1 My qualifications as an expert are set out above.  I confirm that I have read 

the code of conduct for expert witnesses contained in the Environment 

Court Practice Note 2023. I have complied with the code in preparing my 

written statement of evidence, and I will also comply when I give oral 

evidence to the Commissioners. 

3.2 Unless I state that I am relying on the evidence of another witness, my 

evidence is within my knowledge and expertise. The data, information, 

facts and assumptions I have considered in forming my opinions are set out 



  
 
  

 

5 

in my evidence below, along with the reasons for the opinions 

expressed.  Where relevant, I have stated why alternative interpretations 

of data are not supported. I have not omitted to consider material facts 

known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express. I 

specify the material that I have relied on in support of my opinions. I have 

applied any technical terminology used in my evidence according to its 

generally accepted meaning among experts in my field. 

3.3 Where I consider that my evidence may be incomplete or inaccurate 

without some qualification, I have included such qualifications. I have 

identified any knowledge gaps I am aware of, and the potential 

implications of such gaps. If I consider that my opinion is not firm or 

concluded because of insufficient research or data or any other reason, I 

have stated this. I provide an assessment as to my level of confidence, and 

the likelihood of any outcomes specified, in my conclusions. 

4. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

4.1 My evidence will assess the Site against the relevant provisions of the NPS-

HPL.  

5. RESPONSE TO S 42A REPORT  

5.1 I have identified below the relevant paragraphs from the Waipa District 

Council’s s 42A Report which relate to the NPS-HPL assessment I have 

undertaken.  

5.2 Paragraph 183. I have included in my assessment the key elements of a 

reinstatement plan. This methodology has been accepted by Waikato 

District Council for a cleanfill operation against the NPS-HPL. AgFirst has 

also provided recommendations to New Zealand Transport Authority for 

reinstatement of disturbed areas during roading construction projects, to 

be integrated back into productive farming systems.  

5.3 Paragraph 184. While there will be a formation of the terraces and batters, 

it is debatable as to how much productive land will be lost. As the 
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assessment shows, there is already a steep unproductive gully system on 

the Site. Essentially what is proposed is to relocate the slope further to the 

south. The NPS-HPL acknowledges that through the development of a 

quarry there will likely be a loss of productive capacity and HPL. However, 

the focus is on minimising and mitigating this loss. The hydrological and 

geotechnical outcomes will be assessed by other experts.  

5.4 Paragraph 189. I completed as assessment for On Road Transport, at 1118 

Kopuku Road, Maramarua.  This was for a 17 ha cleanfill operation, where I 

undertook an assessment against the NPS-HPL. We are currently engaged 

by Oceana Gold (Waihi) to provide agricultural consultancy advice for the 

reinstatement and ongoing productivity of their mine tailing remediated 

land.   

5.5 Paragraph 262. My assessment has been undertaken through the pathway 

of 3.9(2)(j)(iv), not through the temporary land use activity (g). With this 

subclause being met, the minimise and mitigation test have then been 

applied. 

5.6 Paragraph 336(c). See paragraph 5.4.   

6. CONCLUSION AND FURTHER RECOMMENDATIONS AS TO CONDITIONS 

6.1 I believe that my assessment for the Applicants sand quarry satisfies the 

requirements of 3.9(2)(j)(iv) of the NPS-HPL.  

 

 

 

Jeremy Hunt 

18 March 2025 
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APPENDIX 1: RS SAND LTD - NPS-HPL ASSESSMENT REPORT 


