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PO Box 3365 Richmond 7050 03 540 3460 ari@affirmnz.co.nz 

Consent Application RM200488, C J Industries Ltd 
Review of Traffic Effects        25/02/2022 
 

Affirm NZ Ltd has been engaged by Tasman District Council to carry out a review of the traffic matters of a resource 

consent application by C J Industries to establish a gravel extraction operation at Brooklyn off Motueka River West 

Bank Road.  This review is intended to provide an independent expert appraisal of the proposal for the  Council 

Planners Report on the consent application. 

1. Statement of Qualifications and Experience 
 

My name is Ari Joseph Albert Fon.  I am a Director of Affirm NZ Ltd, a private engineering consultancy.  I hold a 

Bachelor’s Degree in Civil Engineering with honours from Canterbury University.  I am a Chartered Member of 

Engineering New Zealand (CMEng) and a member of the Transportation Group of Engineering New Zealand. 

I established Affirm NZ approximately five years ago, following a long period of employment with Aurecon NZ Ltd, a 

multi-disciplinary engineering consultancy.  For the previous 15-year period I was manager of the Aurecon Nelson 

office, with specific responsibility for land development and transportation projects. 

I am experienced in traffic and transportation engineering and have worked in these disciplines throughout the 

Nelson, Tasman and Marlborough regions and New Zealand.  I have also completed many traffic and access 

assessments for developments adjacent to both local roads and state highways throughout the Tasman region over 

the past 15 years.  I am an experienced road safety auditor and have completed numerous Safety Audits for Waka 

Kotahi NZ Transport Agency as well as for Tasman District Council on local road projects. 

 

2. Documents Reviewed 
For the purpose of this review I have considered the following documents: 

1. Resource Consent Application and AEE of 15 June 2020 prepared by Planscapes Ltd, (the Application). 

2. The Access Assessment Report of 7 June 2020 prepared by Traffic Concepts Ltd (the Access Report). 

3. Summary of the 146 submissions prepared by Susi Bernsdorf Solly of WSP. 

4. Applicant’s written response to further information request, dated 8 June 2021. 

In addition, I have visited the site of the proposed vehicle entrance at 493 Motueka River Westbank Road and have 

driven the proposed transport route as described on page 11 of the Application and shown in Figure 18 of the AEE. 

3. Submissions 
 

A total of 148 submissions have been received, of which 112 are in opposition.  Of the submissions in opposition, a 

large number raise traffic matters as a reason for opposition. 

A review of the submissions in opposition has been completed to categorise the specific issues raised in relation to 

traffic matters.  The main issues raised were traffic safety, increase in truck traffic, cycle safety including the Great 

Taste Trail, and the potential for increased damage to the roading infrastructure. 



 

   
4. Review of Traffic Matters 
4.1 Access Report Scope 

Traffic Concepts Ltd has prepared a report, “Proposed Gravel Extraction 493 Motueka River West Road, Motueka - 

Access Assessment Report”, 7 June 2020 that is appended as Annexure D to the Application.  This Access Report 

provides an assessment of the access requirements for the gravel extraction operation.  It covers the proposed 

vehicle crossing at 493 Motueka River Westbank Road as well as the internal access road requirements. 

As the Access Report is limited to these matters only, there has been no detailed traffic assessment provided on the 

potential effects on road safety and efficiency of the generated truck traffic on Motueka River West Bank Road. 

It is understood that a more detailed traffic assessment will be prepared and submitted as part of the Applicants 

evidence prior to the hearing, that will cover the potential effects on the wider roading network from the generated 

truck traffic. 

4.2 Proposed Truck Route 

The proposed truck route utilising Motueka Valley Westbank Road, the Alexander Bluff Bridge and the Motueka 

Valley Highway avoids the townships of Brooklyn and Motueka as well as the narrow Motueka River Bridge on State 

Highway 60.  However, this route includes the relatively low-trafficked section of the Motueka Valley Westbank Road 

between the entrance to 493 Motueka River Westbank Road and the Alexander Bluff Bridge.  According to Council 

traffic counts from 2019 and 2021, this section of road has daily traffic volumes of approximately 300 vehicles per 

day. 

The Application states that the generated 30 truck movements will be “1.4 - 4% of the total expected volume of 

vehicles on this road each day. The proposal’s trip generation will have less than minor effect on the road network as 

a result.”  However, the actual proportion of generated truck movements will be much higher, at 10% or more of the 

total traffic.  Based on the current proportion of trucks on the road at 9% of total traffic, (from Council traffic count 

data), the proposed 30 truck movements per day would result in an approximate doubling of truck traffic on the 

road. 

As the effects of the generated truck traffic associated with the activity hasn’t been fully assessed in the Application, 

it is not certain that there will be a less than minor effect on the road network. 

Further information on the effects of the generated truck movements on the road should be included in the detailed 

traffic assessment to be prepared and submitted as part of the Applicants evidence prior to the hearing 

4.3 Truck Mix 

The Application and the supporting Access Report do not make it entirely clear on the type of trucks that will service 

the gravel extraction operation, and particularly the split between truck-only units and truck and trailers.  The 

Application refers to “dump-truck (truck and/or truck and trailer units)” while the Access Report refers only to 

“trucks”. 

Truck and trailer units are longer and heavier than truck-only units and have a wider swept path when manoeuvring.  

As a result, they take a longer time to complete turning movements than a truck-only unit.  The layout of the vehicle 

crossing onto Motueka River Westbank Road and the alignment of the access onto the bridge will need to cater for 

the largest vehicle expected to service the operation, namely a truck and trailer. 

It is understood that the Applicant has recently advised that all trucks serving the operation will be truck and trailer 

units.  This aspect should be confirmed in the Applicants evidence prior to the consent hearing. 
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4.4 Speed Environment 

For vehicle speeds on Motueka River Westbank Road the Access Report states that “the operating speed has been 

measured at 68km/h” and notes that there is a variance in speeds, with the “fastest recorded speed being 90km/h 

and the lowest being 41 km/h”. 

The report doesn’t state how this vehicle speed data was obtained.  Given the specific speeds stated in the Access 

Report, it is possible that this data was gathered either from a radar gun or a tube traffic count.  If so, it would be 

useful to know over what duration the data was gathered (ie hours or days) and also whether there is any observed 

speed differential between northbound and southbound vehicles. 

If a tube count was carried out, depending on the duration, this could also provide additional background 

information on the number of vehicles per day on the section of road past the vehicle crossing at 493 Motueka River 

Westbank Road. 

4.5 Sight Distance at Vehicle Crossing 

The appropriate Sight Distance requirement from the NTLDM for a private access is set out in Table 4-14 Minimum 

Sight Distance from Private Vehicle Access Points.  This is the same standard used in the Access Report, based on the 

Austroads guidelines.  In short, for an 80km/h approach speed the sight distance requirement is 114m and for the 

68km/h operating speed as assessed in the Access Report the sight distance requirement is less than this. 

Given the slow manoeuvring speeds of turning trucks using the vehicle crossing, it is agreed that maximising the 

sight distance available at the crossing is essential. 

As outlined in the Access Report, the willow trees on either side of the access partially obstruct the sight distance for 

vehicles exiting from the crossing.  The proposed removal of the willow trees on either side of the access along with 

trimming of the bank to the south of the access are appropriate measures to maximise the available sight distance 

for vehicles turning onto Motueka River Westbank Road.  The resulting available sight distance will be in the order of 

that indicated in the Access Report and exceed the required values from Table 4-14 for the operating speeds. 

It is noted that the extent of trimming of the bank to the south, and therefore improvement in the available sight 

distance, will be limited by the location of the road reserve boundary and the access and fences. 

The willow tree removal and bank trimming to improve sight distance at the vehicle crossing should be made a 

Condition of consent. 

4.6 Vehicle Crossing Standard 

There is limited discussion in the Application and the Access Report of the level of physical upgrade required to the 

existing vehicle crossing to the property at 493 Motueka River Westbank Road, to make it suitable for the truck 

traffic that will be generated by the proposed activity. 

The Application states that the “site’s access and vehicle crossing will be upgraded to meet the requirements of the 

NTLDM (for 2-6 users in the Rural zones).” As the access is intended to be used by up to 15 trucks each day making a 

return trip, the upgrade needs to specifically cater for truck turning movements. 

The recommended layout is to the Diagram 2 standard of Drawing SD409 in the NTLDM, including seal widening and 

sealing of the access to a distance of 10m from the edge of seal within the property and tapering to 6m width. 

As the truck and trailer units will have a wide swept path, it is recommended that the 6m width is continued up to 

the bridge.  This would allow for two trucks, or other vehicles, to pass by each other within the access if necessary 

and avoid any undesirable queuing on West Bank Road. 
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It is recommended that the vehicle crossing upgrade works are made a Condition of consent. 

4.7 Access Formation 

It is proposed to form the access along the paper road to a sealed width of 4.5m, in accordance with the NTLDM 

standards for an access serving 2-6 users.  It is understood that this standard has been agreed to in principle with 

Council with the inclusion of 0.5m sealed shoulders and provision for drainage in the form of side drains on both 

sides.  This standard is considered acceptable for the proposed activity-generated truck traffic. 

The 4.5m width isn’t sufficient to allow for two vehicles to pass by each other.  While truck movements will be 

relatively low throughout the course of a typical day, there may be occasions where trucks and or other vehicles 

servicing the operation are using the access and need to pass by each other.  It is therefore recommended that the 

Applicant allows for the formation of some localised widened areas, to Council passing bay standard, to allow for 

two vehicles to pass by each other. 

4.8 Tasman Great Taste Trail 

The Tasman Great Taste Trail route runs as an on-road section along the Motueka River Westbank Road.  There is no 

off-road alternative route for any cyclists using this section of the Trail, so the generated truck traffic from the gravel 

extraction operation would increase the number and frequency of trucks passing by any cyclists that were using the  

e approximately 4.3 km length of the trail between 493 Motueka River Westbank Road and the Alexander Bluff 

Bridge. 

The potential effects of the proposed activity, particularly the generated truck traffic, on users of the Tasman Great 

Taste Trail hasn’t been discussed in either the Application or in the Access Report.  This matter should be addressed 

by the Applicant in the additional traffic assessment to be prepared prior to the consent hearing. 

4.9 Existing Bridge 

Access to the gravel extraction operation is proposed via an existing vehicle bridge over the Peach Island overflow 

channel.  The Application states the “appropriateness of this bridge will be assessed by a suitably qualified engineer 

and any necessary upgrades will be undertaken prior to access establishment or use”. 

The bridge will need to carry minimum Class 1 loads and potentially higher loads if High Productivity Motor Vehicles 

(HPMV) trucks are intended to be used for the activity.  It is understood from Council information, obtained when 

the bridge was assessed for suitability of carrying trucks for river protection works, that it is unlikely to have been 

designed for Class 1 loads. 

In addition, the bridge width should match that proposed for the access, namely 4.5m width.  It is currently 

approximately 3m wide. 

4.10 Signage 

As well as any required Health and Safety and Hazard signage required for the operation, signage should also be 

installed on Motueka River Westbank Road to provide warning to oncoming vehicles of the potential presence of 

trucks.  As a minimum,  permanent warning signs (PW-50) “Trucks Crossing” signs are recommended on Westbank 

Road either side of the vehicle entrance, at positions to be confirmed with Council.  Signage should be included as a 

Condition of consent. 

5. Assessment Criteria in Rule 16.2.2.6 (Transport) 
From page 18 on, the Application discusses to the matters over which Council has restricted its discretion under Rule 

16.2.2.6.  The response provided in the Application for Access and Vehicle Crossings (Items 1 to 5), Parking Areas 
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(Items 6 to 10), (Roads (Items 11 to 15),  and Traffic Effects (Items 16 to 22), has been reviewed and comment on 

specific items is provided below. 

5.1 (1) The location and design of on-site access and vehicle crossings, including dimensions, gradient, surface standard and 
any effect on the safety and efficiency of traffic on the adjoining road 

The Application states that “the access and vehicle crossing should be upgraded and formed to meet the 

requirements of the Nelson Tasman Land Development Manual (NTLDM) or the TRMP, whichever is preferred by 

Council.” 

As discussed previously, it is recommended that the vehicle crossing is formed to the Diagram 2 standard of Drawing 

SD409 in the NTLDM, including widening and sealing of the access to a distance of 10m from the edge of seal within 

the property and tapering to 6m width.  Further, it is recommended that 6m width should continue up to the bridge  

within the throat of the access to provide a 6m carriageway width up to the bridge. 

5.2  (16) The effects of the design of the road and its traffic flows and types on the adjoining activity 

For this Item the Application states, ‘The road’s classification as a collector road indicates that the road is likely to 

carry traffic volumes in the 1,000 to 3,000 vehicles per day range.  For this reason, it is considered that the road is 

able to cater for the increased traffic and type of vehicles associated with the proposal.’ 

It is understood that the above statement is specific to Motueka Valley Westbank Road, which is classified as a 

Collector Road.  However, this road currently carries traffic volumes significantly less than 1,000 to 3,000 vehicles 

per day, particularly over the section that will be used for trucks travelling to and from the site.  On this section of 

the road, the most recent Council traffic counts from 2019 and 2021 show daily traffic volumes of approximately 300 

vehicles per day. 

The TRMP classification of Motueka Valley Westbank Road does not in itself indicate the suitability of the road to 

cater for the increase in daily truck movements as a result of the gravel extraction operation.  This matter hasn’t 

been fully assessed in the Application.  Further information on the effects of the generated truck movements on the 

road should be included in the detailed traffic assessment to be prepared and submitted as part of the Applicants 

evidence prior to the hearing. 

5.3 (18) The potential effect of the activity on the safety and efficiency of the road network. 

The Application states that ‘Forestry harvesting traffic is similar in scale to this proposal and log trucks have been 

able to enter/exit this road network safely and effectively in multiple locations along the Motueka Valley, including 

recent harvesting only 650m south of the proposal’s access  .’ 

Forestry harvesting operations occur only very infrequently for a particular block of land.  In addition, due to their 

limited duration, harvesting operations often utilise temporary traffic management with signage and temporary 

speed limits.  As such, these operations aren’t directly applicable to the daily generation of truck movements that 

will result from the gravel extraction operation. 

No assessment has been provided on the potential effect of the activity on the safety and efficiency of the roads 

comprising the proposed truck route.  This should be covered in the more detailed traffic assessment to be prepared 

and submitted as part of the Applicants evidence prior to the hearing. 

5.4 (19) The effects of trip generation. 

The Applicant states that the overall estimated vehicle movements associated with the extraction operation will 

amount to “only 1.4 - 4% of the total expected volume of vehicles on this road each day. The proposal’s trip 

generation will have less than minor effect on the road network as a result.” 

Affirm NZ Ltd 
PO Box 3365 

Richmond 7050 



 

   
However, as the current volumes on Motueka River Westbank Road south of the site are in the order of only 300 

vehicles per day, the proportion of generated vehicle movements will be much higher, at 10% or more of the total 

traffic.  Based on the current proportion of trucks on the road at 9% of total traffic, (from Council traffic count data), 

the proposed 30 truck movements per day would result in an approximate doubling of truck traffic on the road. 

As the effects of the generated truck traffic associated with the activity hasn’t been fully assessed in the Application, 

it is not certain that there will be a less than minor effect on the road network.  This should be addressed in the 

more detailed traffic assessment to be prepared and submitted as part of the Applicants evidence prior to the 

hearing. 

5.5 (20) Traffic effects beyond the site, including effects on carriageway width, alignment and intersections. 

The Application states that “The proposal will have less than minor traffic effects beyond the site.”  This is based on 

the fact that logging trucks have been “safely using this stretch of road in the past, without the need to widen or 

straighten the road to improve safety”. 

As discussed above, logging trucks do not provide a direct comparison with truck movements resulting from the 

gravel extraction operation as the two activities differ.  Further, there is no supporting information provided in the 

Application regarding the safety of the section of road intended to be used for the truck route. 

Again, similar to other items discussed above, further information is required in the form of a more detailed traffic 

assessment to verify that the proposal will have less than minor traffic effects beyond the site.  This should be 

addressed in the information to be prepared and submitted as part of the Applicants evidence prior to the hearing. 

The Application response to Item(20) refers to Figure 16.2C standard proposed for the upgrading of the vehicle 

crossing.  However, as this standard has now been superseded, it is recommended that the vehicle crossing be 

upgraded to meet the Diagram 2 standard of Drawing SD409 in the NTLDM. 

6. Summary and Recommendations 
6.1 Summary 

The Traffic Concepts Ltd Access Report appended as Annexure D to the Application, provides an assessment of the 

proposed vehicle crossing at 493 Motueka River Westbank Road as well as the internal access road requirements.  

The recommendations of the Access Report for improvements to the vehicle crossing and access works are generally 

accepted. 

The additional truck traffic generated by the proposed gravel extraction operation will produce a noticeable increase 

in truck movements, particularly on the lower volume section of Motueka River Westbank Road between 493 

Motueka River Westbank Road and the Alexander Bluff Bridge. 

There has been no detailed traffic assessment provided on the potential effects on road safety and efficiency of the 

generated truck traffic from the activity on the roading network.  As a result, it is not certain that there will be a less 

than minor effect with regards to traffic matters as stated in the Application. 

6.2 Recommendations 

Detailed Traffic Assessment 

A more detailed traffic assessment should be prepared and submitted as part of the Applicants evidence prior to the 

hearing, to substantiate the statements made in the Application that the effects of the proposed activity on traffic 

matters are less than minor.  This assessment should be submitted as part of the Applicants evidence prior to the 

hearing. 
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Vehicle Crossing to the property at 493 Motueka River Westbank Road: 

The vehicle crossing should be upgraded to the Diagram 2 standard of Drawing SD409 in the NTLDM, including seal 

widening and sealing of the access to a distance of 10m from the edge of seal within the property and tapering to 

6m width.  In addition, the 6m width should be continued up to the bridge to allow for two trucks, or other vehicles, 

to pass by each other within the access if necessary and avoid any undesirable queuing on West Bank Road. 

The willow tree removal and bank trimming to improve sight distance, as outlined in the Access Report, should be 

implemented. 

Access Road 

The portion of access to be formed along the existing paper road is to be constructed to a 4.5m sealed width, along 

with 0.5m sealed shoulders and provision for drainage in the form of side drains on both sides. 

Provision should be made for the formation of localised widened areas, to Council passing bay standard, to allow for 

two vehicles to pass by each other. 

Bridge 

The bridge to be assessed by a suitably qualified engineer for its suitability to carry Class 1 loads or potentially higher 

loads if HPMV trucks are intended to be used.  Any necessary upgrade or replacement structure should be 

constructed prior to access establishment. 
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  Qualification and Experience 

I am employed by Tasman District Council as Senior Resource Scientist for Land Use and Soil. I have 

been in this position since May 2021. Prior to this I worked for Fonterra for nine years as their 

Sustainable Dairy Advisor for the Tasman and Marlborough Region. Previous to that I was employed 

for eight years by Summit-Quinphos (which later became Balance Agri Nutrients) as their Nutrient 

Management Consultant for the Buller and Tasman Region.  

I have a Bachelor of Science Degree, Geography Major from the University of Canterbury. I have also 

completed the following certificates: 

• Advanced Soil Conservation (Massey University, 2020) 

• Agricultural Green House Gas Emissions and Management (Massey University, 2017) 

• Advanced Farm System Modelling (AgriOne, Lincoln & Massey University, 2016) 

• Dairy Production Systems (AgriOne, Lincoln & Massey University, 2013) 

• Farm Dairy Effluent: System Design and Management (Massey University, 2012) 

• Intermediate and Advanced Sustainable Nutrient Management (Massey University, 

2007/2010) 

I am a Certified Nutrient Management Consultant, a Certified Agricultural Greenhouse Gas Consultant 

and have Commissioner Certification (2020).  

I have visited the site of interest and the environs. 

I acknowledge that this is a consent authority hearing. I have read and agree to comply with the 
Code of Conduct for expert witnesses as set out in the Environment Court Consolidated Practice 
Note 2014. 
 

Observations and Clarifications Following 30th September 2021 Site Visit: 

The site of interest i.e., Peach Island, is part of the Eastern Lowland Major River Valley Land Type (Lynn, 

2012) formed on Holocene-aged river alluvium. As to be expected, Peach Island being an old riverbed, 

there is a high degree of variation in gravel and other, smaller grain sediment deposits. The loosely 

assorted regolith is the parent material of the soils observed on-site which, following the New Zealand 

Soil Classification (NZSC), were identified as Fluvial Recent soils. Fluvial Recent soils that form in 

sediments deposited by flowing water, are relatively young (a few thousand years), and may be weakly 

developed. However, in a site-specific context, the young age of the soils was not seen as a 

productivity limiting factor. As previously described by Molloy in 1998, fluvial recent soils in the 

Tasman District are among the most-valued soils for horticultural production, and this includes the 

soils of Peach Island. Note: Following the old, now outdated New Zealand Genetic soil classification 

Peach Island soils are named Riwaka and Motueka soils. 

Consolidating the site observations with what was provided in the consent application report and 

received from the assessment of other soil and land scientists (i.e., Bernard Simmonds and Andrew 

Burton), we like to highlight that:  

The Peach Island sites meets the definition for highly productive land as defined in the TRMP.  

 



 

  

 

Figure 1 shows the location of interest and the two sites that were inspected during the field visit. A visual assessment 
found that the topsoil horizon was deeper at soil pit 1 (site x1) than found at pit 2 (x2). The soil in pit 2 also comprises of 
more sand and gravel than the soil in pit 1.  

 

To re-iterate, the TRMP states in its Chapter 2 (2/16) that high productive value in relation to land, 

means that this land has to meet a combination of at least two of the following criteria, one of which 

must be (a):  

a) a climate with sufficient sunshine that supports sufficient soil temperature  

b) a slope of up to 15 degrees  

c) imperfectly-drained to well-drained soils x1 x2 2  

d) soil with a potential rooting depth of more than 0.8 meters and adequate available moisture  

e) soil with no major fertility requirements that could not be practicably remedied  

f) water available for irrigation  

If (a) and one other factor is met, the land can be seen as capable of producing crops at a high rate 

and/or across a wide range.  

Applying the above definition to the 134 Peach Island site, it was found that:  

a) the climate criterion includes sufficient sunshine to support a suitable soil temperate regime 

b) the slope angle is less than 15 degrees  

c) the soils are generally well-drained 

d) the rooting depth varies depending on stoniness and the soil horizon depth i.e., the 

proximity to the soil surface. This finding is reflected in LandVision consent application 

report, which uses the LUC framework to describe the productivity of the land. The report 

classified the land parcel of interest as LUC class 5 and indicated that rooting depth could be 

a potentially limiting factor. Conversely, areas identified as Class 1-4 have lesser rooting 

depth barriers. 

e) fertility requirements can be met e.g., via fertilization and soil management  

f) the site visit confirmed that the land is used for irrigation and water is available via the 

Motueka river in close proximity to the site  

Based on the TRMP definition, the 134 Peach Island site meets five out of the six relevant factors for 

productive land, and in some areas of 134 Peach Island even all six criteria (e.g., site x1, Figure 1).  



 

  

The combination of suitable factors shows that the land is capable of producing crops at a high rate 

and/or across a wide range. The potential of the land is further evidence by neighbouring areas, where 

there are orchards and horticultural production. Since soil is a continuum and rapid changes in soil 

type, soil and landscape features are not anticipated at the southern end of Peach Island, this 

productive potential will prevail also on the site of interest.  

On the note of rooting depth:  

Consent applicant and LandVision consultant pointed out that rooting depth would be a major limiting 

factor which would be worthwhile further exploring (Figure 2). 

 

 

Assumed that the LandVision consultant referred the evaluation of rooting depth on the LUC Survey 

Handbook (3rd edition, see p. 80 therein), the rooting limitation must have been assessed using the 

following framework 

 

According to Figure 3 and the LUC survey handbook, the areas identified as LUC class 5 and 6 are 

characterized by a stoniness apparent close to the surface of the soil. For LUC class 6 stones would be 

visible at less than 20 cm depth of the soil. The LUC classification was reflected in the field, particularly 

at soil pit x2. 

However, as evident in the whole of the Tasman Basin, the stoniness of fluvial recent soils can be 

overcome by land management and crop selection, and therefore is not per se a productivity excluding 



 

  
or productivity-compromising criterion. To summarise: We agree to the observation of the LandVision 

report that soil rooting depth may be limited at the site of interest. However, given that the 134 Peach 

Island site meets at least five out of the six TRMP criteria, the land is seen as productive and hence, 

land-based gravel extraction not recommended. 

Some further observations:  

Contradictions were found. I.e., soil pit x2 as looked at during the on-site visit is not part of the 

proposed gravel extraction area (Fig. 4). 

   

Figure 4: The proposed stages (1-3) of land-based gravel extraction on 134 Peach Island do not cover soil pit x2 

as was presented by the consent applicant and the LandVision consultant in the field. Using soil pit x2 as a pivotal 

argument for the lower productive quality of the land appears void. 

Furthermore, we like to highlight that if land-based gravel extraction was to occur, the land would 

have to be reinstated in such a way that its high productivity was not compromised. As reinstating 

land productivity even under highly controlled conditions on a mature soil with well-structured soil 

properties (not fluvial recent soils with properties that make them particularly prone to damage from 

disturbances, like gravel extraction) is not easily possible (positive examples of other sites do not 

exist!), we recommend refraining from land disturbance on 134 Peach Island. 

The consent application does not provide enough detail on how land productivity is intended to be 

reinstalled and concerns exist that the suggested measured would not be sufficient enough to retain 

the existing productivity or versatility of land and soil, or even mitigate the risk of contaminants 

associated with the back-fill to leach into the groundwater (see Groundwater Quality Assessment of 

the application, Envirolink Report). 

Because of the sensitivity of the soils on Peach Island to be damaged from disturbance, and the high 

productive values they presently offer, it is not advised that gravel extraction can take place without 

significant adverse effects at these sites (even with the controls you have proposed). 

 

Richmond, 18th October 2021 

 

 

 



 

  
Addendum and Comments on Draft Soil Management Plan  

The applicant has provided a Draft Soil Management Plan, prepared by Dr Reece Hill. The draft report 

was provided on 17th February 2022 to assist Council in its own assessment for the purpose of 

preparing this s42A report.  It is understood that the final version of this report will be provided as 

part of the applicant’s evidence prior to the hearing. 

I have reviewed the Draft report and have the following comments.  

Soil characteristics and assessment of productive potential: 

Only the area inside the stop bank is being referred to in my comments, as the area outside the stop 

bank is seen as not suitable for agricultural land development other than extension grazing due to 

flood risk. For refence this excludes the land units defined as LUC 3w1 and LUC 4w3, as these are 

outside of the stop bank.  

There is agreement that the site (inside the stop bank) can be classified as being of high productive 

value when applying the Tasman Resource Management Plan (TRMP) definition.  

There is further agreement that it is the shallow and varying depth to gravel that is the soil limiting 

factor (rooting depth) which drives the LUC classification and as such divides the site into LUC 3s1 – 

6s1. Generally, LUC 1-4 are seen as suitable for arable cropping with multiple land use suitability.  

In addition to the TRMP definition of land with high productive value and the LUC classification as used 

by LandVision, Dr. Reece Hill applied soil and land characteristics to the Productive Land Classification 

(PLC).  

 

Figure 1 Extract from Table x3 PLC criteria for pre gravel extraction LUC units on the Peach Island Road site (Hill, R. Draft 
Report) 

PLC land classes F and H are not classified as being versatile. Suitable land uses for F is seen as extensive 

pastoral, whereas H is seen as nonproductive.  

In his report, Dr Hill used the lowest classed attribute to determine the final PLC class. As such it is the 

rooting depth limitation that results in the overall PLC class (except for LUC 5s1, where it is drainage 

class). 

According to the area assessed by LandVision: LUC3s1 and 4s1 make up for 4.78 ha of area within the 

stop bank, while LUC 5s1 and 6s1 make up 2.09 ha. Most of the land classified as LUC5s1 is however 

outside of the area to be used for gravel extraction.  

According to the Dr. Hills application of the PLC classes, most of the land to be used for gravel 

extraction within the stop bank is PLC class F due to a rooting depth limitation.  

Andrew Burton (former Resource Scientist for Land and Soil at TDC) stated in his comments (email: 

20/09/2021) that ‘for areas of land where gravel extraction might be acceptable, major limitations to 
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its uses have to exist’. Although the PLC class for the land is classified as F by Dr Hill, this is due to one 

single limitation, i.e., rooting depth. Additionally, historic photographs suggest that horticulture had 

been established on this block. This poses the question whether the rooting depth limitation is major 

enough to reduce the productive potential of the soil to a degree that might make it acceptable for 

gravel extraction. 

Albeit not a large portion of the land within the stop bank on which gravel extraction is to occur, 5s1 

land is classified by Dr Hill as H = non-productive. This land is currently used for pastoral grazing, which 

is clearly a productive use of this land. This suggests that the way in which the PLC has been 

determined does not accurately reflect observations on the ground and may be due to the 

classification criteria for a single attribute being weighted to highly against all criteria.   

Under Table 2 of page 12 of the Classification System for Productive Land in the Tasman District 

Agriculture NZ (MAF) 1994 it states: ‘NB: No single factor can be taken in isolation. A number of factors 

are considered when deciding on the classification of a particular land unit. The final assessment is 

made using professional judgement.’  

As such, taking into account a number of factors: I maintain that the PLC class to be assigned to this 

land should be B or C for land units 3s1and 4s1, and C or D for 5s1 and 6s1. Land classes A-C are equal 

to LUC 1-3 and as such seen as versatile and highly productive.  

Further, the comment refers to the classification of a land unit. There is no definition of a land unit in 

the 1994 PLC Report. The way it has been applied by LandVision and Dr Hill is, that a land unit changes 

whenever one single attribute differs. I question whether that is the practical reality on the ground. 

Observations across the Tasman District show that despite variations in texture and associated soil 

properties, crop types are not necessarily different or even mirroring below-ground soil 

characteristics. As such and at a broader scale for policy making purposes, Peach Island is classified 

using the PLC 1994 as Class A. 

Dr Hill has been contracted by TDC to review the PLC 1994 and has developed a new PLC. The 2021 

PLC has not yet been fully adopted by TDC. It does classify Peach Island as class B1 land. This further 

strengthens the argument that the land unit subject to this application (Stage 2 & 3) has high 

production potential.  

Assessment of Effect: 

The soil management plan explains effective re-establishment of the soil on the gravel extraction site.  

For this to be successful and have only minor effects, key concepts must be adhered to, these are: 

• careful pre-planning 

• adherence to the guidance provided in the soil management plan (the soil management plan 

comprises three individual soil management plans each addressing a different risk) 

• training of all staff involved 

• ensure appropriate contour 

• careful removal and storage 

• careful placement of the fill and soil material 

• ensuring new fill and soil material is not degraded or compacted 

• careful stock and machinery management to avoid further compaction  

According to Dr Hill, if the reinstatement of soil follows  

• the sequence as detailed in his plan  



 

• careful management as explained in the three management plans

• removal of other significant barriers such as roots and stones

• maintaining slopes are less than 5 degrees

then the land may be classified as LUC 2. 

In principle, this may be correct as the limiting criteria, which is rooting depth, would have been 

removed by removing the ‘gravel barrier’.  

To my knowledge there are two local reports available on soil restoration post gravel extraction. The 

Ranzau Report as quoted in Dr Hills Soil Management Plan and the Waimea West Report (Cambpell, I. 

2017 Report on soil restoration at Staplegrove Farm gravel extraction site, Waimea West, Nelson). In 

both examples, soil restoration was not successful, and the productive potential of the land post gravel 

extraction was compromised.  

As mentioned above, the three different draft management plans have to be followed carefully for 

successful reinstatement of the soil.  

Whilst individually these management plans may be implementable, when having to balance all three 

at once, there are areas of contradiction. This means that it may not be possible to successfully follow 

the soil management plan guidelines and as such successfully reinstate the soil to an equal or better 

productive outcome.  

The draft soil management plan for effect on soil properties describes how the gravel can be extracted 

and how soil is to be backfilled. It gives guidance on how to mitigate potential effects on soil properties 

which could adversely affect the land productive potential as seen in the Ranzau soil gravel extraction 

(McQueen DJ. 1983) report (the Ranzau report). The main issues identified in this report were 

attributed to soil compaction and loss of soil structure, which occurred while re-spreading when the 

soil was not dry. The Ranzau report concludes that soil should only be handled in dry conditions.  

Conversely, due to the risk of dust, the soil management plan for minimising soil loss due to dust, says 

that removal of soil needs to be avoided in dry/ excessively dry conditions.  What is considered as ‘dry’ 

or ‘too dry’ is open to interpretation. 

Heavy and intensive rain events are frequent in the region and soil loss from overland flow is a real 

risk. Thus, avoiding removing soil during or ahead of heavy rainfall and minimizing the period that soil 

is stockpiled are conditions written into the management plan.  

Wording in the management plans is also not certain. Wording of ‘can be’, ‘recommended’ and ‘should 

ideally’, particularly in the Fill, Subsoil, Topsoil properties section and overview of restored soil section 

of the draft plan need to be replaced to give stricter guidance and less room for interpretation as to 

what material needs to be used to achieve the same or better productive soil/land criteria.  

The contradictions between the individual draft management plans, coupled with general uncertain 

wording, reduces confidence in that the land can be reinstated, and its production potential restored. 

Finally, Dr Hill concludes careful soil management throughout the operation and following 

reinstatement of the land will reduce impacts on soil properties and that these impacts are likely to 

only be short-term. Long-term, the land would remain productive at a similar level as the original soil 

and will have similar, or potentially greater soil versatility than the original soil pre-gravel extraction.  

I would like Dr Hill to detail and scale the impacts on soil properties and define the scales of short- and 

long-term.  
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LUC Classification: 

The emphasis in the LUC system was conservation rather than production, particularly related to 

soil erosion. 

Focus of LUC was on forestry to pastoral to arable, this means that the LUC system is not 

reliable in ranking land types for horticulture.  

Horticulture is a significant land use in Tasman.  

The LUC system is a national system of classes, this means land can be compared to other land 

in New Zealand but it does limit the value of use within the region.  

The LUC system does not consider availability of water and advances in irrigation technology. 

(Ranzau soils are classed as unsuitable for crop production due to the presence of stones: the 

presence of stones in combination with climate and irrigation is what makes Ranzau soils highly 

productive)  

The LUC does not consider economic input such as drainage, fertiliser, irrigation ct.  

 

           

 

TDC PLC 1994: 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 



All TDC GIS applications – Localmaps / ArcGIS portal are and have
been unavailable due to IS version upgrades 

As the last two attachments are generated through (and saved on)
the ArcGIS portal, these will be made available for 5.00 pm Monday 7
March 2022.


