Christina Smits
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Nick Reuther < Nick. Reuther@ecan.govt.nz>
Friday, 30 July 2021 10:52 am
Alice Burnett
Aurora Grant
RE: Hughes Developments Meeting regarding Fast Track Application
RE: Request for Groundwater Comments - Farringdon Fast Track Application

Hi Alice
Please see advice from our groundwater scientists attached. In summary, there is a potential for groundwater to be
more shallow, but this is rather infrequent. I think relying on a 4-ish m depth to GW for soak pit design purposes is
conservative and will in the vast majority of time provide for a sufficient thickness of the vadose zone.
Kind regards
Nick
From: Nick Reuther
Sent: Friday, 30 July 20219:55 am
To: Alice Burnett <alice.burnett@dls.co.nz>
Subject: RE: Hughes Developments Meeting regarding Fast Track Application
Hi Alice
A lot of TA's (and I believe this includes SDC) provide for the discharges within the individual sites as a level of
service, although they have no ultimate control over these other than approval at the building consenting stage. A
network operator can only 'accept' discharges to the network for the purpose of rule 5.93A, but a comprehensive
discharge permit can cover discharges other than those, e.g., soak pits on individual sites that are not part of the
network. Because the individual soak pits do not discharge to the available network, these would require separate
resource consents under 5.97.
That's why they often get lumped into the main subdivision consent so the discharge are covered. As said, this is not
a big deal as those discharges are relatively clean roof water and very low risk, and also the preferred method of
discharge for residential roofs, so there is no expectation of TA's needing to monitor those discharges or do anything
else. However, how the plan is written, the discharges do not form part of the reticulated network and if the level of
service is to be provided to the community (which I understand is the case for other Rolleston subdivisions), then
the discharges should get added to the consent, which they have in the past (just not under the correct rule). I hope
a future plan change will address this and make it more clear.
Hope this makes sense. Please let me know if there are any other questions.
Cheers
Nick
From: Alice Burnett <alice.burnett@dls.co.nz>
Sent: Friday, 30 July 20219:35 am
To: Nick Reuther <Nick.Reuther(@ecan.Bovt.nz>
Cc: Aurora Grant <Aurora.Grant@ecan.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Hughes Developments Meeting regarding Fast Track Application
Hi Nick,
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Thanks for your comments.
The definition of available reticulated stormwater system requires the network operator to accept the discharges.
The email attached from Selwyn's Asset Manager this morning confirms that the stormwater from roofs is not part
of the reticulated network and the soakpit within the lots are owned and maintained by the lot owner.
Does this change your interpretation of the rule?
Kind regards
Alice Burnett

Planner
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of this message is not the intended recipient,

From: Nick Reuther [mailto:Nick.Reuther@ecan.govt.nz]
Sent: Friday, 30 July 20219:32 am
To: Alice Burnett
Cc: Aurora Grant
Subject: RE: Hughes Developments Meeting regarding Fast Track Application
Morning Alice
I'm waiting for confirmation from the GW scientists. This will hopefully come through this morning and I will forward
it on.
In relation to the rules for roof water discharges for CRC203964 and CRC203965 (and the other applications you've
mentioned), these discharges shouldn't have been assessed as a RDA but overall as a discretionary activity under
5.97 because the discharges into land within individual lots occur where a reticulated network is available (refer to
LWRP definition of 'available reticulated stormwater system'). This is what was meant with there have been
inconsistencies between applications in the past and I'm working on making sure this is addressed consistently in
future. That said, it won't really change the overall assessment of the proposal given disposal of roof stormwater
directly into land is the preferred method of discharge and these discharge pose a low risk provide for aquifer
recharge in a decentralised manner, but we have to deal with these discharges that way because of how the plan is
written.
Please let me know if there are any questions around this.
Cheers
Nick
From: Aurora Grant <Aurora.Grant@ecan.govt.nz>
Sent: Thursday, 29 July 20212:58 pm
To: Nick Reuther <Nick.Reuther@ecan.govt.nz>
Subject: FW: Hughes Developments Meeting regarding Fast Track Application

From: Alice Burnett <alice.burnett@dls.co.nz>
Sent: Thursday, July 29, 20212:32 PM
To: Aurora Grant <Aurora.Grant@ecan.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Hughes Developments Meeting regarding Fast Track Application
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Hi Aurora,
Thank you for your comments.
If you can let me know whether the groundwater scientist agrees with the information we sent through that would
be great.
Regarding the comments for roof stormwater discharges and looking through a couple of the section 42A reports in
regards to how roof stormwater is dealt with. Paragraph 16(b) of the section 42A report for CRC203964 and
CRC203965 states that roof stormwater will be discharged to ground via soak pits on individual lots. The compliance
assessment for the construction and operational phase stormwater consents are assessed under the same rules as
what we have applied for in the Fast Track Application. Paragraph 26 of the Section 42A report of the same consent
noted above states the activity status is restricted discretionary. The comments from ECan on the Fast Track suggest
that the same roof stormwater discharges are unable to meet the permitted rule of 5.96 and as such is a
discretionary activity under Rule 5.97.
The same rule assessment is reflected in CRC202951/ CRC202952 and CRC211685 and CRC211891. Unfortunately
there wasn't the Section 42A on the online database for the other consents I referred to below.
Kind regards
Alice Burnett
Planner
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From: Aurora Grant [mailto:Aurora.Grant(c ecan.govt.nz]
Sent: Thursday, 29 July 20218:58 am
To: Alice Burnett
Subject: FW: Hughes Developments Meeting regarding Fast Track Application
Hi Alice,
No problem, I'm glad we could accommodate.
Some comments below.
Thanks,
Aurora
From: Alice Burnett <alice.burnett@dls.co.nz>
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 20212:24 PM
To: Aurora Grant <Aurora.Grant@ecan.govt.nz>
Subject: Hughes Developments Meeting regarding Fast Track Application
Hi Aurora,
Thanks again for organising the meeting so quickly. As I mentioned we need to provide a response to the EPA by this
Friday and it would be great to include the notes I took from the meeting we had.
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If you can please let me know if the notes below reflect the discussions we had yesterday.
Earthworks:
The application determined groundwater levels across the two development sites based on the geotechnical reports
which is the approach taken with other recently granted consents in Rolleston. Acknowledging Plan Change 7
requires an assessment of highest groundwater we have conservatively assumed groundwater is approximately 4m
below ground level. This level is a result of the groundwater monitoring wells located approximately 2.9km east of
Faringdon South East and 2.8km west of Faringdon South West on the same contour as the two sites. Agreement
between all parties that this was the most appropriate way of determining groundwater levels on the site. Based on
this and to ensure there is at least 1m separation with groundwater levels the base of the soakpits will be raised to
3m. Agreement between all parties that a dewatering consent is not required.
While this sounds reasonable, I cannot confirm there is agreement as this would need to be run past the
groundwater scientists. Can they please forward their analysis and the graphs provided at the meeting so I can
forward it on to GW science team? The advice we received was that "there is limited actual water level data near
the sites, but what there is suggests it could be up as high as 1.9m below ground at times, although most wells
suggest deeper water". Overall, I think the risk of encountering shallow groundwater is low, but the HGWL would
inform the depth of the soak pits to provide for an at least 1m deep unsaturated zone.
Dust
The applicant is proposing to reduce the total amount of disturbed area for each site to 4ha. This approach is
consistent with other land development consents granted in Rolleston. The applicant is comfortable compliance
with Rule 7.32 of the Air Regional Plan. A Dust Management Plan will be prepared by a suitably qualified person
which can be submitted to ECan prior to construction starting on the sites. All parties were in agreement with this
approach. ECan noted that an air discharge consent can be applied for at a later date if need be.
If the applicant is comfortable that effects can be managed and they comply with the relevant PA rules, then that is
fine. The risk of ensuring compliance at all times lies with the developer. A DMP is a good tool to make sure dust is
managed and it should include provisions around responding to complaints in a timely manner.
Construction phase stormwater:
We accept a condition requiring the remediation and validation of the contaminated area within 870 Selwyn Road
(South West) prior to construction activities occurring. Wording to this effect is below.
At least five working days prior to commencement of the works described in Condition (1) at, the Validation Report
for the site at 870 Selwyn Road shall be submitted to the Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: Regional Leader Monitoring and Compliance, to ensure that the existing soil contamination identified in the ENGEO Report Titled
'Combined Preliminary and Detailed Site Investigation: 870 Selwyn Road" dated 22.01.2021 has been adequately
remediated.
Provision of a SVR is acceptable; however, the five working day timeframe is a bit tight. Can this be extended to at
least 10 working days, please?
Operational phase stormwater:
The Stormwater Management Plans were not included in the application. These are attached and reflect the same
format as what has been previously provided with similar applications. The final version of these management plans
are required by Selwyn District Council at the time of vesting the stormwater infrastructure, following the 2 year
maintenance period.
The SMPs do not appear to be complete, e.g., they do not address any monitoring requirements or provide a
description of the receiving environment. SMPs are to provide the overarching regime for stormwater management
within the catchments they serve. A condition should be added to the resource consents requiring that a SMP be
prepared and submitted within two years of granting the application that addresses the following matters:
A description of how the stormwater discharges into the reticulated network are being managed;
•
A description of the stormwater network, including the components used to convey, treat and discharge
•
•
•
•

stormwater;
A description of the receiving environment, including whether there are any active
downgradient/downstream domestic or community supply points;
A description of the inspection and maintenance schedule and any reporting requirements;
A description of the actions that will be taken to address any issues discovered during inspections and
maintenance;
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•

•

A description of any monitoring and responses to monitoring to ensure that adequate treatment is being
provided to enable the LWRP water quality outcomes and standards and limits set out in Table 1, Schedules
5 and 8 and Sections 6 to 15 (whichever applies) are being met, or will be met; and
A description of the management of the discharge of stormwater from sites involving the use, storage or
disposal of hazardous substances (if such sites are present in the subdivision).

In terms of the submitted plans reflecting the same format as what has been previously provided with similar
applications, ECan acknowledges that clearly are inconsistencies between applications and we are looking into this
to make sure the SMPs are appropriate and address the above matters.
Based on recent stormwater discharge consents we understand discharge of roof stormwater to soakpits within
each individual lot is a permitted activity under Rule 5.96. This is because whilst there is a reticulated system it is not
available for roof stormwater. This approach is consistent throughout Rolleston. Examples of this approach being
accepted are CRC202952, CRC203965, CRC203095, CRC211685.
These discharge permits all authorise the discharge of stormwater generated from roofs within individual lots (i.e.
not to the network). This would in all likelihood be because the individual roof discharges cannot meet the PA rules.
The proposed stormwater discharge methods is consistent with other residential developments in Rolleston. The
proposed system will be future proofed to enable proprietary devices to be installed should this be required in the
future. It is understood ECan and Selwyn District Council are discussing stormwater treatment as part of the global
consent currently lodged, albeit on hold for a number of years.
Consistent yes, but not good environmental practice. However, it is good to know that the system can be retrofitted
with flow-based treatment devices should iissues arise in future.
Proposed consent duration
The applicant is happy with a duration date of 12 years to be consistent with other Rolleston consents.
Acceptable.
Reticulated wastewater and treatment plant capacity
Selwyn District Council have confirmed there is capacity within their network.
No comment.
Proposed conditions
The applicant is happy with the proposed changes.
Kind regards
Alice Burnett

Planner
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