Invitation for Comment on Faringdon South
West and South East Development
Faringdon South West and South East Development is a Referred Project under the
COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Act 2020
Application name

Faringdon South West and South East Development

EPA reference

FTC000032

Applicant/s

Hughes Developments Limited

Comments due by

19 July 2021

Accessing the application

https://www.epa.govt.nz/fast-track-consenting/referredprojects/faringdon/the-application/.

An application has been made by Hughes Developments Limited (the applicant) under the COVID-19
Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Act 2020 (the act) for resource consent for Faringdon South West
and South East Development (the project).
To comment on the project application, please fill in the details on the attached form and:
•

Email the form to Faringdon.fasttrack@epa.govt.nz . Please mark in the subject line: “Comments
on Faringdon South West and South East Development Fast Track Application (Your
name/organisation) by 19 July 2021; or

•

Post the form to Faringdon South West and South East Development Fast Track Application,
Environmental Protection Authority, Private Bag 63002, Waterloo Quay, Wellington 6140 in time
for the form to be received by the 19 July 2021; or

•

Deliver in person to Environmental Protection Authority, Grant Thornton House, Level 10, 215
Lambton Quay, Wellington by 19 July 2021. Please note that due to potential changes in COVID19 Alert Levels our reception may not be open to the public. We suggest phoning ahead to check.

Comments must be received by the EPA, on behalf of the Faringdon South West and South East
Development Expert Consenting Panel, no later than 19 July 2021.
If your comment is not received by the EPA by 19 July 2021 the Panel is not required to consider your
comment (although it may decide to). Under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Act
2020 there is no right to seek a waiver of the time limit.
If you are an iwi authority you may share the consent application with hapū whose rohe is in the
project area in the application, and choose to include comments from the hapū with any comments
you may wish to provide.

Important information
Your personal information will be held by the EPA and used in relation to the project consent
application process. You have the right to access and correct personal information held by the EPA.
A copy of your comments, including all personal information, will be provided to the Expert Consenting
Panel and the applicant.
All comments received on the application will be available on the EPA website.
If you are a corporate entity making comments on this application, your full contact details will be
publicly available. For individuals, your name will be publicly available but your contact details (phone
number, address, and email) will not be publicly available.
Please do not use copyright material without the permission of the copyright holder.
All information held by the EPA is subject to the Official Information Act 1982.
More information on the fast-track consenting process can be found at https://www.epa.govt.nz/fasttrack-consenting/about/.

Your Comment on the Faringdon South West
and South East Development
All sections of this form with an asterisk (*) are mandatory.
1.

Contact Details

Please ensure that you have authority to comment on the application on behalf of those named on
this form.
Organisation name (if
relevant)

Environment Canterbury

*First name

Aurora

*Last name

Grant

*Email (a valid email address

Aurora.Grant@ecan.govt.nz

enables us to communicate
efficiently with you)

2.

*We will email you draft conditions of consent for your comment about this application

×

I can receive emails and my email
address is correct

3.



I cannot receive emails and my postal
address is correct

Please provide your comments on this application

Summary of Comments on Applications for Referral under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-track
Consenting) Act 2020
Environment Canterbury (ECan) provided the attached comments on the request to fast track these
applications. These comments continue to reflect ECan’s overall view regarding the proposed
development.
In summary, the comments related to:
•

Alignment with Planning Provisions:
o The proposal generally aligns with strategic direction outline in Our Space (the Future
Development Strategy for Greater Christchurch) and the area has been identified as
an ‘Urban Growth Overlay’ in the Selwyn District Council’s (SDC) Proposed District
Plan.
o The land is identified as Future Development Area under the Proposed Change 1 to
Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) and the proposed
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•

development would give effect to Policy 8 of the National Policy Statement on Urban
Development 2020 (NPS-UD).
o There is an opportunity for provision for social and affordable housing and ECan
would support consideration being given to ensuring housing densities and typologies
are appropriate and linked to housing needs identified in the capacity assessment
collaboratively prepared by councils in the Greater Christchurch area.
o Coordination of the staging of the development and between adjacent development
sites will be important to ensure that effective public transport access can be provided
and maintained.
Resource Consents:
o Construction-related activities are likely to be relatively straightforward as long as onsite activities and contaminated land are appropriately managed through resource
consent conditions.
o Operational stormwater discharges will occur in the same/similar manner as it does
for already developed areas of the Faringdon development. There are no significant
concerns about the proposal to discharge stormwater into land as such; however, the
discharges are not proposed to receive formal treatment, and this may not give
sufficient effect to the to the concept of te Mana o te Wai and the associated hierarchy
of obligations under the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020
(NPS-FM 2020). Further, it was recommended that for a subdivision of this size,
lodgement of consent applications for stormwater discharges should occur
progressively – as detailed investigations are completed.

Environment Canterbury also notes Minister Parker’s decision on the application being deferred to the
Expert Consenting Panel, which, for the matters relevant to the regional council, stated that the
following information must be provided with the application to the Environmental Protection Authority
(EPA):
•
•

Integrated transport assessment and mitigation to address effects; and
Stormwater assessment including provision of stormwater treatment prior to discharge to land.

The following general comments are provided surrounding the development as a whole and the
regional resource consent applications in particular.

Planning
Strategic Context
The development site is located inside the projected infrastructure boundary (PIB) shown on Map A in
Chapter 6 of the CRPS but is not identified as a Greenfield Priority Area (GPA). In this regard the
proposal is considered to be inconsistent with the current land use and infrastructure framework of the
operative CRPS (ref. Objective 6.2.1(3) and Policy 6.3.1(4)).
However, the future development strategy, Our Space 2018-2048, identified this area as part of a
Future Development Area (FDA) in Rolleston and this matter has been advanced through a Proposed
Change to the CRPS. Following the use of a streamlined planning process under the RMA, the
Proposed Change was approved by the Minister for the Environment on 28 May 2021. At the Regional
Council meeting on 8 July 2021, it was resolved to publicly notify this decision and that these changes
become operative on 28 July in accordance with clause 20 of Schedule 1 of the RMA.

The Proposed Change primarily inserts Policy 6.3.12 into Chapter 6. Policy 6.3.12 contains provisions
enabling, under specified circumstances, Selwyn and Waimakariri District Councils to consider
rezoning land within these FDAs through their district planning processes. This new policy shall be
read alongside the other policies in Chapter 6 that guide urban development in Greater Christchurch.
In summary, the Policy 6.3.12 circumstances in which rezoning considerations can occur include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

A demonstrated need is identified to address a medium term housing capacity shortfall;
The development would provide opportunities for higher density living environments and
housing choices that meet the needs of people and communities for a range of dwelling types;
The development supports the efficient provision and use of network infrastructure and its
timing and sequencing is appropriately aligned with the provision of infrastructure;
Development would occur in accordance with an approved outline development plan;
The development is not constrained by the matters outlined in 6.3.11(5); and
The effects of natural hazards are avoided or appropriately mitigated.

Plan Change 64
The development proposal is similar to that notified as private Plan Change 64 (PC64) to the Selwyn
District Plan in October 2020. Environment Canterbury lodged a submission on PC64 that outlined the
strategic context above and highlighted two more detailed matters that, in the Regional Council’s view,
required greater attention. These were:
1. the nature of residential development proposed and, in particular, the housing densities and
typologies that would best support identified housing needs, and
2. the provision for effective public transport access and, in particular ensuring appropriate
mechanisms to enable services to operate on Faringdon Boulevard at the earliest opportunity.
From a planning, land use and transport integration perspective these remain the primary concerns of
Environment Canterbury and are covered in more detail below. In addition, new information suggests
that the Pines Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) may be at, or close to, the capacity allowed
under its current operational consents. When considering the applicant’s fast track consent, we would
like to see an assurance that the WWTP has sufficient capacity to receive wastewater from the
development such that it is consistent with CRPS Policy 6.3.5 that seeks to ensure that new
development does not occur until provision for appropriate infrastructure is in place.
Housing Needs
We note that the applicant includes work undertaken by Market Economics (Appendix N) suggesting
that a capacity constraint is likely to occur in 2026-2028, earlier than originally estimated in the last
capacity assessment prepared in 2018. The Greater Christchurch Partnership and its constituent
partner councils have now commenced the collaborative work to prepare the next capacity
assessment in line with the three-year cycle required by the NPS-UD and this information can be
properly analysed through this process.
Irrespective, housing need also pertains to the nature of residential development proposed and in
particular the typologies, tenures and price points most likely to align with future demand. This matter
is integral to an assessment of unanticipated or out-of-sequence development under Policy 8 of the
NPS-UD for proposals that would add significantly to development capacity and contribute to wellfunctioning urban environments. Across Greater Christchurch the last capacity assessment highlighted
the provision of smaller, more affordable housing with a range of housing typologies and tenures as
being the greatest gap in the housing market.

This is further supported by recent reports commissioned by the Greater Christchurch Partnership to
review appropriate densities for new greenfield developments and advance mechanisms that support
delivery of social and affordable housing. The densities report concluded that on a case-by-case basis
15 households per hectare is both desirable and feasible as the minimum net density in new
greenfield areas.
The applicant calculates that the South East and South West development areas would provide for
households per hectare densities of 12 and 12.74 respectively, with the majority of sites being around
500-700sqm. Only ten comprehensive medium density lots are proposed, and these sites fall in the
final (Stage 7) phase of the South East development area. We note that no comprehensive medium
density is provided for in the South West development area, however there could be an opportunity to
consider how these housing options can be linked to the proposed future neighbourhood centre
included within private Plan Change 70 (immediately west of Goulds Road) which is also within the
applicant’s land ownership.
Environment Canterbury would like to see greater alignment with the housing needs identified above
as part of any fast-track consenting for this proposal, including the timely provision of such housing.
It is also noteworthy that research undertaken as part of the Building Better Homes, Towns and Cities
(BBHTC) National Science Challenge identifies the prevalence of private land covenants in Selwyn
District as inhibiting the provision of more affordable housing . Environment Canterbury would like to
see a commitment from the applicant that any covenants established as part of development of the
subject land would not limit the ability for smaller houses to be built on individual lots as this could
undermine the ability to deliver the affordable housing options sought by CRPS Policy 6.3.7(6) and
Policy 6.3.12(2(a)).
Public Transport
Environment Canterbury continues to have concerns relating to how the proposal coordinates staging,
both within the internal areas of each development block and between adjacent development sites, to
ensure that effective public transport access can be provided and maintained.
While east-west connections are shown across the development blocks, extending the existing
Northmoor Boulevard west to Goulds Road and east to Springston Rolleston Road, the link north to
Faringdon Boulevard and the town centre requires passage through an adjacent site (Lot 2 DP82966,
) that is not part of the application and is not currently being developed.
As Faringdon Boulevard represents the primary route through the Faringdon development towards
Rolleston town centre this could represent a serious disconnect for servicing the site with public
transport for some time. From a public transport user viewpoint direct services to centres of
work/education/social activities are much more preferable to remain attractive compared to
alternatives. Experience in Greater Christchurch and empirical evidence also suggest that unless such
services are in place early in the development of new subdivisions then travel behaviours become
ingrained and are difficult to change.
Policy 6.3.2 (3) of the CRPS requires “emphasis at a local level placed on walking, cycling and public
transport as more sustainable forms of transport”. Policy 6.3.3 (7 and 8) requires “staging and coordination of subdivision and development between landowners” to be set out and to “demonstrate
how effective provision is made for a range of transport options including public transport”.

Without a clear mechanism to deliver the connection to Faringdon Boulevard in a timely manner (such
as coordinated use by the Council of the Public Works Act to acquire land necessary to construct the
link to Faringdon Boulevard), Environment Canterbury would not view the application as meeting the
above policies or the wider transport network and land use integration outcomes sought by Objective
6.2.4 and Policies 6.3.4 and 6.3.5.
This matter is reinforced through the emissions assessment included with the application. It estimates
increased CO2e generated by the traffic associated with the Project as being around 6,000 tonnes per
year or 0.6% across the Greater Christchurch network. Despite the applicant stating the Project is
designed to encourage low emission transport alternatives this increase will not easily support the
achievement of net zero carbon emission targets.

Resource Consent Application
Construction-related Activities
Earthworks
Resource consent is sought under Rule 5.176 of the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan
(LWRP). It is noted that the applicant has not addressed proposed Plan Change 7 to the LWRP
(pPC7) in determining the status of the proposed earthworks. pPC7 proposes changes to Rule 5.175
of the LWRP by referring to the highest groundwater level (HGWL) rather than the seasonal high
water table.
Environment Canterbury’s Groundwater Science Team advises that there is limited actual water level
data near the sites. From data available it is suggested that while the HGWL could be as high as 1.9
metres below ground level (m bgl) at times, most wells suggest deeper water levels at around 5 m bgl.
Overall, Environment Canterbury’s Groundwater Science Team confirmed that there are no major
concerns about the proposed shallow earthworks.
The conditions proffered in the regional resource consent applications for both development sites
(Proposed Condition 2 of the land use consents for both sites) suggest that excavations will occur to a
depth of up to 3.7 m bgl and that no works will occur within groundwater. It would appear possible that
earthwork may well occur within 1 metre of groundwater and possibly within groundwater. Either some
clarification is required or that a conservative approach should be taken as excavations within
exposed groundwater increases the risk of contaminant mobilisation or effects from accidental spills. If
excavations within the groundwater table are anticipated, Environment Canterbury would recommend
the applicant seeks resource consents for dewatering to ensure the aforementioned risks are
minimised.
Further, depending on the depth to groundwater, dewatering may be required to install deeper
services such as manholes, pump stations and/or service trenches. Consenting requirements for
dewatering activities have been addressed through the inclusion of an advice note on Proposed
Condition 2 on both land use consents.
The remaining conditions proposed for the land use consent appear appropriate to address the key
actual and potential effects associated with the earthworks, including:
•
•

Management of contaminated soils and materials;
Erosion and sediment control; and

•

Accidental discovery of archaeological material, as per the Rūnanga feedback attached to the
application (Appendix G of the Stormwater Consent Application report).

Construction-phase Stormwater Discharges
The proposed conditions are generally appropriate to address the key actual and potential effects of
the proposal with the exception of the need to test temporary soak holes for relevant contaminants
prior to commissioning. It is Environment Canterbury’s recommendation that this requirement be
included as part of the resource consent conditions and that the applicant provides a report detailing
soil testing at those locations prior to commissioning and the first discharge in each soak hole.
Further, the area identified at
as being contaminated must be remediated in
accordance with the recommendations in the ENGEO Report titled “Combined Preliminary and
Detailed Site Investigation:
dated 22/01/2021, prior to bulk earthworks
commencing. Bulk earthworks in this area should only commence once a Suitably Qualified and
Experienced Environmental Practitioner with respect to contaminated land has investigated this area,
and an updated report, remedial action plan and site validation report (if necessary) have been
supplied to the Environment Canterbury and SDC.
Other than the above, Environment Canterbury’s Groundwater Science Team did not raise any issues
with discharging construction-phase stormwater into land.
Dust Discharges from Land Development Works
Discharges of dust to air from land development and construction works are generally a permitted
activity under the Canterbury Air Regional Plan (CARP) provided that a dust management plan is
prepared and implemented for the works and there are no offensive or objectionable off-site effects.
The draft Erosion and Sediment Control Management Plan (Appendix C of the regional resource
consent applications) includes dust control measures.
Environment Canterbury staff is not at all confident that the applicant will be able to comply with
permitted activity rule regarding the discharge of dust, given the area of disturbance is proposed to be
up to 12 hectares for the staged construction. It is Environment Canterbury’s view that resource
consent is likely to be required for discharges to air from the activity due to the potential for earthworks
of this scale to cause offensive or objectionable effects beyond the boundary of the property of origin.
In Environment Canterbury’s experience with land disturbance activities, an area of unconsolidated
and unsealed land of up to 12 hectares is a very large area and is extremely difficult to manage
without off-site nuisance effects, specifically in dry and windy summer conditions. Quite typically,
nuisance effects are experienced by neighbours of land development sites of 4 hectares or less.
A number of dust mitigation measure are proposed in the draft Erosion and Sediment Control
Management Plan, including the use of using sprinkler systems, tanker trucks or other means,
especially during. For unconsolidated areas of such size, the sustainability of using water in this
manner for dust control over such a large area is questioned, While the application states that the
source of the water for the dust suppression will potentially be provided by council supply subject to
SDC approval, it is noted that the council supply may be sufficiently under enough stress at times
(especially during dry, hot summers) that restrictions on use are imposed. No alternative has been
provided on where the water would be lawfully sourced from.

Overall, in absence of a comprehensive dust management plan, there are concerns that dust cannot
be effectively managed within the boundaries of the two sites. To ensure that land disturbance
activities at the site do not result in significant nuisance effects on surrounding receptors, Environment
Canterbury recommends that in addition to the measures described in the Erosion and Sediment
Control Management Plan:
•

•

•

•
•

•
•
•

•

A comprehensive dust management plan must be prepared prior to the commencement of
earthworks, and this is submitted to Environment Canterbury prior to the commencement of
any works on-site. Dust control methods to be used are in accordance with the Erosion and
Sediment Control Toolbox for the Canterbury Region (ESCT).
Disturbed areas are to be stabilised with permanent vegetation or temporary stabilization
methods as soon as practicable after the completion of bulk earthworks, land contouring, etc.,
but no later than 10 days after earthworks are completed. In this context, stabilised means
covered with a layer of washed gravel, 80% coverage with grass striking, an effective cover of
soil stabilizing co-polymer, mulch, or other method in accordance with the ESCT.
The consent holder must carry out a risk assessment of all activities taking into consideration
local weather forecasts, particularly forecasts of winds from the north-west or sustained
conditions of north-easterly winds during extended dry periods.
Dust control methods must be employed taking into consideration forecast weather conditions.
Stockpiles must be limited to no more than 5 metres in height and stockpiles are located as far
as practicable from downwind from off-site receptors. Stockpiles surfaces should be
compacted and stabilised as soon as practicable (see methods above).
Signs are to be established at the boundary of the site and at key junctions showing the speed
limit within the site.
Vehicle movements should be limited to established haul roads.
A dust management community liaison group should be established as a forum to receive
feedback regarding dust discharges and control, which is to meet at least 3 times from 1
September until 1 April, during the construction of the development. The consent holder
should invite the local community and representatives of the district council and regional
council to attend. The consent holder must keep and provide copies of records of the
meetings, particularly regarding nuisance effects and actions to control or prevent dust
nuisance.
The consent holder must keep and maintain records of complaints received and provide
copies to ECan on request. Records must include time and date of the complaint, weather
conditions immediately preceding, likely source and cause of the nuisance effects and
remedial action to be taken to address it and prevent further nuisance.

General Comments on Proposed Conditions
The following general comments are made in relation to the proposed conditions of consent:
•

•

•

Where reports or other information are to be submitted to Environment Canterbury, the
resource consent conditions should state that these be provided to “the Canterbury Regional
Council, Attention: Regional Leader – Compliance Monitoring (via ECInfo@ecam.govt.nz)”.
There are several inconsistencies in the proposed conditions.
For any contaminated land reports (e.g., Site Validation Reports following remedial works, or
site investigations resulting from accidental discovery of contamination) the information should
be copied to the Team Leader – Contaminated Land (via Contaminated.Land@ecan.govt.nz)
in addition it to being sent to the above general address for compliance.
Given the scale of the development, it is recommended that notice of commencement of
works should be given to Environment Canterbury at least 10 working days prior.

•
•

A duration of five years for construction-related resource consents is considered appropriate.
If the resource consent duration is 5 years or less, a lapsing condition is not required as the
standard lapsing period under Section 125 of the RMA is 5 years, unless the decision makers
want to impose a shorted lapsing period.

Operational Stormwater Discharges
Status of the Proposal
The applicant has assessed the status of the proposed operational stormwater discharges as a
restricted discretionary activity under Rule 5.93 of the LWRP. The reticulated network is to be vested
with SDC, and therefore it is considered appropriate to consider the discharges from the network
under the ‘Reticulated Stormwater System’ rules in the LWRP. Environment Canterbury recommends
that approval from SDC is sought in relation to the vesting of stormwater infrastructure and
confirmation that resource consent conditions for the operational stormwater discharges are
acceptable to them.
In the rule assessment and elsewhere in the Regional Consent Application reports, the applicant
states that a draft Stormwater Management Plan (SMP) is contained in appendices to the application.
Appendix E of the Regional Consent Application and Appendix H of the Fast Track Application (found
under the Appendices covering both South East and South West sites) include a ‘Stormwater Report’
for each site, containing a description of the design of the proposed stormwater networks, design
considerations such as soakage capacities, design rainfall events to be catered for and a description
of secondary flow paths. The Stormwater Reports do not address the manner in which the network is
to be managed over the requested 21-year resource consent duration, the proposed maintenance
schedule or the manner in which it is proposed to monitor the discharge and any actual or potential
effects of the discharge in the receiving groundwater environment. It is Environment Canterbury’s view
that the two reports are not to be considered stormwater management plans for the purpose of the
‘Reticulated Stormwater System’ rules in the LWRP, and therefore do not meet the requirements of
Condition 2 of Rule 5.93 of the LWRP. Environment Canterbury also notes that in light of the
reticulated network to be vested with the district council, no information has been provided to confirm
whether the Stormwater Reports are in line with SDC’s wider stormwater management approach for
Rolleston town.
The applications also state that in relation to Condition 3 of Rule 5.93 of the LWRP, “the discharge is
anticipated to meet the levels set out in Schedule 8”. While the analysis in the application regarding
stormwater quality in the wider Rolleston area and other modern residential subdivisions appears to
support this assumption (Section 7.2 of both regional consent application reports), no detailed
information or quantitative assessment has been provided in the application on how the Schedule 8
limits in groundwater are achieved for the two sites and the assessment provided is based on findings
of an investigation carried out in 2012. Further, there appears to be an assumption in the AEEs that
the Schedule 8 limits are to be met where the discharge reaches a point of water take for human
consumption; however, the restricted discretionary activity rule requires that discharge will not cause a
limit in Schedule 8 to be exceeded and there is no mention of this to be measured at the point where
water is taken for consumptive uses.
On the basis of the above, the operational stormwater discharges from the proposed reticulated
network are considered to be a non-complying activity under Rule 5.94 of the LWRP.

Further, Environment Canterbury considers that the roof stormwater discharges into land via soak pits
within individual sites are unable to meet the permitted activity Rule 5.96 of the LWRP as the
discharge occurs where there is an available reticulated stormwater system (i.e., the reticulated
network servicing driveways and the road reserves). On this basis, the individual roof stormwater
discharges are discretionary activities under Rule 5.97 of the LWRP and should be considered as part
of the proposal. The applicant’s proposed conditions correctly include these discharges.
Appropriateness of the Proposed Stormwater System Design
Infiltrating stormwater into land where sufficient soakage capacity is available is the preferrable
method of discharge as it provides for groundwater recharge and additional informal treatment of the
discharges in the unsaturated zone. Further, decentralised systems, as proposed for the two sites,
replicate natural infiltration patterns and avoids other adverse effects such as mounding or ponding.
Environment Canterbury’s Groundwater Science Team provided the following comments on the actual
and potential effects on groundwater resources:
•

•
•

•

•

There are no major concerns regarding the discharge of residential stormwater to ground
(construction-phase or operational) from a groundwater quality point of view, provided the
discharge is relatively clean and meets the Schedule 8 limits.
There are no springs or spring-fed streams within the areas. The nearest springs are about 5
km away near Lincoln.
The two sites are not within existing community drinking water supply protection zones and
community supply bores for Rolleston are upgradient of the sites in terms of groundwater flow.
If the subdivision plans also include installing new supply wells, then locations of stormwater
discharge points should take into account the well locations and avoid discharges of
stormwater within the default protection zones detailed in Schedule 1 of the LWRP.
Similar to the comments provided on construction-phase soakage holes above, any
contaminated areas to be used for operational stormwater soak pits should be remediated and
the base of the proposed discharge points tested to confirm they are free of contamination.
Because the water table may be shallower in some areas or at some times, conditions
requiring confirmation of the relative depth of the proposed excavations and stormwater
discharge points and groundwater are recommended.

Further, it has been assumed that subdivisions will be serviced by SDC reticulated water supply and
connected to SDC centralised wastewater network. If this is not the case, Environment Canterbury
would have additional concerns related to groundwater quality and effects on drinking water supplies.
As noted above, the applicant considers that formal treatment of stormwater, other than submerged
outlet sumps to trap floatable contaminants, is not required due to the contaminant loading in
stormwater generated from the proposed residential subdivision development is likely well below
maximum allowable values for drinking water. Some data has been provided to support this
assumption. The applicant also states that filtration would occur in the unsaturated zone and further
dilution of the discharge in the groundwater aquifer. Further, it is considered that the proposed
methods of stormwater treatment and disposal replicate what is currently being used in Faringdon and
the wider Rolleston area.
Environment Canterbury notes that trapped/submerged outlet sumps provide limited treatment; they
work for trapping gross pollutants (e.g., garbage, letter and other floatable material) and provide some
trapping of hydrocarbons. However, trapped outlet sumps do not work well for the removal of finer

suspended sediment, small particulates or high energy systems where hydrocarbons become partially
emulsified.
While residential subdivisions are generally considered low risk catchments, the effects of stormwater
discharges in the wider Rolleston Area have not been thoroughly investigated to date. This may be
required in future in the form of a detailed monitoring programme as part of further SDC ‘global’
stormwater discharge resource consent applications.
The minimal treatment proposed in form of submerged outlet sumps leaves a risk for the event that
larger amounts of fuel are spilled, reach a nearby sump and become emulsified. There would be no
additional protection before the discharge would reach the soak pit. Further, the design of such
minimalistic stormwater systems does not take into account other contaminant discharges that would
result from usual residential activities that cannot be easily policed, such as the discharge of
contaminants (most often diluted) from washing cars on hardstand areas, discharges of hazardous
substances into the stormwater network (e.g., paint, thinners, etc. from construction activities), or
wastewater network overflows as a result of blockages or wet weather. These discharges would not
receive treatment in the submerged outlet sumps and would discharge freely through the free-draining
base of soak pits, and reliance would be on informal treatment in the unsaturated zone and dilution in
the aquifer.
On this basis, while there are currently no known significant adverse effects of residential stormwater
discharges on the wider groundwater quality observed in and downgradient of the Rolleston area, it
would always be preferrable if more formal stormwater treatment is provided as part of developments,
or that land areas are set aside at subdivision stage as reserves where stormwater treatment could be
retrofitted in future, if the discharges (singularly or cumulatively) are shown to pose a risk to
groundwater quality and drinking water supplies in future. It is noted that formal treatment is also a
requirement in best practice guidance documents such as the Christchurch City Council’s Waterways,
Wetlands and Drainage Guide (WWDG), which states “that any stormwater soakage system [installed
in an area where groundwater systems are vulnerable, e.g., over an unconfined aquifer] must
incorporate safeguards and treatment prior to its discharge to soakage”. The WWDG also
recommends that stormwater from residential paved areas received treatment before disposal to
groundwater, and that rapid infiltration devices (such as soak pits) are only used for treated first flush
stormwater, clean roof stormwater, or post-first flush flows.
Further, following completion of the initial subdivision works (i.e., roads, stormwater system and other
services), there is a risk from significant sediment discharges from building works within individual
allotments. Cumulatively, these may result in blinding (or clogging) of soak pits at a faster rate than
anticipated in the design. While a factor of safety of three has been allowed for the life of the soak pit,
the discharge devices may become less effective at a faster rate, resulting in unanticipated issues in
future. The WWDG recommends that new developments that rely on soakage for stormwater disposal,
require silt trapping upstream of the soakage system during construction to ensure that the system
does not become unduly silted during the construction phase. This requirement could be incorporated
into the resource consent conditions.
The deepest excavations are required to install the soakage chambers, which are stated to be up to
3.7 metres below ground level. In light of the above comments that groundwater could be as shallow
as 5 m bgl (or possibly shallower, there is a risk that there is insufficient unsaturated material present
between the base of the soak pits and the HGWL, or, as a worst case, that soak pits would be
ineffective in the during times of a high groundwater table.

As noted above, the maintenance requirements for the network discharges are unclear and these
should be addressed in a comprehensive SMP that is in line with SDC’s stormwater management
approach for Rolleston.
On-going stormwater or groundwater monitoring has not been proposed, as the applicant considers
that there would be no significant adverse effects on the environment. In light of the above concerns,
monitoring may be desirable for a development of this scale, or for any urban area for that matter, and
this would confirm whether the assumptions made in the application were accurate. It is
acknowledged, however, that this may be a matter for SDC to address as part of the ‘global’
stormwater consenting process and is best left to that process as it would deal with effects of urban
discharges from the entire township.
Consistency of Stormwater Approach with the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management
2020
Notwithstanding Te Ngāi Tūāhuriri Rūnanga and Re Taumutu Rūnanga not having raised significant
concerns in the (refer Appendix G of both Regional Consent Application reports), until such time that
the ‘local approach to giving effect to Te Mana o te Wai’ (which underpins the national direction of how
freshwater is to be managed under the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020),
is developed for the Canterbury region, there is uncertainty about how the proposal would meet the
hierarchy of obligations in Te Mana o te Wai.
Further, it is unclear how reliance on informal treatment in the unsaturated zone and dilution within the
aquifer fit within the requirements to give effect to Te Mana o te Wai, and whether non-stormwater
contaminants should be considered in the consenting of subdivision developments. Until the ‘local
approach’ is developed, subdivision developers can find guidance on culturally acceptable stormwater
design in the Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013, and specifically the Ngāi Tahu Subdivision and
Development Guidelines, which provide a framework for development activities, including stormwater
system design. Adherence to these guidelines has also been a recommendation made by the
Rūnanga in their feedback on the application.
Proposed Resource Consent Duration
The applicant seeks a duration of 21 years for the operational phase stormwater consent. The
applicant considers this consistent with the expiry of other Rolleston stormwater discharges, although
no further information is provided on these ‘similar’ resource consents.
It is Environment Canterbury’s preference that reticulated stormwater systems are managed in an
integrated manner and all stormwater from urban areas serviced by a reticulated stormwater network
be discharged in accordance with a SMP. It is understood that the road reserves and stormwater
infrastructure will be vested with SDC following a ‘service period’ of (usually two years, which is in line
with SDC’s approach to other subdivision developments in the Rolleston area. SDC’s current ‘global’
resource consent CRC132527 does not cover the area of the two development sites, and neither
would the application currently in process (CRC193236) to extend the area covered under SDC’s
‘global’ resource consent cover the two sites.
In order to avoid a multitude of different resource consents being transferred to SDC upon vesting the
stormwater systems, and to align the management of the stormwater networks within the Rolleston
urban area, Environment Canterbury recommends a shorter resource consent duration of 10 to 15
years, which is in line with recent decisions for similar subdivision developments (e.g., CRC191958,
CRC192458, CRC193338).

Overall Conclusion
Overall, Environment Canterbury considers that:
•
•
•

•
•

•

The proposal is a non-complying activity.
The discharge of stormwater into land is the preferred disposal option and is supported.
The proposal does not incorporate good environmental practice elements and although
significant adverse effects on groundwater quality have not been identified to date as a result
of stormwater discharges in the Rolleston area, there are some risks and uncertainties
associated with cumulative effects from an ever-growing urban area and non-stormwater
contaminants discharged into and via the stormwater network.
The Rūnanga have not raised any significant concerns about the proposed stormwater
discharges; however, it is not clear whether the proposal gives effect to Te Mana o te Wai.
There are uncertainties around ongoing operation and maintenance of the proposed
stormwater system, and a comprehensive and detailed SMP is recommended to be prepared
to assist the applicant (and later SDC) with the management of the discharges from the
reticulated stormwater system.
A shorter resource consent duration and a more integrated stormwater management approach
for the Rolleston urban area is supported.

Reticulated Wastewater and Treatment Plant Capacity
The details of the proposed connections to the SDC Sewerage Scheme are discussed on page 16 and
page 19 of the application for each of the two proposed development areas. These briefly describe the
upgrade works necessary for SDC’s infrastructure to service this proposal. As noted above, the Pines
WWTP may be at, or close to, the capacity allowed under its current operational consents. As a result,
SDC may be required to apply for a new resource consent under the Canterbury Land and Water
Regional Plan as well as the Canterbury Air Regional Plan in due course to ensure additional
wastewater flows and volumes from the proposed developments can be accommodated at the WWTP
site.
Status of the Water Race
The application states that the stockwater races within or near the site will either be piped through the
site or will be disconnected at the boundary of the site during construction. The stockwater races are
mapped SDC assets and Environment Canterbury agrees with the applicant that the water races are
artificial watercourses. Therefore, the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020
and the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Freshwater) Regulations 2020
do not apply to the works proposed to the stockwater races.

Thank you for your comments

Invitation to comment on applications for
referral under the Covid-19 (Fast-track
Consenting) Act 2020
You have been invited to provide comments to the Minister for the Environment (the Minister) on an
application to refer a project to an expert consenting panel for fast-track consenting under the Covid-19
Recovery (Fast-track consenting) Act 2020 (FTCA).
The information below provides the context for this application, the reasons for the invitation to comment
and information to assist you in responding. Please note that the Minister has requested that you reply
within 10 working days from receipt of the application and invitation to comment. Under section 21(5) of the
FTCA the Minister is not obliged to consider any comments provided after this time.

Overview of the fast-track process
The FTCA introduces a short-term consenting process to fast-track projects that can boost employment and
economic recovery.
For a project to access the fast track process the Minister must first make a decision to refer the project to
an expert consenting panel. The referral process involves seeking comment from local authorities and
Ministers of the Crown. The Minister also has discretion to seek comment from any other person.
It is important to note that the Minister’s role is not to undertake a detailed assessment of the merits or
effects of the project at this stage.
The Minister’s referral decision must be made in the context of the eligibility criteria in section 18 of the
FTCA, and the matters in sections 19 and 23(5) of the FTCA. Specifically, section 18 requires the Minister to
be satisfied that the proposed project:


will help to achieve the purpose of the FTCA



does not include an activity that is prohibited in the RMA, RMA regulations or a local authority plan or
proposed plan



does not occur on land returned under a Treaty settlement if the relevant landowners have not agreed
in writing



does not occur in a customary marine title area if the holder of the relevant customary marine title
order has not agreed in writing
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does not occur in a protected customary rights area, and have a more than minor effect on the exercise
of the protected customary right, if the holder of the relevant protected customary rights recognition
order has not agreed in writing.

In considering whether a proposal would help achieve the purpose of the Act, section 19 of the FTCA
specifies matters the Minister may consider. These include whether the project will give rise to economic
costs and benefits for people or industries affected by COVID-19; whether the project will create a public
benefit; the effect on social and cultural wellbeing of current and future generations, and whether there is
potential for significant adverse effects.
Section 23(5) of the FTCA gives reasons why the Minister may decline to refer an application for fasttracking, whether or not it meets the criteria in section 18. These include:


the applicant has not provided enough information to determine whether the project meets the section
18 criteria



it would be more appropriate for the proposed project, or part of the project, to go through standard
consenting or designation processes under the RMA



the proposed project is inconsistent with a relevant national policy statement



directing the project to a panel would be inconsistent with a Treaty settlement



the proposed project involves an activity that would occur on land that the Minister for Treaty of
Waitangi negotiations considers necessary for Treaty settlement purposes



the applicant has a poor history of environmental regulatory compliance



there is insufficient time for the application to be referred and considered before the FTCA is repealed
(ie, 8 July 2022).

Comments you choose to provide at this point will assist the Minister to determine whether a project will
help to achieve the FTCA’s purpose and should be referred. Please note that your comments, including your
name and contact details, will be made available on our website and to the applicant either in response to
an Official Information Act request or as part of the Ministry’s proactive release of information.
Please advise if you object to the release of any information contained in your comments, including your
name and contact details. You have the right to request access to or to correct any personal information
you supply to the Ministry.
If the Minister decides to refer a project, it progresses to an expert consenting panel who makes a decision
on whether to grant consents or notices of requirement. The decision will be made in accordance with the
relevant decision-making considerations in the RMA and applying the purpose of the FTCA and section 6 of
the Act (Treaty of Waitangi).

Guidance on comments sought
The comments the Minister invites from you at this stage of the fast-track process are intended to be highlevel, and in the context of the matters in sections 18, 19 and 23 (outlined above).
For example, the Minister would like:


your initial thoughts on whether this project could create benefits for your district / region



your initial thoughts on significant issues that could arise from this project (if any)



your view on whether it would be more appropriate for the project, or part of the project, to go through
standard RMA consenting or designation processes
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a summary of the applicant’s environmental regulatory compliance history (if they have a poor
compliance history)



a summary of any joint management agreement, Mana Whakahono ā Rohe, transfer of power,
memorandum of understanding, or other relationship agreements under the RMA, including the parties
involved



information on any other significant matters you consider the Minister should be aware of when
deciding whether a project should be referred to an expert consenting panel.

The letter from the Minister may also ask for your comment on other specific matters.
Additionally, section 6 of the FTCA requires any person performing functions and exercising powers under
this FTCA to act consistently with the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi and Treaty settlements (including
Treaty settlement deeds), and this also provides relevant context for your comments.
Please note you are not expected to undertake a detailed assessment of the effects of the proposal.
A template is attached for you to provide your comments on. Please use a separate form for each
application.
If you wish to discuss this application, please contact Fast-track Consenting Team officials at
fasttrackconsenting@mfe.govt.nz.

Opportunities for further comment and involvement
You will have a further opportunity to provide comments for any projects that the Minister refers to an
expert consenting panel.
At that stage of the fast-track process, the applicant is required to lodge a detailed application for resource
consents and/or notices of requirement with the Environmental Protection Authority. An application must
include an environmental assessment and information about cultural impacts.
An expert consenting panel will be appointed for each project by the panel convener, who is a retired
Environment Court judge. The panel must include a chair and one person nominated by the relevant local
authorities, and one person nominated by the relevant iwi authorities. Further panel members may be
included, as outlined in clause 3 of Schedule 5 of the FTCA. The panel convener will therefore seek
nominations from the relevant groups for these positions prior to making the panel appointments.
The panel is responsible for fully assessing the merits of the proposed project and deciding whether to grant
the resource consents and/or notices of requirement. The panel will be given any comments you provided
earlier to the Minister, and must also invite further comment from you, relevant iwi authorities, Ministers of
the Crown and other persons and groups referred to in clause 17 of Schedule 6 of the FTCA.
.
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Comments on applications for referral under the
COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Act
2020
This form is for local authorities to provide comments to the Minister for the Environment on an application to
refer a project to an expert consenting panel under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-track Consenting) Act 2020.
Local authority providing
comment

Environment Canterbury

Contact person (if follow-up is
required)

Aurora Grant
Consents Planning Manager
Aurora.Grant@ecan.govt.nz

Comment form
Please use the table below to comment on the application.
Project name

Faringdon South West and South East Development

General comment –
potential benefits

Environment Canterbury are supportive of the application under the COVID-19 Recovery (FastTrack Consenting) Act 2020 (the Act) in principle, noting that the subject of the application is
currently being processed through a statutory Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) process
that SDC will make the final decision on. ECan are supportive of the process as it generally aligns
with strategic direction outline in Our Space (the Future Development Strategy for Greater
Christchurch). The Fast Track Consenting Application (FTCA) process is appropriate to occur for
the following reasons:

General comment –
significant issues

4

1.

This area has been identified as part of the strategic planning for Greater Christchurch

2.

The Future Development Strategy (FDS) for Greater Christchurch (known as ‘Our
Space’) identified this area, among others in south Rolleston, as Future Urban
Development Areas to support the medium to long-term growth within the Greater
Christchurch area of Selwyn.

3.

Proposed Change 1 to Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS)
has recently been notified under a Streamlined Planning Process. This Change seeks to
recognise the Future Urban Development Areas identified in the in CRPS and provides a
policy response framework for growth into these areas where there is an identified
capacity issue.

4.

The area has also been identified as an ‘Urban Growth Overlay’ in the Selwyn Proposed
District Plan to recognise and protect this area for urban development in line with the
above strategic directions.

Construction-related activities
It is understood that a number of construction-related resource consents will be required from
Environment Canterbury, which will be sought at a later stage. The proposal is likely to trigger the
requirement for a discharge permit to discharge construction-phase stormwater into land during
the subdivision development. Further, a land use consent to excavate material over an aquifer
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may be required. Both these resource consents are likely to be relatively straightforward as long
as on-site activities and contaminated land are appropriately managed through resource consent
conditions.
Operational Stormwater Discharges
It is understood that stormwater is proposed to be discharged on-site into land under a separate
resource consent to be obtained from Environment Canterbury. Discharges will occur in the
same/similar manner as it does for already developed areas of the Faringdon development.
While there are no concerns about the proposal to discharge stormwater into land as such, the
discharge of untreated stormwater into land is not considered to give effect to the concept of te
Mana o te Wai and the associated hierarchy of obligations under the National Policy Statement
for Freshwater Management 2020 (NPS-FM 2020). Untreated discharges of stormwater into land
do not put the health and well-being of the underlying aquifer at the top of the three priorities,
but rather promotes the third priority over both the first and second priority. While Environment
Canterbury understands that there is a need to also give effect to the National Policy Statement
for Urban Development 2020, and while there is, in general, no opposition to freeing up land
(such as greenfield sites) for urban development, maximising the number of lots, as suggested by
the application, comes at the cost of providing for appropriate stormwater treatment. This may
not be appropriate in light on the new national direction.
If this proposal was to go ahead, Environment Canterbury recommends that for a subdivision of
this size, lodgement of consent applications should occur progressively – as detailed
investigations are completed. The planning framework under which Environment Canterbury is
currently working will change over the next few years in response to the NPS-FW 2020, and
therefore a progressive consenting approach would ensure that the development, as it
progresses, is in keeping with the planning framework at the time that a new stage is developed,
as the planning framework will likely change in order to give effect to the NPS-FM 2020.
Alignment with the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement
The two development blocks are located within the projected infrastructure boundary shown on
Map A within Chapter 6 of the CRPS but are not identified as Greenfield Priority Areas. In this
regard the proposal is considered to be inconsistent with the land use and infrastructure
framework of Objective 6.2.1 (3) which “avoids urban development outside of existing urban
areas or greenfield priority areas for development, unless expressly provided for in the CRPS”.
However, Environment Canterbury has notified Proposed Change 1 to Chapter 6 of the CRPS,
which would identify the land as a Future Development Area and insert associated policy
provisions linking future zoning to development capacity shortfalls identified in housing and
business capacity assessments. Environment Canterbury further acknowledges that planning
decisions must also give effect to Policy 8 of the NPS-UD, which requires local authorities to be
responsive to unanticipated or out-of-sequence plan change proposals and give particular regard
to proposals that would add significantly to development capacity and contribute to wellfunctioning urban environments.
Housing provision
There is an opportunity to encourage provision for social and affordable housing through the
development of these blocks. In particular, Environment Canterbury would support consideration
being given to ensuring housing densities and typologies are appropriate and linked to housing
needs identified in the capacity assessment collaboratively prepared by councils in the Greater
Christchurch area. The nature of residential development proposed for the site is relevant when
determining whether or not the proposal would add significantly to development capacity, with
reference to Policy 8 of the NPS-UD.
Public transport
Environment Canterbury understands that a transport connection from the proposed subdivision
north to Faringdon Boulevard would require passage through an adjacent site that is not part of
the application site. As Faringdon Boulevard represents the primary route through the Faringdon
development towards Rolleston town centre this could represent a serious disconnect for
servicing the site with public transport for some time. Coordination of the staging of the
development, both within the internal areas of each development block and between adjacent
development sites, will be important to ensure that effective public transport access can be
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provided and maintained. Appropriate mechanisms should be in place to ensure timely and
effective public transport access to and through the site.
Is Fast-track appropriate?

Environment Canterbury Recognises that there may be timing benefits for the developer in using
the COVID fast track process, and is supportive of the fast track process. Environment Canterbury
notes that submissions and further submissions have been called for and received for the private
plan change on this site. These submissions should be considered, and the issues resolved
through a hearing process.

Environmental compliance
history

No non-compliances for subject sites.
Minor non-compliances in relation to existing Hughes Development Ltd site at Dynes Road,
Goulds Road, East Maddisons Road, Rolleston:
- CRC136746 (construction-phase stormwater discharge permit for) – Late submittal of
stormwater system design report;
- CRC146917 (operational stormwater discharge permit) Failure to stabilise exposed areas of
the site within prescribed timeframe

Reports and assessments
normally required

Assessments of effects on groundwater quality and quantity, groundwater users and cultural
values.

Iwi and iwi authorities

Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tūāhuriri and Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tūāhuriri

Relationship agreements
under the RMA

N/A

Insert responses to other
specific requests in the
Minister’s letter (if
applicable)

1.

Are there any reasons that you consider it more appropriate for the Project, or part of the
Project, to proceed through existing Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) consenting
processes rather than the processes in the FTCA?
Overall, there are no concerns with regard to the proposal to subdivide and use land for the
residential development to be decided via the fast-track consenting processes.
However, Environment Canterbury recommends that provisions are made in the
development plans to require that stormwater is treated prior to discharge into land. It is
also recommended that applications for discharge permits are staged (see above).
Consideration should also be given to ensure the development will support identified
housing needs and enable the timely provision of public transport through the site.

2.

What is the anticipated timeframe for changes to Chapter 6 of the operative CRPS and
what is the likely impact of the changes on this application?
Proposed Change 1 to Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement has been
publicly notified. Submissions close on 15 February 2021. In accordance with the Streamlined
Planning Process directed by the Minster, Environment Canterbury is required to submit the
Proposed Change for the Minster’s consideration, by 29 March.
The Proposed Change identifies future urban housing development areas, including in
Rolleston, and inserts associated policy provisions. The proposal is located within two of the
three ‘Future Development Areas’ identified for Rolleston. Proposed Policy 6.3.12 will impact
on the application in that it seeks to enable urban development in the Future Development
Areas and provides for the re-zoning of land in response to projected shortfalls in feasible
residential development capacity over the medium term, which will be investigated through
the district plan review process.

3.

Does the applicant, or a company owned by the applicant, have any environmental
regulatory compliance history in your Region?
See above at Environmental Compliance History.

Other considerations

N/A

Note: All comments, including your name and contact details, will be made available to the public and the applicant either in
response to an Official Information Act request or as part of the Ministry’s proactive release of information. Please advise if you
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object to the release of any information contained in your comments, including your name and contact details. You have the right to
request access to or to correct any personal information you supply to the Ministry.
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