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To:    Napier Hastings Future Development Strategy Independent Hearing Panel 

Re: Draft Napier Hastings Future Development Strategy – Submission re 

Inclusion of land at 174 & 176 Brookvale Road, Havelock North 

Name of Submitter:  Vermont Street Partners No. 4 Limited  

Attn: Edward Sundstrum  

Address for Service: Edward Sundstrum   &  

Chris Timbs   

Contact Phone #: Edward Sundstrum –   

   Chris Timbs –  

Date:   18 December 2024 

 

 

Submission Details: 

This is a submission by Vermont Street Partners No. 4 Limited (VSP) on the Draft Napier Hastings 

Future Development Strategy (draft FDS). 

VSP opposes the draft FDS as it relates to the exclusion from the FDS of land at 174 & 176 Brookvale 

Road, Havelock North, which VSP considers should be included within the FDS, as an area for future 

urban / residential expansion.  

The specific provisions of the draft FDS that VSP’s submission relates to and reasons for VSP’s 

position are set out in the body of this submission. 

VSP wishes to be heard in support of this submission.  

 

Edward Sundstrum and Chris Timbs on behalf of  

Vermont Street Partners No. 4 Limited 
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1. Introduction to VSP 

VSP specialises in delivering unique housing environments that champion environmentally 

sustainable practices, achieving timeless architectural and urban design outcomes that limit 

wholesale urban sprawl.  

2. The subject site – 174 & 176 Brookvale Road  

174 & 176 Brookvale Road (subject site) comprise three titles containing approximately 22.26 

hectares of land, on a prime location on the north eastern edge of Havelock North, approximately 

6km from Hastings Central, and 2.8km from the Havelock North commercial centre – see image 

below in Figure 1.  

 

Figure 1 – 174 and 176 Brookvale Road, Havelock North 

The subject site is known as the Te Mata Mushrooms subject site, as it contains the Te Mata 

Mushrooms factory on the southwestern portion of the subject site. The factory was initially 

established in 1967, at a time when the subject site was previously surrounded by pastoral land 

uses. The facilities on the subject site were progressively developed over the following five decades 

as production levels grew. However, mushroom production and composting operations ceased in 

2022.  

On 23 February 2024, resource consent RMA20230222 was granted for specified industrial and 

commercial activities undertaken by listed tenants within the existing buildings and yard areas of 
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the former Te Mata Mushrooms facility. This resource consent has enabled the reuse of the existing 

buildings but significantly, resource consent has only been granted for a limited term of 4 years 

(expiring on 23 February 2028). 

The subject site contains approximately 8,800m2 of existing buildings, in the form of disused 

spawning and picking sheds, warehousing, packhouses, compost bunkers, implement shedding, 

office space and staff amenities. Approximately 13,300m2 of yard space is also located throughout 

the subject site in support of the previous activity for storage, vehicle manoeuvring, loading and 

parking, and compost making purposes. Access to the facilities is provided from Brookvale Road by 

a commercial standard vehicle crossing and sealed driveway which was recently upgraded. 

The land is currently situated within the Plains Production Zone and is subject to Scheduled Activity 

37 within the Hastings District Plan. This Scheduled Activity essentially allows the mushroom 

production and composting operations that were previously undertaken on the subject site.  

The subject site is ideally located for urban / residential expansion on the northeastern extent of 

existing urban fringe of Havelock North. Urban expansion on the subject site, would represent a 

logical expansion of the urban edge in this area, and would provide a more compatible land use to 

neighbouring residential activities (and future residential activities within the Arataki Extension), 

than the ongoing light industrial use of the former mushroom production facilities.   

3. The draft FDS – HN2a Te Mata Mushrooms subject site summary 

The subject site is currently excluded from the draft FDS, despite a request by the previous owner, 

Te Mata Mushrooms Brookvale Road Ltd, for it to be included in the “call for opportunities” 

process. The subject site is identified as “HN2a Te Mata Mushrooms (Residential)” in Appendix 4 – 

Refined Spatial Scenarios Site Summaries within the draft FDS.  

This summary lists the following infrastructure triggers and/or considerations to support 

urbanisation of the subject site: 

• “Relatively straight forward ability to expand existing reticulated water and wastewater 

networks. The Infrastructure Constraint Report did not signal wastewater to be an issue to 

accommodate growth, with localised improvements to optimise the provision of growth 

capacity in Brookvale needed.      

• Stormwater is relatively more challenging compared to Hastings and Flaxmere areas. A 

potential solution would be consolidated stormwater detention and/or wetland treatment with 

other sites. This area is also subject to the TANK drinking water source protection zone and  will 

require careful design and treatment for water quality.  

• Existing capacity in the local primary, intermediate and secondary school networks.   

• Currently limited access to the existing or proposed bus network and cycle facilities. Along with 

neighbouring sites, may require extension of these networks to support any growth.   

• Requires investment in capital assets for electricity infrastructure.”    

In addition to this, the summary lists the following subject site advantages: 
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• “Existing programme in place for the extension of the reticulated wastewater network in this 

area.   

• The site has less value for productive uses when compared with other greenfield options.   

• Less fragmented land ownership means easier to get all or most of the land owners motivated 

for redevelopment over a shorter period.  

• Existing ridgeline and stream provides a defensible boundary along the eastern and northern 

boundaries.  

• Located proximate to other growth areas, which allows for more comprehensive development 

to support infrastructure investment.” 

The summary also lists the following subject site disadvantages: 

• “The entire site is subject to LUC 3.   

• Less accessible and proximate to existing and/or future bus routes as identified under RLTP, as 

well as to the existing cycling networks.   

• Proximity to productive horticultural uses may give rise to some reverse sensitivity effects (e.g. 

from spray drift). Sufficient buffer to residential development required.  

• No clear defensible urban boundary around the south.  

• A large portion of the site has not been subject to any flood modelling so some uncertainty as to 

natural hazard risks.  

• Current landowner may not be motivated to deliver residential uses and capacity may not be 

realised.” 

Overall, the subject site scores a high 56/76 in the Multi Criteria Analysis (MCA) in the draft FDS, 

with a ranking of 9 = 28 on the shortlist. Despite this high score and ranking, it has still been 

excluded from the draft FDS.  

4. Productive land 

The key constraint for the subject site as outlined in the summary, is that it has LUC 3 land located 

on it – see Figure 2 below. This means it is considered as “highly productive land” under the 

National Policy Statement for Highly Productive Land (NPS-HPL). The NPS-HPL applies to “highly 

productive land” with the objective that it is protected for use in land-based-primary production, 

both for now and for future generations. “Highly productive land” is defined by reference to land 

that is mapped by a regional council and is included in an operative regional policy statement per 

clauses 3.4 and 3.5. Those clauses further reference “LUC 1, 2, or 3 land” which is defined as follows: 

“…means land identified as Land Use Capability Class 1, 2, or 3, as mapped by the New Zealand Land 

Resource Inventory or by any more detailed mapping that uses the Land Use Capability classification.”   

The NPS-HPL is still relatively new national direction, and the more detailed mapping of “highly 

productive land” prescribed under it, has not been undertaken by Hawkes Bay Regional Council or 

included within the regional policy statement. The application of the NPS-HPL therefore defaults 
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to the generic use of the NZLRI mapping of LUC 1 – 3 soils.  

VSP has commissioned expert soil scientist, Ian Hanmore from Hanmore Land Management1 to 

prepare subject site specific reports for 174 and 176 Brookvale Road. The reports are included as 

Attachment 1.  

 

Figure 2 – NZLRI LUC3 mapping as it applies to the subject site / HN2a 

Mr Hanmore is critical of the accuracy of the NZLRI mapping, stating:  

“The NZLRI is based on an LUC assessment of the whole of New Zealand and has been carried out at 

a scale of 1:50,000. It is intended for regional use and planning and is not meant to be used at a farm 

scale. The 3rd Edition of The Land Use Capability Survey Handbook (Lynn et al 2009) cautions against 

enlarging LUC data beyond the scale at which it was gathered as it can produce unreliable and 

misleading results and at time results that are nonsense. 

At a scale of 1:50,000, on average one mapping observation is made every 25ha but could be a little 

as one every 100ha (Hewitt and Lilburne 2003, Grealish 2019). As such, it is quite possible that no 

information has been gathered on the proposed site. For the purpose of this report, with a site 

covering 13.6ha the appropriate scale of mapping is approximately 1:5,000 or one to four 

observations per hectare (Lynn et al 2009). 

Using the NZLRI for site specific information is outside of its intended purpose and outside of its 

parameters of reliability. At best it can only provide an indication of the possible LUC units present. 

 

1 Hanmore Land Management Limited is a company specialising in land management and environmental 
consultancy. Mr Hanmore has a Master of Applied Science majoring in Natural Resource Management from 
Massey University, an Advanced Nutrient Management Certificate from Massey University and is a member 
of the New Zealand Association of Resource Managers, the New Zealand Institute of Primary Industry 
Management and the New Zealand Society of Soil Science. 
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The correct process for mapping soil types and LUC at a site of this size is to carry out a site survey at 

the correct scale by a suitably qualified person as has been done for this report.” 

Noting the issues with the NZLRI mapping outlined above, Mr Hanmore has undertaken a 

comprehensive subject site-specific analysis of the soils at both 174 and 176 Brookvale Road.  

For 174 Brookvale Road, Mr Hanmore concludes: 

• “The entire site is technically classified as HPL under the NPS-HPL but in reality the majority has 

been highly modified and developed with buildings and hard surface areas. As such, that area 

of the site is in no way able to be used for primary production let alone in a highly productive 

capacity.  

• Rehabilitation of the developed areas of the site for primary production is unviable.  

• There is limited area for productive use and as such is unlikely to be able to support a 

commercially viable enterprise.  

• Impeded soil drainage and stony soil profiles on the productive area of the site limit the 

productive potential and make it more suited to intensive grazing than cropping.  

• Productive soils at the site have been degraded due to compaction and loss of soil structure and 

require remedial action to return them to their natural level of productivity.  

• The current land use appears to be unsustainable due to the soil profile degradation observed.  

• The lack of land use options or site versatility mean this site would not be classified as a highly 

productive site.” 

For 176 Brookvale Road, Mr Hanmore concludes: 

• “The entire site is technically classified as HPL under the NPS-HPL but in reality significant areas 

of the site have been developed and have no productive potential.  

• The site is currently operated in conjunction with 174 Brookvale Road but needs to be considered 

separately in its productive capacity rather than as one block.  

• Impeded soil drainage and stony soil profiles limit the productive potential of the site making it 

more suited to intensive grazing than cropping.  

• Soils at the site have been degraded due to compaction and loss of soil structure and require 

remedial action to return them to their natural level of productivity.  

• The current land use appears to be unsustainable due to the soil profile degradation observed.  

• The lack of land use options or site versatility mean this site would not be classified as a highly 

productive site.” 

VSP relies on the expert assessment of Mr Hanmore. Based on that assessment, the actual extent 

of any potential LUC3 soils on the subject site is relatively insignificant, and generally located in the 

northern portion of the subject site as per the maps attached to Mr Hanmore’s reports. 

Furthermore, the size of 174 and 176 Brookvale Road alongside the area of potentially productive 

soils is constrained, such that the actual productive capacity is severely compromised.  
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This is clearly acknowledged in the subject site summary which highlights that “The site has less 

value for productive uses when compared with other greenfield options.” Ultimately excluding the 

subject site from the draft FDS based on the NZLRI LUC3 extent overstates and inflates the subject 

sites highly productive capacity and the relevance of the NPS-HPL. This does not align with the 

subject site specific assessments for 174 and 176 Brookvale Road, nor stands up to any real world 

analysis. 

In addition to Mr Hanmore’s findings, a report was prepared by Ian Milner of Land Vision identifying 

that the 8.4ha of the subject site utilised as part of the former mushroom operation is not LUC3 

and has no primary production value - see Attachment 2 in support of the building reuse 

application (RMA20230222).  The Land Vision report was also peer reviewed on behalf of Hastings 

District Council by Dr Ian Clothier of Crown Research Institute, and resulted in the Council decision 

recording that “a more detailed examination of the subject site indicates that it has no productive 

capacity at present.”  Therefore, the productive land values of the subject site have now been 

reviewed by three different independent experts who all agree that the extent of LUC3 on the NZLRI 

mapping of the subject site is incorrect. 

VSP also highlights that conversion of the subject site to urban development would enable the 

transfer of water rights to contribute to the irrigation and more effective use of highly productive 

land nearby. 

These factors coupled with the well signalled review of national direction in the NPS-HPL by the 

current government, highlight that the NZLRI mapping of LUC3 on the subject site, should not be 

viewed as a key constraint to inclusion within the FDS.  

5. Water and wastewater 

Water supply is available at the front of the subject site – see Figure 3 below. This is supported by 

existing 225mm and 300mm lines. It is anticipated that water supply and pressure should not be 

an issue if expansion of the subject site were to occur.  

In terms of wastewater supply, a 375mm gravity trunk main terminates in a manhole at the 

Brookvale Road / Arataki Road intersection to the west of the subject site, with a 150mm line 

coming down Arataki Road – see Figure 4 below. Therefore, extension of wastewater infrastructure 

to service urban expansion on the subject site should not be an issue, noting that there is already 

a programme in place to enable this to occur as signalled in the FDS documentation.  

VSP understand that it will be straight forward to expand existing reticulated water and wastewater 

networks to service urban development on the subject site. This is consistent with the findings of 

the Draft FDS MCA Matrix for the Te Mata Mushroom site which does not identify any constraints 

for reticulated water supply and wastewater services. 
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Figure 3: image showing existing water infrastructure in proximity to the subject site 

 

Figure 4: Image showing existing wastewater infrastructure in proximity to the subject site 

6. Stormwater 

There are two drains/open channels which run on the eastern and western side of the subject site. 

This provides a possible opportunity for discharge, noting the favourable levels in that area. It is 

acknowledged that attenuation will likely be needed on subject site, combined with treatment.  

Identification of the subject site alongside the Arataki Road Extension as greenfield residential 

development areas would provide opportunity for the development of connections between the 

two sites and potentially more efficient stormwater solutions. 

Noting the size of the land available at 174 and 176 Brookvale Road, VSP consider that there is 

ample space and opportunity on site to appropriately attenuate, treat and discharge stormwater.  
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7. Natural hazards 

With reference to the relevant sections of the draft FDS2: 

• No coastal hazards or tsunami are relevant due to the distance of the subject site and Havelock 

North from the coast; 

• The subject site is within an area where flood modelling has been undertaken, no flood risks 

have been identified; and 

• The subject site is not located within a Cyclone Gabrielle Affected area 

VSP is unaware of any historical flooding occurring on the subject site. There are no known natural 

hazards mapped on the subject site that would preclude development. More detailed assessments 

would be undertaken as part of any future plan change or resource consent to enable development 

of the subject site.  

8. Access 

The subject site is currently accessed to the northern extent of the subject site by an existing 

recently upgraded accessway that services the existing factory buildings. VSP considers that this 

could be readily converted to a public road to service future residential development with ample 

space in the landholding to expand the legal and physical formation to service the development. A 

more detailed transportation assessment would be provided as part of any future plan change or 

resource consent to enable development of the subject site. 

The Draft FDS lists lesser accessibility to bus routes and cycling pathways as a subject site 

disadvantage.  It is however noted that the subject site is immediately adjoining the Arataki Road 

Extension (HN2b) and there would be opportunity for cycling and walking pathway linkages 

between the two sites to connect to the existing pathway networks through the recent 

development to the south-west of Arataki Road. 

9. Defendable boundary 

VSP submit that creating a defendable boundary for urban expansion on the subject site is feasible 

in any future development. In particular the area near the northern and eastern boundaries of the 

subject site, including the existing watercourse, provides a clear area that could incorporate a 

reserve buffer between the subject site and productive uses adjoining the subject site in that area. 

Furthermore, to the south, VSP highlight that the extent of landholding in the subject site, would 

represent a continuation of the southern boundary of Arataki, which would provide a clear 

defendable boundary for urban expansion. This issue can be addressed in the detail of a future 

Masterplan for the subject site with a perimeter reserve buffer and greater level of green space 

next to the adjoining Plains Production Zone land via allotment sizing.  

 

2 See section 9.3 of the FDS and the associated maps. 
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10. Other Matters 

VSP submit that the intention of the current owners of the subject site is largely irrelevant in the 

context of the FDS, which has a 30+ year horizon, and will cover current and future potential owners 

of the subject site. The obvious strategic strength of the subject site, as comprehensively detailed 

in this submission, clearly outweigh any perceived issues with the current owner’s intentions, 

including that the “current landowner may not be motivated to deliver residential uses and 

capacity may not be realised”. Regardless, VSP is motivated to deliver the residential use of the 

subject site as soon as possible. 

11. A unique opportunity 

The inclusion of the subject site within the FDS for urban / residential expansion provides a unique 

opportunity for the growth of Havelock North. In terms of options for growth in Havelock North, 

the northern edge, including the subject site, is the only real option for greenfield growth, noting 

the various other constraints that apply on other edges of the settlement. VSP will develop a high-

level draft Masterplan for the subject site to communicate its future aspirations for the potential 

development of the site. Relevantly: 

• There is an exceptional opportunity to take an innovative approach to urban design, with the 

promotion of a comprehensive master planned community, breaking the mould of the 

traditional ‘cookie cutter’ style subdivisions that are the norm in Hastings and Havelock North 

gaining efficiencies in land use that have not been enjoyed to date; 

• The subject site is ideally situated for intensification, with between 150 - 300 residential units 

estimated of being capable for inclusion on the subject site, on a variety of allotment sizes 

with different typologies catering to a diverse range of occupants who have a diverse range of 

needs, providing the highest levels of utility; 

• A comprehensive recreational green network can be incorporated into the design of future 

development of the subject site, providing a high level of amenity for residents, and a reserve 

buffer between productive land uses to the north to help avoid reverse sensitivity effects; and 

• VSP is eager to work collaboratively with  the Council to ensure that the development is well 

integrated into the locality. 

12. Summary and conclusion 

In summary, VSP considers that the subject site should be included in the FDS. It has clear strategic 

advantages in terms of promoting exemplar urban expansion for residential use, including: 

• The subject site location on the immediate urban fringe of Havelock North and provides a 

logical expansion of that edge to enable comprehensive residential development of a large 

landholding in single ownership;  

• The subject site is clearly constrained for productive uses, given the extent of the existing 

buildings and hardstand and the actual extent of residual LUC3 land based on the expert 

assessment of Mr Hanmore; 
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• The urban development of the subject site would enable the transfer of water rights to 

contribute to the irrigation and more effective use of highly productive land nearby; 

• There is existing water and wastewater infrastructure available in proximity to the subject site, 

with no immediate issues identified with expanding them to cater for development of the 

subject site; 

• Through comprehensive engineering design, there is ample room on the subject site for the 

provision of stormwater attenuation, treatment and discharge;  

• There are no known natural hazard constraints that would preclude future residential 

development;  

• There is an existing recently upgraded accessway available to the subject site that could be 

readily converted to a public road to service future residential development; and 

• Reserve development on the northern, eastern and southern edges of the subject site adjacent 

to the Plains Production Zone can provide for the implementation of a defensible urban 

boundary and buffer to adjacent productive activities to manage reverse sensitivity effects;. 

• Future residential use of this subject site is more compatible with nearby residents and the 

identified Arataki Road Extension greenfield residential area than the existing and potential 

future industrial use of the existing building infrastructure on the subject site; 

• With the previously identified Iona Middle Road areas HN3a & HN3b with a combined 

residential capacity for 660 dwellings, being removed from the Draft FDS as new greenfield 

residential development areas, the subject site provides additional residential capacity for 

Havelock North  on land of low productive value, and immediately adjacent to the Arataki 

Road Extension area; and 

• Identification of the subject site alongside the Arataki Road Extension as greenfield residential 

development areas would provide opportunity for the development of connections between 

the two sites and potentially more efficient stormwater solutions. 

 

VSP considers the subject site provides a unique opportunity for comprehensive residential 

development with a high level of amenity and a point of difference compared to traditional 

patterns of development in Hastings and Havelock North.  

The development of this subject site should be a short term priority, recognising that a high degree 

of integration can be achieved with adjoining properties at Arataki and Brookvale that have been 

identified for urban expansion within the draft FDS.  
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13. Relief sought 

VSP seek the following relief: 

(a) That the subject site at 174 and 176 Brookvale Road is included in the FDS; and 

(b) Any other necessary consequential amendments required to achieve the relief sought.  

VSP is excited and looks forward to working collaboratively with the Independent Panel to address 

the above relief and is happy to meet with the project team staff or consultants to work through 

these matters.  



 

 
 

Attachment 1 - 174 and 176 Brookvale Road Soil and Resource Reports – Combined 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
This report has been prepared at the request of the client to assess the Land Use Capability 

(LUC) classifications and productivity potential at 174 Brookvale Road, Havelock North.  The 

New Zealand Land Resource Inventory (NZLRI) maps have classified the site as LUC class 3.  As 

such, this area could potentially fall under the National Policy Statement for Highly Productive 

Land (NPS-HPL).   

 

The purpose of the report is to map the site and identify any Highly Productive Land as defined 

by the National Policy Statement for Highly Productive Land (NPS-HPL) and assess its 

productivity potential.  To achieve this, a site visit was carried out to map the soils and land use 

classes present and assess them in relation to the NPS-HPL and their productive uses.   

 

This report presents the description of each of the soil types identified on the survey area as 

well as descriptions of each of the LUC units mapped.  This information is then used to 

determine and quantify any HPL and assess its production potential.  This information is 

accompanied by a site description map showing LUC, soil and soil classifications along with the 

relevant LUC unit and soil profile descriptions. 

 

2.0 MAPPING METHOD 
A site visit was carried out on the 6th of November 2024 to evaluate and describe the soil types 

and the LUC units present.  The survey area was mapped at a scale of 1:5,000. 

 

LUC mapping was carried out in accordance with the methods described in the 3rd Edition of 

the Land Use Capability Survey Handbook (Lynn et al 2009).  This process involves making a 

land resource inventory (LRI) of the property in which soil types, soil parent materials, land 

slopes, erosion type and severity and land cover are recorded.  Whenever any of these land 

features changes a new unit is made.   

 

Specific field work activities include digging and describing soil profiles on each landform with 

supporting holes dug or profiles observed on bank/drain cuttings to establish soil boundaries, 

measuring slopes with a clinometer, and gathering any other data that may be of assistance in 

assessing the suitability of the land for primary production such as erosion, susceptibility of the 

land to flooding, winter wetness and/or cold, high temperatures, exposure to salt winds, 

aspect, and accessibility.  This information is then used to determine the specific LUC units, as 

described in the Land Use Capability Classification of the Southern Hawke's Bay-Wairarapa 

Region for the area.   
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3.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 
The site is located at 174 Brookvale Road and covers a total of 13.6ha made up of two legal 

titles, legal title number 858136 - 4.1ha (Title 1) and HBJ1/57 – 9.5ha (Title 2).  The site is mostly 

flat with over half developed with buildings and hard stand areas.  Minimal area is left on title 

1 for any primary production with approximately 2/3 of title 2 currently used in a productive 

capacity.   

 

Soils at the site are imperfectly drained alluvial soils with varying degrees of stone and gravel 

content.  The southern end of Title 2 is currently used as part of a fruit tree nursery by a local 

Hawke’s Bay company with the remaining area of both titles being used for a number of 

commercial enterprises located in various buildings and hardstand parking and accessways. 

 

3.1 Soil Profiles and Descriptions 
On Title 1 there are only two notable flat grassed areas.  These are shown on the soil map in 

Section 7 of this report as anthropic or manmade soil and mottled fluvial recent soil (recorded 

as Hinds_25a.1 in S-map).  A third area has not been highlighted as it covers only 400m2 

adjacent to a building and as such a negligible production potential. 

 

The area of anthropic soil is located on an excavated area of the site where the slope from the 

terrace above has been removed to create a flat area.  The soil at this site consists of very stony 

subsoil a number of metres below the surface of the original soil profile.  Figure 1 below shows 

the area including the bank cutting on the right while figure 2 shows the shallow, stony soil 

surface that exists below the grass cover. 

 

 
Figure 1.  Excavated site with anthropic soil 
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Figure 2.  Very shallow soil over gravel at the excavated site. 

 

The soil at this site cannot be dug manually with a spade due to the degree of stoniness and 

only has a very thin layer of soil material overlaying the stony profile. 

 

The area of natural soil is located next to the accessway to the site.  It is approximately 150m 

long and varies in width from 6m to 28m.  This area includes imperfectly drained, mottled 

fluvial recent soil.  In this particular location the profile has a high degree of stoniness in the 

subsoil which prevented a profile hole from being dug.  Below is a representative description 

of the profile. 

 

The soils across Title 2 vary from mottled to gleyed alluvial soils with gravel present at a depth 

of between 200-500mm that prevented manual digging or soil auger penetration.  Hard pans 

were also encountered in three instances that prevented auger penetration past 400mm.  

Stoniness was at the soil surface in a number of locations. 

 

In general, the condition of the soil on Title 2 was found to be slightly to significantly degraded 

due to compaction and a loss of soil structure.  Figure 3 below shows the degraded topsoil of 

a recently cultivated area of the site with structure almost total lost leaving a powdery texture 

topsoil containing small, compacted clods of subsoil 
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Figure 3.  Soil degradation at the site from a loss of structure likely due to over cultivation. 

 

 

Soil Profile Soil Profile Description 

 

Soil Name: Hinds_25a.1. 

Soil classification: Mottled fluvial recent soil. 

Parent material: Alluvium 

Soil description:  

0-200 Loss of soil structure and organic matter, 
becoming powdery with compacted lumps 

200-400mm: Firm, massive, sticky plastic, light 
yellowish brown (2.5y6/3) to light brownish grey 
(2.5y6/2) sandy clay with black (10yr 2/1) iron 
staining and yellowish red (5yr 5/8) mottling. 

400mm+ – clay to firm to auger 

Overall drainage: Imperfectly drained 
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4.0 SOIL CLASSIFICATIONS 
 

4.1 Highly Productive Land 
The NPS-HPL came into effect on 17th October 2022 and was updated in August 2024 with the 

amendments taking effect from 14th September 2024.  This policy seeks to protect highly 

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

generations.  The policy statement defines highly productive land as land that has been 

mapped in accordance with clause 3.4 of the NPS-HPL and is included in an operative regional 

policy statement as required by clause 3.5.  There is an interim regime for identifying highly 

productive land prior to a regional policy statement containing maps of highly productive land 

in the region is operative.  Under clause 3.5(7) of the NPS-HPL, highly productive land in the 

interim period includes land that is: (i) zoned general rural or rural production; and (ii) LUC 1, 

2, or 3 land; but is not: (i) identified for future urban development; or (ii) subject to a Council 

initiated, or an adopted, notified plan change to rezone it from general rural or rural production 

to urban or rural lifestyle. 

The following definition of LUC 1, 2, or 3 land is taken from section 1.3, page 5 of the NPS-HPL: 

LUC 1, 2, or 3 land means land identified as Land Use Capability Class 1, 2, or 3, as 

 mapped by the New Zealand Land Resource Inventory or by any more detailed mapping 

 that uses the Land Use Capability classification. 

 

4.2 NZLRI Mapping 
The NZLRI is based on an LUC assessment of the whole of New Zealand and has been carried 

out at a scale of 1:50,000.  It is intended for regional use and planning and is not meant to be 

used at a farm scale.  The 3rd Edition of The Land Use Capability Survey Handbook (Lynn et al 

2009) cautions against enlarging LUC data beyond the scale at which it was gathered as it can 

produce unreliable and misleading results and at time results that are nonsense.   

 

At a scale of 1:50,000, on average one mapping observation is made every 25ha but could be 

a little as one every 100ha (Hewitt and Lilburne 2003, Grealish 2019).  As such, it is quite 

possible that no information has been gathered on the proposed site.  For the purpose of this 

report, with a site covering 13.6ha the appropriate scale of mapping is approximately 1:5,000 

or one to four observations per hectare (Lynn et al 2009).  

 

Using the NZLRI for site specific information is outside of its intended purpose and outside of 

its parameters of reliability.  At best it can only provide an indication of the possible LUC units 

present.  The correct process for mapping soil types and LUC at a site of this size is to carry out 

a site survey at the correct scale by a suitably qualified person as has been done for this report. 
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5.0 OVERALL SITE ASSESSMENT 
 

Area and percentage of LUC units and HPL on the two legal titles at the site. 

 

 

5.1 NPS-HPL Classification 
It is acknowledged that as this site is classified as LUC class 3 by the NZLRI it is also classified as 

HPL under the NPS-HPL.  This classification is relevant in relation to the HPL legislation, but it 

does not supersede the site survey in relation to the actual LUC classifications at the site and 

its primary productivity potential.   

 

5.2 Site Assessment and Productivity 
Due to the unreliability of the NZLRI data at a farm scale it cannot be used to accurately assess 

either site LUC classifications or site productivity potential.  Weight therefore needs to be given 

to the information gained from the site survey and provided in this report as it has been 

obtained by following the correct mapping protocols, at the correct scale, by a suitably 

qualified person.   

 

5.2.1 Title 1 
As can be seen in the soil and LUC maps there is very little in the way of undeveloped ground 

that has any potential primary productive use on Title 1.  The soils on this title have been 

discussed in Section 3.1 of this report and have highlighted only three flat, undeveloped areas 

that could be considered to have any production potential.  The smallest of these is discounted 

as it is the size of a small residential lawn – approximately 400m2.  Of the remaining two areas 

the largest - 0.35ha, has anthropic or a manmade soil profile due to site levelling.  This process 

LUC Unit - 858136 Area (ha) HPL Classification % of total 
Area 

3w 2 0.2 HPL 4.9 

7s 2* 0.3 Not HPL 7.3 

Unproductive 3.6 Not HPL 87.8 

Total area 4.1   

Area HPL 0.2 Total % HPL  4.9 

    

Total area non-HPL 3.9 Total % non-HPL  95.1 

LUC Unit - HBJ1/57 Area (ha) HPL Classification % of total 
Area 

3w 2 6.2 HPL 65.3 

Unproductive 3.3 Not HPL 34.7 

Total area 9.5   

Area HPL 6.2 Total % HPL  65.3 

    

Total area non-HPL 3.3 Total % non-HPL  34.7 
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has resulted in the removal of a significant depth of the original soil profile leaving only a very 

stony subsoil material.  Due to these alterations this area no longer has the productivity 

potential of the original site and as such has a new LUC classification of 7s 2* reflecting that. 

 

The area of 3w 2 on this title is unaltered and in general land of this classification is capable of 

supporting grazing, production of some cereal crops, root and green fodder crops and grass 

seed.  However, due to its very small size – 0.2ha - and its long narrow shape it is of no practical 

use in primary production beyond a family vegetable garden. 

 

5.2.2 Title 2 
As can be seen in the soil and LUC maps a significant area of this title is also occupied by 

buildings, accessways and hardstand areas.  These areas have no productive potential and 

therefore cannot be given a LUC classification.  The balance of the site is classified as LUC unit 

3w 2 includes and productive land but with degraded soil structure likely due to over 

cultivation. 

 

5.3 Productivity Potential 
 

5.3.1 Title 1 
Some sites where development has occurred can undergo rehabilitation and be restored for 

primary production uses at minimal expense.  This title however, has undergone development 

to such a degree that such an undertaking would be totally impractical, unjustifiable and likely 

unattainable.  As such there is virtually no production potential on this title due to 

development and the very small area of natural soil. 

 

5.3.2 Title 2 
In the description of the 3w 2 LUC unit Noble (1985) states that the heavy textured subsoils of 

this title give rise to slow internal drainage and poor soil aeration.  The impeded drainage and 

long periods of high water tables make this unit more suited to intensive grazing than cropping, 

although some maize, barley, grass seed, and summer forage cropping may be carried out.   

 

The gleying and mottling observed in the soil profiles confirm the impeded drainage and 

prolonged soil wetness.  The impeded drainage along with the stony soil profile limit the 

productive uses available for this site to grazing and shallow rooted or wet tolerant plant/tree 

species and short rotation cropping options.  Continuous cropping is not sustainable on these 

soils and results in soil structural degradation.   

 

Further adding to the limited production opportunities is the small area available for 

productive use.  Currently the tree nursery that operates at the site uses the productive area 

of both 174 and 176 Brookvale Road, however, these areas need to be considered as operating 

as separate sites.  In this capacity the productive area remaining on Title 2 is 6.2ha.  At this size 
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and on a site that is best suited to grazing commercial viability is unlikely with the title most 

likely to be used as a lifestyle block. 

 

It should be noted that though the title is currently used as a tree nursery this land use appears 

to be unstainable based on the degraded soil profiles found at the site.   

 

6.0 CONCLUSIONS 
• The entire site is technically classified as HPL under the NPS-HPL but in reality the 

majority has been highly modified and developed with buildings and hard surface areas.  

As such, that area of the site is in no way able to be used for primary production let 

alone in a highly productive capacity. 

• Rehabilitation of the developed areas of the site for primary production is unviable. 

• There is limited area for productive use and as such is unlikely to be able to support a 

commercially viable enterprise. 

• Impeded soil drainage and stony soil profiles on the productive area of the site limit the 

productive potential and make it more suited to intensive grazing than cropping. 

• Productive soils at the site have been degraded due to compaction and loss of soil 

structure and require remedial action to return them to their natural level of 

productivity. 

• The current land use appears to be unsustainable due to the soil profile degradation 

observed. 

• The lack of land use options or site versatility mean this site would not be classified as 

a highly productive site. 
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7.0 MAPS 
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8.0 APPENDIX 
8.1 S-Map soil description 
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exercised by Hanmore Land Management Ltd in the preparation of this report.  Any action in reliance on the accuracy of the information 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
This report has been prepared at the request of the client to assess the Land Use Capability 

(LUC) classifications and productivity potential at 176 Brookvale Road, Havelock North.  The 

New Zealand Land Resource Inventory (NZLRI) maps have classified the site as LUC class 3.  As 

such, this area could potentially fall under the National Policy Statement for Highly Productive 

Land (NPS-HPL).   

 

The purpose of the report is to map the site and identify any Highly Productive Land as defined 

by the National Policy Statement for Highly Productive Land (NPS-HPL) and assess its 

productivity potential.  To achieve this, a site visit was carried out to map the soils and land use 

classes present and assess them in relation to the NPS-HPL and their productive uses.   

 

This report presents the description of each of the soil types identified on the survey area as 

well as descriptions of each of the LUC units mapped.  This information is then used to 

determine and quantify any HPL and assess its production potential.  This information is 

accompanied by a site description map showing LUC, soil and soil classifications along with the 

relevant LUC unit and soil profile descriptions. 

 

2.0 MAPPING METHOD 
A site visit was carried out on the 6th of November 2024 to evaluate and describe the soil types 

and the LUC units present.  The survey area was mapped at a scale of 1:5,000. 

 

LUC mapping was carried out in accordance with the methods described in the 3rd Edition of 

the Land Use Capability Survey Handbook (Lynn et al 2009).  This process involves making a 

land resource inventory (LRI) of the property in which soil types, soil parent materials, land 

slopes, erosion type and severity and land cover are recorded.  Whenever any of these land 

features changes a new unit is made.   

 

Specific field work activities include digging and describing soil profiles on each landform with 

supporting holes dug or profiles observed on bank/drain cuttings to establish soil boundaries, 

measuring slopes with a clinometer, and gathering any other data that may be of assistance in 

assessing the suitability of the land for primary production such as erosion, susceptibility of the 

land to flooding, winter wetness and/or cold, high temperatures, exposure to salt winds, 

aspect, and accessibility.  This information is then used to determine the specific LUC units, as 

described in the Land Use Capability Classification of the Southern Hawke's Bay-Wairarapa 

Region for the area.   
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3.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 
The property is located at 176 Brookdale Road and covers a total of 8.9ha.  The site is flat with 

a number of commercial buildings and hard stand areas.  The soils are imperfectly drained 

alluvial soils with varying degrees of stone and gravel content.  The site is currently used as a 

fruit tree nursery by a local Hawke’s Bay company. 

 

3.1 Soil Profiles and Descriptions 
The soils across the site vary from mottled to gleyed alluvial soils with gravel present at a depth 

of between 200-500mm that prevented manual digging or soil auger penetration.  A hard pan 

was also encountered that prevented auger penetration past 400mm with stones at the soil 

surface in a number of locations.   

 

Some areas of the site were not accessible at the time of the site visit due to horticultural 

spraying having just been completed or being carried out.   

 

In general, the condition of the soil at the site was found to be slightly to significantly degraded 

due to compaction and a loss of soil structure from repeated machinery movement and likely 

over cultivation. 

 

Also of note at the site is an old settlement pond that has been filled in.  The area of the site 

has Anthropic or a manmade soil profile.  Based on the report by the Land and Water People 

in which trenches were dug and soil auger samples taken this area was found to be a mix of 

topsoil and subsoil along with sand, gravel and rubbish. 

 

Two typical soil profiles are described below with the descriptions from the S-Map soils 

identified at the site included in the appendix. 

 

Soil Profile Soil Profile Description 

 

Soil Name: Hinds_25a.1. 

Soil classification: Mottled fluvial recent soil. 

Parent material: Alluvium  

Soil description:  

0-260mm: Friable, weakly developed, 2-3mm nut, 
some compaction evident, very dark greyish brown 
(10yr 3/2), sticky, plastic, silt loam.  

260-400mm Very firm, massive, breaks to weakly 
developed 2-3mm nut, light brownish grey (10yr 
6/2), sticky, plastic, gravelly clay with dark 
yellowish brown (5yr 4/6) iron deposits. 

 

Overall drainage: Imperfectly drained 
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Soil Name: Hinds_25a.1. 

Soil classification: Mottled fluvial recent soil. 

Parent material: Alluvium  

Soil description:  

0-400mm: Friable, strongly to moderately 
developed, 2-8mm nut, very dark grayish brown 
(10yr 3/2), sticky, plastic, sandy clay  

400-600mm: Friable, moderately to weakly 
developed, 2-5mm nut, yellowish brown (10yr 
5/4), sticky, plastic, slightly sandy loam with black 
flecks (10yr 2/1) and faint yellow (2.5y 7/8) 
mottling. 

600-850mm: Firm, massive, sticky plastic, light 
yellowish brown (2.5y6/3) to light brownish grey 
(2.5y6/2) sandy clay 

 

Overall drainage: Imperfectly drained 
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4.0 SOIL CLASSIFICATIONS 
 

4.1 Highly Productive Land 
The NPS-HPL came into effect on 17th October 2022 and was updated in August 2024 with the 

amendments taking effect from 14th September 2024.  This policy seeks to protect highly 

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

generations.  The policy statement defines highly productive land as land that has been 

mapped in accordance with clause 3.4 of the NPS-HPL and is included in an operative regional 

policy statement as required by clause 3.5.  There is an interim regime for identifying highly 

productive land prior to a regional policy statement containing maps of highly productive land 

in the region is operative.  Under clause 3.5(7) of the NPS-HPL, highly productive land in the 

interim period includes land that is: (i) zoned general rural or rural production; and (ii) LUC 1, 

2, or 3 land; but is not: (i) identified for future urban development; or (ii) subject to a Council 

initiated, or an adopted, notified plan change to rezone it from general rural or rural production 

to urban or rural lifestyle. 

The following definition of LUC 1, 2, or 3 land is taken from section 1.3, page 5 of the NPS-HPL: 

LUC 1, 2, or 3 land means land identified as Land Use Capability Class 1, 2, or 3, as 

 mapped by the New Zealand Land Resource Inventory or by any more detailed mapping 

 that uses the Land Use Capability classification. 

 

4.2 NZLRI Mapping 
The NZLRI is based on an LUC assessment of the whole of New Zealand and has been carried 

out at a scale of 1:50,000.  It is intended for regional use and planning and is not meant to be 

used at a farm scale.  The 3rd Edition of The Land Use Capability Survey Handbook (Lynn et al 

2009) cautions against enlarging LUC data beyond the scale at which it was gathered as it can 

produce unreliable and misleading results and at time results that are nonsense.   

 

At a scale of 1:50,000, on average one mapping observation is made every 25ha but could be 

a little as one every 100ha (Hewitt and Lilburne 2003, Grealish 2019).  As such, it is quite 

possible that no information has been gathered on the proposed site.  For the purpose of this 

report, with a site covering 8.9ha the appropriate scale of mapping is between approximately 

1:5,000 or one to four observations per hectare (Lynn et al 2009).  

 

Using the NZLRI for site specific information is outside of its intended purpose and outside of 

its parameters of reliability.  At best it can only provide an indication of the possible LUC units 

present.  The correct process for mapping soil types and LUC at a site of this size is to carry out 

a site survey at the correct scale by a suitably qualified person as has been done for this report. 
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5.0 OVERALL SITE ASSESSMENT 
 

Area and percentage of LUC units and HPL at the site. 

 

5.1 NPS-HPL Classification 
It is acknowledged that as this site is classified as LUC class 3 by the NZLRI it is also classified as 

HPL under the NPS-HPL.  This classification is relevant in relation to the HPL legislation, but it 

does not supersede the site survey in relation to the actual LUC classifications at the site and 

its primary productivity potential.   

 

5.2 Site Assessment  
Due to the unreliability of the NZLRI data at a farm scale it cannot be used to accurately assess 

either site LUC classifications or site productivity potential.  Weight therefore needs to be given 

to the information gained from the site survey and provided in this report as it has been 

obtained by following the correct mapping protocols, at the correct scale, by a suitably 

qualified person.   

 

As can be seen in the LUC map a significant area of the site is occupied by buildings, accessways 

and hardstand areas.  These areas have no productive potential and therefore cannot be given 

a LUC classification.  The balance of the site includes the old filled in settling pond, a riparian 

zone and productive land.  

 

Due to the alteration of the soil profile at the site of the old settling pond this area has been 

given a 4s 2* classification reflecting the degradation of the natural soil profile.  The remaining 

area of the site, apart from the riparian zone, retains its 3w 2 classification.   

 

It should be noted that soil degradation due to compaction and loss of soil structure was 

observed at the site and needs remedial action to return it to its natural level of productivity.   

 

5.3 Productivity 
In the description of the 3w 2 LUC unit Noble (1985) states that the heavy textured subsoils of 

this unit give rise to slow internal drainage and poor soil aeration.  The impeded drainage and 

LUC Unit -  Area (ha) HPL 
Classification 

% of total Area 

3w 2 6.7 HPL 75.3 

4s 2* 0.4 Not HPL 3.9 

Unproductive 1.0 Not HPL 11.0 

Riparian/water course 0.9  9.8 

Total area 8.8   

Area HPL  Total % HPL  75.3 

    

Total area non-HPL  Total % non-HPL  24.7 
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long periods of high water tables make this unit more suited to intensive grazing than cropping, 

although some maize, barley, grass seed, and summer forage cropping may be carried out.   

 

The gleying and mottling observed in the soil profiles at the site confirm the impeded drainage 

and prolonged soil wetness.  The impeded drainage along with the stony soil profile limit the 

productive uses available for this site to grazing and shallow rooted or wet tolerant plant/tree 

species and short rotation cropping options.  Continuous cropping is not sustainable at the site 

and would result in soil structural degradation.   

 

Further adding to the limited production opportunities is the small area (6.7ha) of the site 

available for productive use.  Currently the tree nursery that operates at the site uses both 174 

and 176 Brookvale Road, however, the sites need to be considered as operating as two 

separate sites.  At this size and on a site that is best suited to grazing, commercial viability is 

unlikely with the site most likely to be used as a lifestyle block. 

 

It should be noted that though the site is currently used as a tree nursery this land use appears 

to be unstainable based on the degraded soil profiles found at the site.   

 

6.0 CONCLUSIONS 
• The entire site is technically classified as HPL under the NPS-HPL but in reality significant 

areas of the site have been developed and have no productive potential.   

• The site is currently operated in conjunction with 174 Brookvale Road but needs to be 

considered separately in its productive capacity rather than as one block. 

• Impeded soil drainage and stony soil profiles limit the productive potential of the site 

making it more suited to intensive grazing than cropping. 

• Soils at the site have been degraded due to compaction and loss of soil structure and 

require remedial action to return them to their natural level of productivity. 

• The current land use appears to be unsustainable due to the soil profile degradation 

observed. 

• The lack of land use options or site versatility mean this site would not be classified as 

a highly productive site. 
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7.0 MAPS 
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8.0 APPENDIX 
8.1 S-Map soil description 
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1. Summary 
 

• Te Mata Mushrooms are reevalua�ng the highest and best use for the Brookvale Road site. 
• The NPS HPL has created new obstacles for changes in land use and development. 
• The developed sec�on of the Brookvale Road site has been reevaluated for its Land Use 

Capability. 
• The result of this assessment is that the site should be classified as non – produc�ve due to 

its highly modified state (lacks soil). 
• Within the LUC system rec�fying limita�ons rela�ng to soil is not considered feasible. 
• A small area of the original terrace rise is s�ll natural but is LUC class 4. 
• Further Development of the 8.54 ha developed sec�on of the site will not affect the 

produc�ve capacity of the residual land area.   

 

2. Purpose 
 

Te Mata Mushrooms have been in opera�on producing mushrooms for sale from its Brookvale Road 
site since the 1967. Currently the mushroom opera�on  has ceased opera�ons while the site’s 
owners consider future op�ons for the site. This brief report is intended to provide clarity regarding 
the Land Use Capability (LUC) under the built por�on of the property (including land under buildings, 
roads, and otherwise modified land).  

3. Introduc�on 
The recently introduced Na�onal Policy Statement for Highly Produc�ve Land (NPS HPL) has 
introduced a new set of requirements to be considered before changes to land use can be 
implemented. In the case of Te Mata Mushroom the NPS HPL requires that an assessment of 
produc�ve capacity (using LUC as a proxy) be undertaken to ensure that actual highly produc�ve land 
does not become non-produc�ve.  

The LUC system (in its current form) has been in place in this country since around 1978. The country 
was mapped to a 1:50 000 scale between 1978 and 1982. Due to the scale of mapping several non-
produc�ve areas were included within the LUC system (e.g., Whakatu freezing works) whereas large 
areas of non-produc�ve land were mapped as outside of the LUC system (e.g., towns and rivers). The 
Te Mata site, while clearly being non-produc�ve since 1967, was mapped as class 3 land within the 
LUC system.  

 



4. LUC 
The land resource has been 
described and evaluated according 
to the Land Resource Inventory 
(LRI) and Landuse capability 
classifica�on system (LUC). The land 
resources survey was undertaken at 
a 1:6,000 scale.  

The LRI system involves mapping 
landscape units according to five 
inventory factors (rock type, soil 
unit, slope class, erosion type and 
severity, and vegeta�on).   

From the LRI assessment, the area 
was then classified as LUC, which 
further groups similar units 
according to their capacity for 
sustainable produc�on under 
arable, pastoral, forestry or 
conserva�on uses across the region.  The LUC code is broken down into three components, which 
show the general capability (I-VIII classes), the major limita�ons (four subclass limita�ons of wetness, 
erosion, soil, and climate), and the capability unit to link with regional classifica�ons and known best 
management prac�ces. 

 

5. NPS Highly Produc�ve land 
 

The NPS-HPL came into force on 17 October 2022 and aims to protect highly produc�ve land for use 
in land-based primary produc�on, both now and for future genera�ons by requiring councils to map 
and zone highly produc�ve land and manage subdivision, use and development of that land.    

5.1 Defini�on of highly produc�ve land  
From the date that the NPS-HPL comes into force, and un�l the mapping of highly produc�ve land in 
the Hawke’s Bay Region becomes opera�ve, the NPS-HPL applies to all consent applica�ons involving 
land that meets the “transi�onal defini�on” of HPL i.e., land that as of 17 October 2022:1 

a. is:  

i. zoned general rural or rural production; and  

ii. identified as land use capability class (LUC) 1, 2, or 3 land; but  

b. is not:  

i. identified for future urban development; or  

 
1  Clause 3.5(7). 



ii. subject to a council initiated, or an adopted, notified plan change to rezone it from 
general rural or rural production to urban or rural lifestyle. 

The Te Mata site meets clause (a) and is not exempted by clause (b) and as a result needs to meet 
clause 3.9 and/or 3.10 of the NPS HPL for the proposed land use consent to be granted.  

5.2 Defini�on of Produc�ve Capacity 

Produc�ve capacity, in rela�on to land, is defined in Clause 1.3 of the NPS-HPL as:  

…the ability of the land to support land-based primary production over the long term, based on 
an assessment of:  

a. physical characteristics (such as soil type, properties, and versatility); and  

b. legal constraints (such as consent notices, local authority covenants, and 
easements); and  

c. the size and shape of existing and proposed land parcels. 

The relevant factors contribu�ng to the exis�ng produc�ve capacity will vary depending on the local 
context and will influence the type of land-based primary produc�on suitable for that site.  

 

5.3  Clause 3.9 NPS-HPL 

Clause 3.9 requires councils to avoid the inappropriate use or development of highly produc�ve land 
unless the criteria in subclause(2) and (3) are sa�sfied. 

Clause 3.9 Protec�ng highly produc�ve land from inappropriate use and development. 

(1) Territorial authori�es must avoid the inappropriate use or development of highly 
produc�ve land that is not land-based primary produc�on. 

(2) A use or development of highly produc�ve land is inappropriate except where at least 
one of the following applies to the use or development, and the measures in subclause (3) 
are applied: 

(a) it provides for suppor�ng ac�vi�es on the land: 

(b) it addresses a high risk to public health and safety: 

(c) it is, or is for a purpose associated with, a mater of na�onal importance under 
sec�on 6 of the Act: 

(d) it is on specified Māori land: 

(e) it is for the purpose of protec�ng, maintaining, restoring, or enhancing indigenous 
biodiversity: 

(f) it provides for the re�rement of land from land-based primary produc�on for the 
purpose of improving water quality: 

(g) it is a small-scale or temporary land-use ac�vity that has no impact on the produc�ve 
capacity of the land: 

(h) it is for an ac�vity by a requiring authority in rela�on to a designa�on or no�ce of 
requirement under the Act: 



(i) it provides for public access: 

(j) it is associated with one of the following, and there is a func�onal or opera�onal 
need for the use or development to be on the highly produc�ve land: 

(i) the maintenance, opera�on, upgrade, or expansion of specified infrastructure: 

(ii) the maintenance, opera�on, upgrade, or expansion of defence facili�es operated 
by the New Zealand Defence Force to meet its obliga�ons under the Defence Act 
1990: 

(iii) mineral extrac�on that provides significant na�onal public benefit that could not 
otherwise be achieved using resources within New Zealand: 

(iv) aggregate extrac�on that provides significant na�onal or regional public benefit 
that could not otherwise be achieved using resources within New Zealand. 

(3) Territorial authori�es must take measures to ensure that any use or development on 
highly produc�ve land: 

(a) minimises or mi�gates any actual loss or poten�al cumula�ve loss of the 
availability and produc�ve capacity of highly produc�ve land in their district; and 

(b) avoids if possible, or otherwise mi�gates, any actual or poten�al reverse 
sensi�vity effects on land-based primary produc�on ac�vi�es from the use or 
development. 

(4) Territorial authori�es must include objec�ves, policies, and rules in their district plans to 
give effect to this clause. 

5.4 Clause 3.10 NPS HPL 

3.10 Exemption for highly productive land subject to permanent or long-term constraints  

(1) Territorial authorities may only allow highly productive land to be subdivided, used, or 
developed for activities not otherwise enabled under clauses 3.7, 3.8, or 3.9 if satisfied that:  

(a) there are permanent or long-term constraints on the land that mean the use of the 
highly productive land for land-based primary production is not able to be 
economically viable for at least 30 years; and  

(b) the subdivision, use, or development:  

(i) avoids any significant loss (either individually or cumulatively) of productive 
capacity of highly productive land in the district; and  

(ii) avoids the fragmentation of large and geographically cohesive areas of 
highly productive land; and 

(iii) avoids if possible, or otherwise mitigates, any potential reverse sensitivity 
effects on surrounding land-based primary production from the subdivision, 
use, or development; and  

(c) the environmental, social, cultural, and economic benefits of the subdivision, use, 
or development outweigh the long-term environmental, social, cultural, and economic 
costs associated with the loss of highly productive land for land-based primary 
production, taking into account both tangible and intangible values.  



(2) In order to satisfy a territorial authority as required by subclause (1)(a), an applicant must 
demonstrate that the permanent or long-term constraints on economic viability cannot be 
addressed through any reasonably practicable options that would retain the productive 
capacity of the highly productive land, by evaluating options such as (without limitation):  

(a) alternate forms of land-based primary production:  

(b) improved land-management strategies:  

(c) alternative production strategies:  

(d) water efficiency or storage methods:  

(e) reallocation or transfer of water and nutrient allocations:  

(f) boundary adjustments (including amalgamations):  

(g) lease arrangements.  

(3) Any evaluation under subclause (2) of reasonably practicable options:  

(a) must not take into account the potential economic benefit of using the highly 
productive land for purposes other than land-based primary production; and  

(b) must consider the impact that the loss of the highly productive land would have on 
the landholding in which the highly productive land occurs; and 

(c) must consider the future productive potential of land-based primary production on 
the highly productive land, not limited by its past or present uses.  

(4) The size of a landholding in which the highly productive land occurs is not of itself a 
determinant of a permanent or long-term constraint.  

(5) In this clause: landholding has the meaning in the Resource Management (National 
Environmental Standards for Freshwater) Regulations 2020 long-term constraint means a 
constraint that is likely to last for at least 30 years. 

  

 

 

 

Site inves�ga�on 
The site was visited twice in June 2023. During these visits the various management blocks on site 
were iden�fied and inves�gated.  

Inves�ga�ons involved assessing soil characteris�cs in order to iden�fy poten�al LUC  and therefore 
produc�ve poten�al. Condi�ons during June were very wet and limited soil inspec�on. Describing 
wet soils is generally avoided. In this case the difference between natural and modified soil was 
substan�al but subtle differences in natural soil (as in the paddocks) was difficult to substan�ate. In 
my view there are reasons to be scep�cal about the distribu�on of the currently mapped LUC units 
on site. A more detailed examina�on may find that the distribu�on of unit llls2 (currently mapped to 
the south) is more widespread. The significance of this unit is that it does have limita�ons that are 
both permanent and unavoidable. It is beter to make that assessment when ground water levels are 
lower.  



Results 
Results are contained in Table 1 below. 

 

Figure 1: Management blocks on Te Mata site - Management blocks are essentially areas of difference that are separately 
assessed in Table 1 below. Total area of blocks is 8.54ha 

 

Table 1: Table of respective management blocks and characteristics as they relate to LUC 

Management Block Area (Ha) Descrip�on LUC 

Carpark and drive 1.81 Excavated site (carpark) drain, and drive. 
No soil within this block apart from a very 
small area of grass adjacent to drive. The 
soils on this area are structureless and 
most likely introduced. Soil on the rest of 
the block has been removed and replaced 
with gravel 200-300mm deep. Carpark is 
excavated from a terrace rise which has 

Non-
Produc�ve 



also had sub soil removed. 

 
Uncovered terraces 0.59 Excavated site. No soil or sub soil present. 

 

Non-
Produc�ve 

Covered terraces 0.96 Excavated site. No soil present. Approx. 100mm 
gravel under 100mm concrete. Small area of original 
terrace rise included in this block. This area is best 
mapped as unit lVs2 (Rolling to strongly rolling 
ridges of loess overlying red metal seams). 
 

Non-
Produc�ve 
apart from 
very small 
area(approx. 
3000m2 )of 
lVs2. 



 
Effluent pond 0.1 

 

Non-
Produc�ve 

Gravel Yard 0.78 Topsoil removed and replaced with 2-
300mm gravel.  

 

Non-
Produc�ve 



 
Gravel Yard and Bunker 0.41 Topsoil removed and replaced with 200-

300mm gravel 

 

Non-
Produc�ve 

Spoil 0.48 Various spoil material placed on top of soil 
surface. Very poorly drained and gleyed . 

Non-
Produc�ve 



Not suitable for produc�on.

 
Buildings - Concrete 
base 

2.06 Oldest part of site where main buildings 
are situated on a concrete base. No soil 
present. Concrete over gravel over very 
gleyed sub soil. 

 
 

 

Non-
Produc�ve 

Yards and Tracks 1.13 Tracks for access and machinery 
movements – 200-300mm gravel 

Non-
Produc�ve 

Open Drains 0.22 
 

Non-
Produc�ve 



Total (Ha) 8.54 
 

Non-
Produc�ve 

 

As a comparison the soil profile in the adjacent paddocks was inspected in three loca�ons. While 
there were differences in soil characteris�cs between these three points in general the soils in the 
adjacent paddocks were as expected. 

 

Figure 2: productive soil in adjacent paddock 

 

 

Conclusion 
 

The Te Mata Mushroom site has been previously mapped as LUC class 3 under regional scale 
mapping. Over �me (since the 1967) the Te Mata site has been developed in line with produc�on 
demands and within consen�ng frameworks. This has resulted in a highly modified landscape that 
does not align with the atributes found within LUC class 3. 



It is clear, that the por�on of the Te Mata site assessed within this report has  no land based 
produc�ve value. This is simply because the site is highly modified with no actual soil. The LUC 
system relies on a set of livestock carrying capaci�es indices as a proxy for produc�vity. These indices 
range from >25 SU2ha (very high) to <1 SU ha (sparse). In this case, I do not consider it cost effec�ve 
to carry livestock on this site on an annual basis. This is because. 

• Concrete does not grow grass. 
• Gravel may over �me grow some degree of vegeta�ve cover but will only grow when 

condi�ons are wet – not all year and will typically be dominated by weed species. 
• Site condi�ons prevent the growing of crops to fill gaps in feed supply. 

 

The limita�ons on site are in effect a soil limita�on. The LUC framework as described in the LUC 
handbook3 is clear that soil limita�ons are both permanent and unavoidable. Individual LUC units 
(where classes are further delineated into subclasses and  units e.g., 3s2or 6e4) are developed based on 
the dominant limitation or where multiple limitations exist the following priority is observed: erodibility 
(e) > excessive wetness (w) > rooting zone limitations(s) > climate (c ).  

When allocating different units to blocks of land the following assumptions are made: 

• The permanent physical limitations of the land remain. 
• The rectifiable limitations may be removed. 
• An above average level of land management is practiced. 
• Appropriate soil conservation measures will be applied and maintained. 

Physical limitations have three distinct categories: 

• Permanent limitations that cannot be removed – examples of this type of limitation include 
climate, rock type, slope, and soil attributes where the ability to modify does not exist or is cost 
prohibitive. 

• Removable limitations are those where the limitation can technically be removed but where it 
requires considerable effort and investment. E.g., soil wetness, flooding, gravel picking. 

• Modifiable limitations are those  that can be removed  via ongoing investment and management. 
Examples include erosion, soil moisture deficits and nutrient deficiencies. 

Therefore: Where LUC units have limitations that are considered removable or modifiable (e.g. 
wetness, nutrient deficiency, erosion) it is assumed that those limitations have already been 
removed when the unit is assessed. The handbook is clear that the “difficulty of removing or 
modifying limitations” depends on their type and severity. The key words ‘reasonable’ , ‘feasible’, 
and ‘economic’ are considered when deciding on the practicality of removing or modifying 
limitations.’’ 

 
2 SU = stock units, typically expressed as a breeding ewe equivalent or around 550kgs dry 

mater/Ha/year. 

3  Lynn I, Manderson A, Page M, Harmsworth G, Eyles G, Douglas G, Mackay A, Newsome P 2009.  
Land Use Capability Survey Handbook - a New Zealand handbook for the classification of land. 3rd 
ed.  Hamilton, AgResearch; Lincoln, Landcare Research; Lower Hutt, GNS Science 
https://www.landcareresearch.co.nz/data/assets/pdf file/0017/50048/luc handbook. pdf 

 



In this case, where en�re soil profiles (including sub soils) have been removed and replaced with 
gravel and concrete over 50 years of development it is simply not feasible to rec�fy. This is because 
the cost of replacing topsoil would be well above $1million( assuming $50m3 to remove and replace) 
and therefore not economically viable ( the opportunity cost of $1million at 5% is roughly equivalent 
to the gross income of intensive cropping systems run on larger blocks) and secondly because the 
subsoil on site also has significant limita�ons that will prevent the establishment of high value 
permanent crops. 

As the site has no primary produc�ve value, any change of use on this site (8.54ha), including that 
proposed to reuse the exis�ng buildings and yard areas for different ac�vi�es, will have no effect on 
the overall produc�ve capacity of either the area shown in figure 1 or the wider site (subject land 
including the cropping paddocks). 

 




