











Environment

Canterbury

Your regionat council

4 October 2007 Ref: COBC/24873
MEMORANDUM
- FROM: GILLIAN JENKINS, CONSENTS INVESTIGATING OFFICER
TO ! REGULATION HEARING COMMITTEE
o N
SUBJECT : ~ CRCO061841, I R & J K B RUTHERFORD

Note: this memorandum should be read in conjunction with the S42A officer's report and
memorandum dated 28 September 2007

Since the s42A officer's report and memorandum were written, the applicants’ legal
representative, Mr Ken McKenzie, of Raymond, Sullivan, McGlashan, has provided a copy of
two designs proposed by R J Hall Consulting and an Assessment of Enwronmental Effects
assomated with the designs. :

The applicants have not proposed to amend their application to include these designs but
have stated that they will “consider implementing” the design described below.

| have audited the design and make the following comments:

Background '

The applicants were given the choice of two deS|gns by R J Hall Consuiting. The first
involves an ETA (evapo-transpiration-absorption} bed and the second involves a sand
trench (discharge control trench). The applicants’ lawyer has advised that the cost of the
sand trench design is less therefore it is more likely they would choose that design if they
were to change their system. For this reason, | have only audited the sand trench design. -

The land application system (sand trench) design is based on the New Zealand Standard
(AS/NZS1547:2000) design for a discharge control trench. It will contain 800mm of grade
2A sand and it is expected that this type of treatment system will achieve a faecal
coliform standard of less than 1000¢fu/100mL. This meets the standard requzred in the

' _Transmonal Regionai Plan.

Effects on Surface Water

The land application system will be placed approximately 24 metres from the Waltuna
Stream. Because of the distance from the stream and the freatment the wastewater will
receive in the trench before it is discharged, | consider that any adverse effects on the
water quality of the stream are likely to be less than minor.

Effects on Groundwater

The consultant has noted that groundwater levels within 500 metres of the site have been
measured no higher than 4.93 metres below ground ievel. The consultant also notes that
the land application system will be located approximately 2 meires higher than the

Page 1 of 3




Waituna Stream. | consider that the level of water in Waituna Stream is likely to be the
best indicator of the highest possible groundwater level.

| note that the sand trench design will discharge wastewater at a depth of 800-850mm
below ground level. if the highest groundwater level is two metres below ground level
then there is a separation distance of at least 1150mm between the base of the sand
trench and groundwater. This should be sufficient distance to ensure that groundwater
quality will not be adversely affected by the discharge.

‘Effects on public health from above ground ponding of wastewater

The consultant notes that the soils at ihe site are silt loams overlying clay loams. He
describes these soils as moderately draining and he places them in soil Category 3 of the
New Zealand Standard. | note that the New Zealand Standard recommends a maximum
application rate of 30-50mm/{day in category three soils. The consultant has proposed a
lower application rate of 15mm/day. Because of the lower application rate | consider it
unlikely that the wastewater would pond at the site and cause adverse effects on public
health.

However, | have concerns about the proposed volume of the discharge. The consultant
has designed the system based on a maximum of iwo cccupants in the house. He has
allowed 180 litres per person per day o be discharged. While this volume meets the
recommended design volumes in the New Zealand Standard for an individual, it does not
aliow for the typical expected wastewater volume discharged from a three bedroom
house. The New Zealand Standard recommends that a wastewater treaiment system for
a three hedroom house he designed to allow 1000 litres per day fo be discharged. Mr &
Mrs Rutherfords’ system has been designed to discharge a maximum of 360 litres per
day. In order to be certain they do not exceed this volume the consultant has proposed
that a flow meter be instalied to record the daily discharge volume. | consider that the
flow meter would provide certainty to the amount of discharge however | am not
convinced that the applicants would easily be able to restrict themselves to discharging
‘no more then 360 litres per day especially if they had visitors. | also note that the
applicants receive up to 1800 litres of water per day from the Waituna reticulated
community supply.

If the volume of the discharge exceeds 360 litres per day then the application rate to the
sand trench will increase. 1 consider that the consultant’s proposed application rate is

" conservative and it is possible the rate could be higher without causing ponding.
However, the consuitant has viewed the soils at the site and has experience in

- wastewater design so is likely to have selected a maximum application rate of 15mm/day
for-good reason. '

| recommend that Environment Canterbury limit the consent to a volume of 360 litres per
day and this is to be measured by a flow meter. The results are required to be provided to
Environment Canterbury every six months. Should the property be sold in the future {and
this is likely because of the duration of the consent) to a larger family then the flow meter
_ records would show if the volume limit was too low and a change of conditions would be

required. This may also require the area of the sand {rench to be increased in order fo
 maintain the low application rate.

Affected Parties '

1 have considered nearby properties, in particular, the property located over the road from
the Rutherfords (Lot 10 DP 2193) as it is within 50 metres down gradient of the~
discharge. I do not consider this property will be affected because the potable water
supply for the property is likely to be the Waituna community reticulated scheme. If not,
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the only well on the property is located at least 140 metres from the discharge. This
means the discharge is outside the protection zone of the well.

Therefore | do not consider there are any parties who will be affected by the discharge.

Summary & Recommendation
Based on the sand trench design by R J Hall Consulting Ltd, | consider that if it is installed
the effects on the environment would be minor and no person would be adversely affected.

If the applicants install this wastewater treatment system | would recommend the consent be:
granted for the maximum duration of 35 years. However | note that | have concerns
regarding the volume of the discharge. These concerns can be mitigated by requiring a flow
meter to be installed. | note that the consultant has proposed a flow meter for this reason.

A list of recommended conditions is currently being drafted and will be provided to the RHC
on 12 October 2007. | will incorporate conditions requiring the applicant to upgrade the
existing wastewater treatment system within six months of the granting of the consent. For
the purposes of clarification, the reason for a six month installation period is to recognise the
applicants’ health and financial positions and to allow reasonable time to upgrade the system
without discharging illegally. It does not imply that the existing system has less than minor
effects on the environment. It also does not condone the use of the existing system for any
longer than six months from the granting of the consent.

,Slgned W M Date: 5;//0/07

Jenking/
nsents Investigating Officer
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Environment

’ Canterbury

Your regional council

28 September 2007 Ref: C06C/24873

MEMORANDUM

FROM : GILLIAN JENKINS, CONSENTS INVESTIGATING OFFICER
TO: REGULATION HEARING COMMITTEE

CcC '

SUBJECT : CRC061841, | R & J K B RUTHERFORD

Note: this memo should be read in conjunction with the S42A officer's report.

Since the s42A officer’s report was written, the following issues have been discussed with
the applicants’ legal representative, Mr Ken McKenzie of Raymond, Sullivan, McGlashan.

1. The applicanis were advised that ihe [nvestigating Officer's recommendation was to
decline the application. A copy of the S42A report was provided to the applicants.

2. After the applicants had considered the report, they were again asked if they would
~ like to be heard. They were provided an estimate of the cost of the hearing. The
applicants’ lawyer advised they do not wish to be heard. As there are no parties to be
heard the application comes before the Regulation Hearing Commiittee.

3. Mr McKenzie once more asked his clients to consider upgrading their wastewater
~ treatment system. He obtained the names of two wastewater design consuitants who
- work in the-area. | explained that the applicants had previously contacted R J Halll
Consulting Ltd who had provided an alternative design. | understand that for financial
reasons, the applicants chose not to use the R J Hall Consulting design. To date the
applicants have not provided information on any other types of sysiem they have
considered.

4. The applicants advised that they may relocate the land application system and
provided a sketch drawing of the proposed alteration (attached). The alteration would
place the land application system at least 17.4 metres from the middle of the stream. |
am still not certain whether this would mean that effects on the water quality of the
stream would be less than minor, but | consider that moving it away from the stream
would likely lessen the effects which currently impact on the stream. | am also not
certain from the sketch whether the soakage hole would be removed nor whether
moving the pipe would meet the boundary separation distances specified in the

- Proposed Natural Resources Regional Plan (PNRRP).

5. No assessment of environmental effects was provided with the proposed new
location of the land application system. Because of this, | cannot determine whether
effects on the environment are less than minor or whether there are any adversely
-affected parties. :




6. The applicants have been given a significant amount of time to consider alternative
treatment options (since May 2006). They do not consider an alternative is required.
also note that they may have financial difficulties in paying to upgrade their treatment
system

7. The applicants are sickness beneficiaries and are on a pension.

Due to the unknown effects on the environment and possible effects on people, | continue to
recommend that this consent be declined.

Signed: C\/(/M 'JM/‘\ ' Date: ‘28"/9/07-

G Jenki
ents Invéstigating Officer
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Before the Commissioner / Hearing Panel appomted.
by Canterbury Reglonal Council

IN THE MATTER OF The Resource Management Act
1991

AND

IN THE MATTER OF  Application CRC061841 by Mr
and Mrs | R & J K B Rutherford
for a discharge permit {o

- discharge contaminants fo land.

Section 42A Officer’s Report

Date of Hearing: To be Advised

Report of Gillian Jenkins

1. My name is Gillian Jenkins and | have been employed as an Investigating Officer by
Environment Canterbury (ECan) for over two years. | hold a Bachelors Degree in
Science (Zoolegy) from the University of Canterbury and have previously worked as a
microbiological assistant in a public health laboratory and for a biosecurity company
_workmg under contract for the Mlnlstry of Health.

2. This report is prepared under the provisions of Section 42A of the Resource
Management Act 1991 (RMA). This section allows a Council officer to provide a
report to the hearing panel on a resource consent application made to the Council,
and allows the panel fo consider the report at the hearing. Section 41(4) of the RMA
allows the hearing panel to request and receive from any person who makes a report
under Section 42A "any information or advice that is relevant and reasonably necessary to
determine the application”. This report will provide the panel with information and advice
related to: '

+ The background to the application;

s Details of the notification of the application and any submfssions received;

.o An outline of the relevant legal and planning provisions;

» Comments on the assessment of environmental effects (AEE) provided;

+ Details of Council policy relevant to the appiication.;

» Comments in relation to the matters specified in Part Il of the RMA; and

e Comments on the decision to be made by the panel including comrﬁents on
whether the application can be granted or should be declined; if the application is
fo be granted what measures are required fo avoid, remedy or mitigate any

~adverse effects; what monitoring shouid be. undertaken and the duration of
consent.
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3.

It should be emphasised that any conclusions reached or recommendations made in

this report are not binding on the hearing panel. It should not be assumed that the
hearing panel will reach the same conclusion or decision having considered all the
evidence to be brought before it by the applicant and submitters.

INTRODUCTION

Background

4.

Mr & Mrs Rutherford (the applicants) have applied to Environment Canterbury for a
resource consent to discharge contaminants to land. The application relates to the

“discharge of domestic wastewater to land from their property located on Timaru

Road, Waimate (see Appendix One for a location map).

An abatement notice was issued to the Rutherfords by ECan Enforcement Officer
Lance Corcoran on 25 August 2004 after it was discovered wastewater from the
Rutherfords’ dwelling was being discharged to a surface water body without consent.
They were advised to apply for a resource consent and modify their system.

The Rutherfords modified their wastewater treatment and disposal system prior to
lodging an application for a consent. They later lodged their application for a resource

“consent on 22 February 2006.

Notification

7.

After auditing the application and obtaining further information from the applicant it
was considered that the wastewater treatment and disposal system would have more

tthan minor adverse effects on the environment and that there would be parties that
wouid be affected by the discharge. :

Therefore, the application was publicly notified on Fnday 2mj March 2007 in the

_ Wa:mate Advisor with the following wording:

CRC061841 - to discharge domestic sewage from an existing three bedroom dwelling via a
-| septic tank to an existing soak hole and pipeline. The contaminants in domestic sewage are
known to include organic material, nitrogen, phosphorus, heavy metals and micro-
crganisms. The dwelling is located at 413 Timaru Road, Waimate, situated at or about map
reference NZMS 260 J40:5921-0850. The requested duration of consent is 35 years.

Submissions

9.

Two submissions were received as follows:

Mr K O'Boyle The applicants seek a Opposed No
retrospective consent to sanction
illegal and substandard work. The
system should be fitted with an
effluent filter associated with a
pump dosed field trench system
utilising the existing sall to obtain
the treatment required by Rule

File No: COBC/24873 : o - Page 2 of 19
Consent No: CRC061841 ' ’ :




WAQLS. The submitter considered
the application could be granted if
conditions he specified were met.

Raymond - The submissicn was sent in by the Support No
Sullivan applicants’ lawyer in the hope and
McGlashan expectation that “ECan will see fit

to pass the works which have
been done to the system as being
compliant and legal without further
recourse for stress or humiliation
to the Rutherfords.”

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTIVITY

10.  The applicant has provided the following description of the activity:

Location
(i)

- (ii)

| (iii)

(iv)

The discharge will occur at 413 Timaru Road, Waimate
The legal description of the site is Lot 1 DP 20120 BLK XI Waimate SD

The map reference for the site is at or about map reference NZMS 260
J40:5921-0850.

The property is 9900m? in area.

Type and amount of contaminant discharged

(v)

(vi)

i)

The contaminants discharged consist of domestic wastewater from a three
bedroom dwelling. :

The applicants do not know the daily volume of effluent to be discharged each
day. | note that the recommended daily flow for a three bedroom house is
1000L/day (taken from AS/NZS 1547:2000).

The applicants do not know the rate at which the wastewater is discharged to
land.

Structurres Used

(viii)

(ix)
(%)

In the AEE, the applicant states that the wastewater is treated in a septic tank
however the AEE does not state the number of chambers in the tank. Mr John
Hail, a drainage consultant of RJ Hall Consulting, has visited the property and
advises that the tank has a single chamber.

The applicants do not know the capacity of the septic tank.

From the tank the wastewater is gravity fed through a delivery pipe to the point
of discharge which appears to be a soakage hole. New perforated pipe was
recently added either to the existing delivery pipe or to the soakage hole and
wastewater may also be discharged through that. | have not been provided
sufficient information to determine whether the wastewater is being discharged
through the perforated pipe only or whether the soakage hole is stlll used. A
site plan of the system is included as Attachment iwo. -
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(xi) The perforated pipe is laid on a gravel base and is also covered with gravel.
The applicant has not stated how deep the gravel base is.

(xit}  The perforated pipe is approximately 12 metres in length.

Installation

{(xii) The éystem is currently installed and is discharging.

Maintenance

(xiv) The applicanis have not proposed to maintain their wastewater treatment
system regularly other than to have it pumped out and flush out the pipes as
part of the usual cleaning practice.

{(xv)  The applicants advise that they have not had the septic tank checked in the
time they have lived on the property.

LEGAL AND PLANNING MATTERS

11.  The applicanis state that the wastewater discharge at the site commenced prior to
1991 and as such was not subject to the Resource Management Act (1991).
However, since 1991, the system has been modified (by the installation of perforated
pipe) and the discharge now requires authorisation for the following reasons.

The Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA)
12.  Section 15(1)(b} of the Resource Management Act states that:

“No person may discharge any confaminant onto or into land in circumstances which may
result in that contaminant...entering water...unless the discharge is expressly allowed by a
rule in a regional plan and in any relevant proposed regional plan, a resource consent or
regulations.”

13.  The discharge contains contaminants that have the potential to contaminate
groundwater and surface water and therefore it requires authorisation.

14, Section 104 of the RMA states that subject to Part Il, when considering an application
for a resource consent and any submissions received, the consent authority shall
have regard to a number of matters set out in the sections that follow. ..

Regional Plans

Transitional Regiconal Plan (TRP)

15. The discharge may not comply with condition 3 of the General Authorisation for
Sewage Tank Effluent Disposal which relates to the treatment of the final discharge to
" a level of less than 1000 colony forming units per 100mL sample. The applicant has

not provided information to show that this condition can be met.

16.  The discharge may also not comply with condition 5 if wastewater is being discharged
- down a soakage hole. Condition 5 specifies that where groundwater is deeper than
30 metres from the ground surface, wastewater can be discharged down a soakage
hole. The applicant has provided information to show that groundwater is within 30
metres of the surface and therefore the discharge may not comply with this condltlon

if the wastewater is being discharged down a soakage hole.
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17.

- 18.

- The applicant has aiso stated that the discharge is located less than twelve metres

from a creek. ECan Enforcement Officer Lance Corcoran has confirmed that the
discharge is located twelve metres from a creek at its closest point. This means that
they cannot comply with condition 6 which states that the discharge shall be located
further than 20 metres from any surface water resource.

~ As such, the application is not authorised by the General Authorisation for Sewage

Tank Effluent Disposal and the application is considered to be a discretionary
activity under the TRP and hence a resource consent is required.

Proposed Natural Resources Regional Plan {(PNRRP)

19,

20.

21,

The PNRRP was notified on 3 July 2004. The system was modified after the date of
the abatement notice (25 August 2004) and thus after notification of the PNRRP. As
the resource consent application was also received after notification of the PNRRP,
the status of the discharge is affected by the nofification of this Plan.

It is possible the discharge from the soakage hole could be assessed against Rule
WQL15 (Discharge of untreated or treated sewage effluent into a river, lake or directly
into groundwater). Whether or not the application can be assessed against this rule is
dependent on the depth of the soakage hole and groundwater levels in the area. As
the applicant does not know the depth of the soakage hole it is possible that this rule
is applicable and the activity would be considered a prohibited activity if the PNRRP
was operative. A resource consent cannot be granted for a prohibited activity.

If the discharge is not directly into groundwater, the discharge must be assessed
against Rule WQL8. As the discharge occurs within 20 metres of a river, it cannot
comply with condition 9(a) of this rule. | note that the application does not comply with

- condition 12 relating to the distance to property boundaries either. The application

must therefore be assessed under Rule WQL57 (Discharge of a contaminant onte or
into land). The application would comply with Rule WQL57 as the discharge does not
occur within a Community Drinking Water Supply Protection Zone. The activity would
therefore be a discretionary activity and would reguire a consent under Rule
WQL57.

CONSULTATION

22.

23,

The applicant has not stated whether there are any affected parties or whéther they

_ have consulted with any potentially affected parties.

Te Runaka o Waihao were contacted by Environment Canterbury regarding this
application, on 23 February 2006. It was requested that they respond by 3 March
2006. To date no response has been received.

DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

- 24,

25.

The {able below outlines the affected enviranment as described by the applicant

(middle column) and the my audit of the information provided (right column). .

The main tools | have used to audit the applicants’ information were Environment

-~ Canterbury's GIS database system (Mojo), Envircnment Canterbury’s wells database

~ and information collected from Environment Canterbury Enforcement Officer Lance
Corcoran. | have also obtained information from Environment Canterbury Surface
Water Quality Scientist, Dr Adrian Meredith, and recent NIWA monitoring data.
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 Audit

Topography of the Sites

Rolling

From Environment Canterbury's GIS
database | agree that the land could be
described as rolling. Topographic maps
show a slight slope in the area.

| also note that Mr Corcoran has advised
that the land beside the discharge slopes
down to a creek.

Soil Types

Claremont Gravel! Silt Loam.
Free draining soil

ECan’s GIS Database indicates that soils at
the site are Waitohi deep silt loams with
concretions, The closest well to the site has
a borelog showing yellow clays to a depth of
2.5m below ground level (information taken
from Well J40/0390 located approximately
165m northeast of the site).

| note that if the applicants’ soil description
is correct, then Claremont soils are
described as suffering from impeded
drainage or from being slow draining. if
Waitohi soils are present at the site they are
described as also slow draining (Kear et al,
1967)

Based on the information from nearby
borelogs and the soils described in Kear et
al (1967) | disagree with the applicant that
the soils at the site are free draining.

Depth to Groundwater

When describing the affected
environment the applicant
states that highest
groundwater level is 0.55m
below ground level based on
readings from well J4G/434,
They also stated that well
J40/294 has a highest well
reading of 0.59m below
ground level. {I note that
these wells are located 1.3km
SW and 740m E of the
discharge respectively). In the
assessment of effecis they
stated that highest
groundwater is at 4.93m
{presumably below ground
level). This information
conflicts with their original
statements in their description
of the environment.

There are seven bores within one kilometre
of the discharge site that have groundwater
tevel readings. The highest of these is 0.59
metres below ground level, from bore
J40/294, located approximately 730 metres
east of the discharge site. Comments from
ECan Groundwater Hydrogeologist,
Philippa Aitchison-Earl, indicate that well
J40/284 has had regular monitoring over
the last seven years and levels can get {o
nearly 0.5m below ground level. She notes
that this well may be located on a higher
ground level. She adds that groundwater is
definitely within 8m of ground level and
could be almost as high as 0.5m below
ground level, depending on topography.

| have no information to show that
groundwater could be as deep as 4.93m
below ground level as the applicant
indicates. If the applicants’ site is located on
a topographic high it is possible that
groundwater couid be at this depth however
| have no infoermation to confirm this
statement.

Direction of Groundwater
Flow

Groundwater flows northwest
to southeast

ECan’s GIS database has no information

_about piezometric contours in this area that

could confirm groundwater direction.
However, information from the nearest
community supply well, J40/0022 shows
that groundwater flows from NWW to SEE.

File No: COBC/24873
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This well is located approximately 400m
northwest and is considered relevant.

Groundwater Quality

The applicant advises there
are no qualarc sites nearby.

The only groundwater qualarc site within
2km of the discharge is SCY005631. This
site is located 1.4km east of the applicants’
site. The only nitrate niirogen level recorded
at this site is 0.39mg/L recorded in 1997.
The only faecal coliform level recorded at
this site is 3cfu/100mL. This level was also
recorded in 1997.

‘| Location of nearby wells

The discharge is not located
within the protection zones of
wells specified in the TRP
and PNRRP.

The-nearest well is located approximately
55 metres from the applicants’ south
eastern property boundary. | agree with the
applicant that the discharge is not located
within the protection zones of wells
specified in the TRP and PNRRP. 1 note
that the specified well separation distances
may only be relevant if the treatment

‘standard of <1000cfu/100mL sample is

achieved.

Location of Surface Water
Bodies

There is a water body near

| the proposed discharge. The

water body is located ten
metres from the discharge.

| agree with the applicants that there is a
water body located nearby. The water body
appears to be a stream or creek.
Information provided by Mr Corcoran (ECan
Enforcement Officer) indicates that the
discharge may be as close as 12 metres
from the creek. ‘

Dr Adrian Meredith (ECan Sutface Water
Quality Scientist) advises that the creek is a
branch of the Waituna Stream.

Surface Water Quality

The applicant has provided
no information regarding the
surface water quality of the
nearby creek. However, they
have stated that their
neighbours are farmers and
their animal waste would
have some bearing on the
egnvironment.

Dr Meredith advises that the stream is quite
“sluggish” and can have intermittent flow.
He also notes that there are Canterbury
mudfish (natienally endangered) records for
the Waituna stream. .

Dr Meredith advised that NIWA had
undertaken recent sampling in an area
downstream of the applicants’ site. The
results were compared against other
streams in the area and the resulis were
anomalous and could not be explained by
NIWA. The results showed the dissolved
ingrganic nitfrogen concentration was twice
as high as that of other nearby streams and
dissolved reacfive phosphorus
concentration was 25 to 100 times that of
other nearby streams. High ammonia and
organic nifrogen concentrations were also
present. Faecal contaminanis were not
measured.

Other discharges in the

area that may contribute fo

cumulative effects

The applicant notes that
nearby farming may affect the
water quality of the stream.

There are no consented discharges nearby
that may contribute to cumulative effects
however i note that the surrounding area is
rural and | agree with the applicants that
this may contribute to some of the effects
on surface water quality.

Dr Meredith and Mr Nerton both considered
that cumulative impacts from this discharge

File No: . CQ6C/24873
Consent No: CRCO061841
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and any other unknown discharges in the
area could have an impact on the Waituna
stream which would in turn have an impact
on the Wainono Lagoon into which the
Waituna Stream flows.

ASSESSMENT OF ACTUAL AND POTENTIAL EFFECTS

26.

27.

The applicants’ list of environmental effects followed the guidelines outlined in
Environment Canterbury’s application form for consent to discharge sewage tank
effluent. I consider this list to be relatively comprehensive. In auditing this application 1

- have relied on expertise within the council, my experience in auditing consents for

similar activities and direction from the Objecttves and Policies in the Regional Policy
Statement and the PNRRP.

The assessment of effects will be discussed under the following headings:
» Adverse effects on groundwater quality

« Adverse effects on surface water quality

‘e Adverse effects on public health from above ground pathogen transfer

* Adverse effects caused by odour.

- Adverse Effects on Groundwater Quality .

29.

'Nitrate__s
28.

The applicant has not provided an assessment of the effects of nitrate on

groundwater quality. They state that the soil and bacteria in the soil clean the

wastewater and evidence of this is in the healthy plants nearby.

"1 consider that the discharge could have an adverse effect on groundwater quality.

The applicant has provided no information about the depth of the discharge so it is

- - not certain that the discharge is within the root zone of any plants. If the discharge

- 30.

- 31

were within the root zone of plants then it is likely any adverse effects on groundwater

* would be lessened due to the uptake of nitrates by plants.

The applicants have advised that nearby plants are in a healthy state. It is possible
that this is because of the nitrates in the discharge however this is not conclusive.
Healthy plants could resuit from a number of factors.

Without having a good understanding of how the discharge occurs, whether it is
through a scakage hole or a discharge pipe within the root zone of plants, | cannot be
certain that effects of nitrates on groundwater quality would be less than minor.

- Pathogens

32,

File No:

The applicant has not stated what the likely faecal coliform concentration at the point

- of discharge will be. They consider that because the system already exists and they

have only extended it, there should be no change to the quality of the existing
discharge.

COBC/24873 _ ’ Page 8 of 19

Consent No: ~ CRC061841




33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

| consider that the applicants’ assessment of the effects of pathogens on groundwater
quality is not sufficient. More information was requested from the applicant and their
response was that they had already answered the question.

From the information that has been provided about the wastewater treatment and
disposal system | understand that it is a single chambered septic tank that discharges

to a soak hole and pipeline. A system of this type is not known to treat faecal

coliforms to the treatment level required by the TRP, that is less than 1000 colony
forming units (cfu) per 100 millilitre sample. The Auckiand Regional Council Technical
Publication TP58 (2004) states that a traditional septic tank under good operation
would be likely to have a faecal coliform concentration of 100 000cfu/100mL. A septic
tank under poor operation would be likely to have over one million colony forming
units per 100mL. As the applicanis have advised that they have not had their septic
tank serviced regularly it is possible that it is a poorly operating system. | note that
wastewater discharged from a septic tank is only considered to be primary treated
wastewater. _

In Canterbury, modemn wastewater treatment systems would commonly have a multi-

~chambered septic tank with a wastewater filter that discharges to a sand trench. The

sand trench contains a layer of treatiment material that can reduce the faecal coliform
concentration to the standard required by the TRP. Wastewater from a ireatment
system of this type would be considered o be secondary treated wastewater. | note
that the applicanis’ system does not have a multi-chambered septic tank, a
wastewater filter or a sand trench.

As the applicants’ wastewater only receives primary treatment before being
discharged it is likely that the pathogen content of the wastewater is as high as the
levels stated in TP58. These levels are of concemn as | am not certain what the effect
on groundwater quality would be. 1t is also likely that the separation distances to wells
that are specified by the TRP and PNRRP are not relevant as they assume that the
wastewater will be treated to a level of less than 1000cfu/100mL. With faecal
coliforms being discharged at a possible level of 100 000cfu/100mL. it is likely that
more pathogens may be able fo travel further:and have a greater effect on down
gradient wells. 1 note that the nearest down gradient well is located approximately 55
metres from the applicants’ property boundary. This distance is only five metres
further than the distance specified in the TRP or PNRRP. The owner of this well was
notified of the appilcatton but did not submit.

| consider that the effects of pathogens on groundwater quality are not assessed well
enough in this application and because of this | am not satisfied that effects on
groundwater quality will be minor.

- Adverse Effects on Surface Water Quality

38. -

39.

The applicants have advised that the discharge is located ten metres from a water
body and an on-site inspection has confirmed it is twelve metres away at its closest

- point. This is closer than the TRP and PNRRP separation distance of 20 metres. The
-applicants do not consider that the discharge will have an adverse effect on the

surface water quality of that water body. They consider that as there is extensive
planting of frees along the banks and in the immediate surrounding area, and that as
there is no discharge directly into the stream, that the adverse effects on surface
water quality will be mitigated.

Because the treatment levels required by the TRP are not met, | consider that the
applicants have not provided sufficient information to satisfy me that the discharge will
have a less than minor effect on surface watier quality. | also note that as some of the
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40,

41.
42.

43..

.44,

45,

discharge is through a soakage hole that has an unknown depth, it is likely that the

discharge will be occurring below the root zone of any plants that may be between the

discharge and the creek.

A discharge within 20 metres of a surface water body means there is the potential for

- contaminanis such as nitrates, phosphorus and faecal coliforms to enter the water

body either by seepage through the scils or by entering groundwater that is
hydraulically connected to the surface water body._

Comments from ECan Surface Water Quality Scientist, Dr Adrian Meredith and a
recent NIWA study (Norton et al, 2007) on surface water in the catchment, indicate
that there are high levels of contaminants in the Waituna Stream. The types of

- contaminants (ammonia and phosphorus) are consistent with those expected from

sewage discharges (faecal coliforms were not measured).

Dr Meredith advised that twelve metres of soil between a cﬁschafge point and the
stream should curtail most of the contaminants, but if a pipe was installed that “short-

- circuited” contaminants iowards the creek, then effects on surface water bodies would

be more than minor. Dr Meredith and Mr Ned Norton of NIWA advised that as the flow
in the stream is “sluggish” it would not take a very big point source discharge to cause
an effect in the stream.

The NIWA study shows exceptionally high levels of Dissolved Reactive Phosphorus
(DRP) that were 25 fimes higher than the next highest phosphorus level in the
streams surveyed. This level was also approximately 100 times higher than most of
the other streams they surveyed. -

I also note that the Waituna Stream fiows into the Wainono Lagoon which is a DoC
Conservation area. The lagoon is described as being supertrophic, which is the
second most degraded frophic state, the highest being hypertrophic.

I am not satisfied that the discharge will have a minor effect on surface water quality
and [ consider that this discharge may aiready be having some effect on the water
quality of the Waituna Stream. The extent of that effect has not been assessed by the
applicant.

Adverse Effects on Public Health from Above Ground Pathogen Transfer

48,

47.

48.

The applicant does not know the rate at which wastewater flows out of the discharge
pipe.

Without knowing the volume or application rate of the discharge it is difficult to know
whether the discharge is suitable for the soils at the site. The applicant has-explained
that the soils are Claremont gravel siits. Claremont soils are described as having
impeded drainage (Kear et al, 1967). The applicant considers that the soils are free
draining and has explained that the area is planted in a mix of {rees, shrubs and

- perennials that require good drainage. They also advise that the ground has been

“worked over” which would improve the s0il structure and make it more friable and
allow for better drainage.

The applicants have modified the land application system by adding an additional
twelve metres of pipe to the system. | understand that the reason for doing this was
because the overflow from the septic tank had broken through natural wear and tear. 1-
am not certain that this explains why additional pipe was added. The plans provided
by the applicant show that the additional pipe was added on to the end of the existing
land application system. If the existing pipe had suffered from natural wear and tear -
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49

50.

then an extension to that pipe would not have repaired the wear and tear that the
applicant describes.

| also note that prior to the system being modified by the addition of twelve metres of
pipe, an Enforcement Officer visited the property, inspected the site and noted that
the land application system had failed and that a pipe had been inserted to drain the
blockage. That pipe diverted the flow to the ground surface within five metres of the
creek. An abatement notice was issued to the applicant and an upgrade of the system
to a compliance standard was required. The Enforcement Officer has taken notes
from a conversation with Mr Rutherford. In that conversation Mr Rutherford explained
that a plumber had altered the system by piping a new runoff down the side of the
house. However, as it was ponding at a point beside the house Mr Rutherford
installed a yeliow pipe on the ground surface to divert the flow away from the house
and into the creek. Mr Rutherford explained that this was general runoff from the
disposal field that was malfunctioning. He then spoke with a plumber who advised
that a whole new disposal field with perforated pipe should be installed over a greater

-distance. Mr Rutherford then installed the twelve metre novaflow perforated pipe

without a buﬂdmg or resource consent

As there is evidence that the land application system has failed in the past and there
has been surface flow of wastewater | consider that the effects on public health from
above ground transfer could be more than minor. However, the unauthorised
installation of the additional twelve metres of pipe appears fo have helped reduce the
likelihood of ponding of the wastewater for now. If the application rate is stilf too high
for the soils to cope with then the system may fail again. Public health effects from
above ground ponding are a serious concern and are likely to be more than minor in
this case. :

Adverse Effects Caused by Odour

51. The applicant has stated that there are no adverse effects from odour caused by the
discharge. They also advise there are no dwellings or places where people gather
within 30 metres of the discharge.

52. The discharge is 26.4 metres from the nearest property boundary. | cannot be sure
that there are no dwellings within 30 meires of the discharge, other than the
applicants’. However, as the area is rural it is likely that the nearest dwelling is some
distance away from the discharge.

53. The applicants have advised that the septic tank has not been regularly checked.

' They have explained that the manufacturer recommends checks on a three yearly
basis. These checks would involve pumping out the tank and flushing out the pipes.
In my experience of sepfic tank systems, the manufacturers recommend the system
be checked annually. The checks should include the following:

* Measuring the depths of solids and scum in the tank;
e Pumping out the tank if the sollds and scum layers are greater than two thirds of
the depth of the tank;
¢ Flushing the lines until the water runs clear; and
» Pressure testing at the end of the disposal pipe.
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54.

| note that pumping out of the tank is generally required at two to three yearly

intervals and this could explain why the applicants’ manufacturer has recommended
inspections every three years.

- Without adequate maintenance, it is possible that the system may fail and create

odour that is unpleasant. However, as the applicants state there are no dwellings or
places where people gather within 30 metres of the wastewater treatment system,
ather than themselves, | consider that the adverse effects caused by odour could be
minor. If anything, it would cause a nuisance to the applicants.

ADDITIONAL MITIGATION MEASURES

56.

56.

57.

1 consider that the system proposed by the applicant does not meet the required

treatment standard of the TRP. There are a significant number of mitigation measures

- that could be imposed on the applicant should this consent be granted. These

mitigation measures would require the applicant to upgrade the septic tank and land
application system to meet the treatment- standard. | note that the applicant is
unwilling to upgrade the treatment system. The applicant has also advised that they
do not wish to have conditions imposed on them that would require upgrading the
treatment system.

Another measure that could be considered is monitoring of groundwater and/or

- surface water quality. Monitoring could be undertaken up gradient and down gradient
-of the discharge. However, | have reservations about water quality monitoring as it is
“often. difficult to relate the results back’ to one particular discharge. Monitoring can

also be an ongoing, costly activity for the consent holder. It also does not mitigate
adverse effects on the environment; instead it shows the effect the discharge is
having on the environment.

I understand that the applicants are an elderly couple with health problems. To
require regular monitoring, at their expense, may not be the best way to mitigate
adverse effects occurring. :

CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES

58.

59.

~_As the wastewater treatment system does not meet the treatment standard required

by the TRP the applicants were asked to consider alternative treatment systems. The
applicants obtained technical advice from a drainage consultant who, | understand,
provided an alternative design to the applicants. The applicants advise that they
“have looked at and priced the alternatives but fail to see the necessity to change
what is operating efficiently at present”. They also state that they “do not intend to go
into financial hardshlp to change what is not necessary”.

The applicants consider that an alternative wastewater treatment system is not
necessary. | note that the submission in opposition to the application stated that an
aiternative system would be supported.

POLICIES AND OBJECTIVES

Regional Policy Statement (RPS)

60. The Regional Policy Statement (CRC 1998), Chapter 9 Water, contains the following
Objectives and Policies that are relevant to this application: -
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Objective 3

“Enable present and future generations to gain cultural, social, recreational, economic, hea!th
and other beneﬁts from the water quality in Canterbury’s water bodies...while:

Safeguarding the existing value of water bod:es for efficiently providing sources of drinking
water for people...

Maintaining, and where appropriate, enhancing amenity values”.

_Pollcy 9

“To manage point and non-point source discharge and set water quality conditions and
standards and terms in plans, and conditions on resource consents, that achieve... Objective
3. Adverse effects of discharges on existing water qualify should be avoided, remedied or
mifigated and, where approptiate, degraded water quality should be enhanced™.

Policy 11

“Promols Iand use practices which maintain and where appropriate enhance water qualify”.

61. I bring to the decision maker's attention that the application may not meet the above
objectives and policies.

Proposed Natural Resources Regional Plan (PNRRP)

62. The Proposed Natural Resources Regional Plan (PNRRP), Chapter 4 Water Quality,
contains the following Objectives and Policies that are relevant to this application:

Policy WQL2

“Avoid significant adverse effects on water quality, and associated ecological, amenity and
cuftural values of surface water, by:

{1} prohibiting the point source discharge of:

{a) untreated human sewage...into surface waler, or onfo or info land where
contaminants may enter surface water....”

Objective WQL2 ~ (2)(b).(i)

“In semi-confined, unconfined, and other confined aquifers or parts of these aquifers, where

the water qualily is affected by human activities, the groundwater quality shall meet the
following values: .

For nitrate-nitrogen, the maximum -concentration shall not increase by more than two
milligrams per litre above the maximum concentration measured beltween 1996 and 2001, and
reportfed in 2002, and the maximum concentration shall not exceed 11.3 milligrams per litre”.

Policy WQL6 - (1)

1) A point source discharge of a contarninant onto or info land is fo be managed as
follows:

(a) before allowing a point source discharge of a contaminant onto or into land where
a contaminant may enter groundwater: ensure that:

(i} measures are or will be applied fo avoid the production of the contaminant,
or to reuse, recover, and recycle materials to minimize the volume and
concentration of the contaminant in the discharge; and
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(i) the discharge to an existing waste treatment and discharge system, or
network is not a practical alfernative; and

(b) if, after the application of Policy WQL6(1), a point source discharge onfo or into
land is to be authorised, the discharge shall be applied in a way and at a rate that:

{i} does not exceed the infiftration capacity of the soif or subsoil at the site of
the discharge; and

(i} does not exceed the capacily of physical properties, or chemical and
biological processes in the soil or subsoil, to reduce the contaminant
concenitration in the soil drainage wafer and to minimise the concentration of
any contaminant entering groundwater; and ‘

{iiy will not resulf in the accumulation of a contaminant in the soif which will limit
the future use of the fand...”

Po{icy WQL6 ~ (3)(a)(i)

“Avoid édb(erse effects on water quality from the cumulative effects of discharges into land
from individual onsite sewage effluent treatment and disposal systems by requiring the
installation of a network and treatment system for sewage effiluent where:

(iii) the soil or subsurface material has inadequate infiliration capacity and this is likely to
result in discharges ponding on the ground or flowing into surface water;..”

63. | bring to the decision maker's attentxon that the d|scharge may conflict with all of
these policies and objectives.

PART 2 MATTERS

Purpose of the RMA (Section 5)

64. I have referred to section 5 of the RMA and | note that the purpose of this Act is to
promote the sustainable management of natural and physical resources. In this Act,
'sustainable management means managing the use, development and protection of
natural and physical resources in a way, or at a rate, which enables people and their
communities to provide for their social, economic and cultural wellbeing and for their
health and safety while sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources
(excluding minerals) to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations;
and safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, water, soil and ecosystems; and
avoiding, remedying or mitigating any adverse effects of activities on the envircnment.

65. | consider that the discharge is not consistent with the purpose of the Act as it is not
avoiding, remedying or mitigating adverse effects of the activity on the environment.

Matters of National Importance (Section 6}

66. Section 6 of the Act states that we shall recognise and provide for certain matters of
naticnal importance,

67. | consider that the application does not conflict with any of those matters.

Other Matters (Section 7)
68.  Section 7 of the Act refers to persons having particular regard to certain matters
which include maintaining and enhancing the quality of the environment. :
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69. | consider that the application is for a discharge that is not enhancing the quality of
the environment.

.Principles of the Treaty of Waitangi (Section 8)

70.  Section 8 of the RMA requires that the consent authority take into account the
principles of the Treaty of Waitangi (Te Tiriti o Waitangi).

71.  The Ngai Tahu resource management strategy for the Canterbury Region, “Te
Whakatau Kaupapa” expresses a preference for land discharges over those directly
into surface waters. Policy 4 in Section 4-20 states: “That the .Canterbury Regional
Council should actively encourage the disposal of effluent onto land rather than into
‘water, provided that the groundwater is not poliuted in the process.”

72.  The Principles of the Treaty of Waitangi form the basis of developing a relationship of
partnership and communications. Accordingly, the appropriate Runanga, Waihao,
was approached for comment and they were also notified about this application. No
response has been received. | consider that the Runanga may be an affected party
due to the cuitural association with surface water.

OTHER RELEVANT MATTERS

73. Under section 104(1) of the Act, Environment Canterbury should have regard to any
other matters considered relevant and reasonably necessary to” determine the
application.

Decisions of the Envirbnment Court

- 74. I am not aware of any de0|3|ons of the Environment Court that have direct relevance
to this application.

Previous Council Decisions

75. Recent decisions that | am aware of where we have granted consent for a soakage
hole in areas where groundwater is higher than 30 metres were for Glenburn Youth
Camp (CRC031230) and Willowmere Holdings and Investments Lid (CRC050829).

76.  The Glenburn Youth Camp discharge was from an aeraied wastewater treatment tank
to a soakage hole. After public nofification, the consent was granted by the
Regulation Hearing Committee (RHC) for a maximum duration of five years in order
to give the Youth Camp, a charitable organisation, time to obtain funding to improve
the land application system. | note that the discharge was located at least 40 melres
from the nearest surface water body.

77.  The Willowmere Holdings consent was granted without notification for a duration of

~ ten years. Again, the discharge was through an aerated wastewater treatment system

to a soakage hole. The application was not notified as the applicant had obtained the

written approval from all affected parties within one kilometre of the discharge. The
discharge was also located further than 20 metres from any surface water body.

78. | consider that while the above decisions were for soakage hole systems, they were
granted under different circumstances to this application as, in both cases, the
discharge was treated by an aerated wastewater treatment tank and was located

- further from surface water bodies. | also note that they were granted for a shorter
duration than 35 years.

Fite No: CO8C/24873 ' Page 15 of 19
Consent No: CRC061841



RECOMMENDATION

Grant or Decline

-_7,9. I consider that there are four options the hearing panel couid choose.
i. Grant
ii.  Grant with conditions
fi. . Grant short term
iv.  Decline

80. The hearing panel will need to consider the following matters in 'coming to their
decision:

» Effects on groundwater quality are unknown and likely to be more than minor;
» Effects on surface water quality are unknown but likely to be more than minor; and
e Effects on public-health are likely to be more than minor.

81. | have discussed the possibility of declining the application with the applicant and
whether they would instead consider reducing the duration of their consent to five
years and consider conditions that would seek to upgrade the freatment of the
wastewater during that time. The applicants are not willing to accept any conditions
requiring the improvement of the wastewater system as “it has not yet been
determined or proved that it is required.” :

'82.  Due to the potential adverse effects 6n the environmeht, that are likely to already be
occurring, 1 recommend that this application be declined.

83. It is likely that enforcement action would be taken i the applicant continued to
discharge without consent. '

| Signed: /W//ﬂ» | . Date: -23,/?/67

Gillian Jenkins
Consents Investigating Officer

Reviewer's comments:
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et e gl et 0 »
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Signed: _ /%W | | Déte: 22/¥% /o Y,

Name of Reviewer:

Team Leader / Principal lnvestigations-Officer
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6. APPOINTMENT OF COMMISSIONERS TO HEAR AND DECIDE RESOURCE
CONSENT APPLICATIONS

6.1

6.2

H C BASHER AND SONS LIMITED — CRC040593
Application

To discharge water and contaminants onto land in circumstances which may
result in the contaminant (or any other contaminant emanating as a result of
natural processes from that contaminant) entering water. The discharge will
arise from stormwater runoff from buildings and yard areas from an existing
timber treatment site. Potential contaminants in the discharge include
suspended sediment, nutrients, hydrocarbons, micro-organisms, heavy metals
and compounds of copper, chromium and arsenic. The site is located on 221
Douglas Road, Amberley, at or about map reference NZMS 260 M34:8663-
8502. The applicant has requested a consent duration of 35 years.

The application is to replace existing resource consent CRC920204 which has
expired.

A hearing is scheduled for 15 October 2007 to hear and decide the
application.

The Commissioner recommended has satisfied Council staff he has the
necessary criteria, including technical ability and RMA Accreditation
Certification to carry out the duties required.

Report prepared by Donald Fraser, Consents Hearings Officer.
Report endorsed by Don Rule, Consents Manager.

Recommended

(a) That the Committee appoint David McLernon as Commissioner to hear
and decide resource consent application CRC040593 by H C Basher
and Sons Limited with the full powers of the Council as a consent
authority.

(b) That the Committee appoint David McLernon to deal with any
preliminary matters associated with (a) with the full powers of the
Council as a consent authority.

GREEN GATE LIMITED — CRC073722 AND CRC073723
Applications

CRCO073722 — to discharge contaminants into air from flaring and diesel-oil
driven generators. Only gas from the well will be flared. The combined total
power rating of the diesel-oil driven generators will be no more than 1254
kilowatts. The contaminants to be discharged will be combustion products
including particulate matter, oxides of nitrogen, sulfur dioxide, carbon
monoxide, and volatile organic compounds.

CRCO073723 — to discharge stormwater from a drilling rig wellsite onto land
and into an unnamed watercourse. Following construction of the drilling rig

SEC/AC/RHC/10/rhc 121007 5 October 2007



Waituna Stream. | consider that the level of water in Waituna Stream is likely to be the
best indicator of the highest possible groundwater level.

| note that the sand trench design will discharge wastewater at a depth of 800-850mm
below ground level. if the highest groundwater level is two metres below ground level
then there is a separation distance of at least 1150mm between the base of the sand
trench and groundwater. This should be sufficient distance to ensure that groundwater
quality will not be adversely affected by the discharge.

‘Effects on public health from above ground ponding of wastewater

The consultant notes that the soils at ihe site are silt loams overlying clay loams. He
describes these soils as moderately draining and he places them in soil Category 3 of the
New Zealand Standard. | note that the New Zealand Standard recommends a maximum
application rate of 30-50mm/{day in category three soils. The consultant has proposed a
lower application rate of 15mm/day. Because of the lower application rate | consider it
unlikely that the wastewater would pond at the site and cause adverse effects on public
health.

However, | have concerns about the proposed volume of the discharge. The consultant
has designed the system based on a maximum of iwo cccupants in the house. He has
allowed 180 litres per person per day o be discharged. While this volume meets the
recommended design volumes in the New Zealand Standard for an individual, it does not
aliow for the typical expected wastewater volume discharged from a three bedroom
house. The New Zealand Standard recommends that a wastewater treaiment system for
a three hedroom house he designed to allow 1000 litres per day fo be discharged. Mr &
Mrs Rutherfords’ system has been designed to discharge a maximum of 360 litres per
day. In order to be certain they do not exceed this volume the consultant has proposed
that a flow meter be instalied to record the daily discharge volume. | consider that the
flow meter would provide certainty to the amount of discharge however | am not
convinced that the applicants would easily be able to restrict themselves to discharging
‘no more then 360 litres per day especially if they had visitors. | also note that the
applicants receive up to 1800 litres of water per day from the Waituna reticulated
community supply.

If the volume of the discharge exceeds 360 litres per day then the application rate to the
sand trench will increase. 1 consider that the consultant’s proposed application rate is

" conservative and it is possible the rate could be higher without causing ponding.
However, the consuitant has viewed the soils at the site and has experience in

- wastewater design so is likely to have selected a maximum application rate of 15mm/day
for-good reason. '

| recommend that Environment Canterbury limit the consent to a volume of 360 litres per
day and this is to be measured by a flow meter. The results are required to be provided to
Environment Canterbury every six months. Should the property be sold in the future {and
this is likely because of the duration of the consent) to a larger family then the flow meter
_ records would show if the volume limit was too low and a change of conditions would be

required. This may also require the area of the sand {rench to be increased in order fo
 maintain the low application rate.

Affected Parties '

1 have considered nearby properties, in particular, the property located over the road from
the Rutherfords (Lot 10 DP 2193) as it is within 50 metres down gradient of the~
discharge. I do not consider this property will be affected because the potable water
supply for the property is likely to be the Waituna community reticulated scheme. If not,
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the only well on the property is located at least 140 metres from the discharge. This
means the discharge is outside the protection zone of the well.

Therefore | do not consider there are any parties who will be affected by the discharge.

Summary & Recommendation
Based on the sand trench design by R J Hall Consulting Ltd, | consider that if it is installed
the effects on the environment would be minor and no person would be adversely affected.

If the applicants install this wastewater treatment system | would recommend the consent be:
granted for the maximum duration of 35 years. However | note that | have concerns
regarding the volume of the discharge. These concerns can be mitigated by requiring a flow
meter to be installed. | note that the consultant has proposed a flow meter for this reason.

A list of recommended conditions is currently being drafted and will be provided to the RHC
on 12 October 2007. | will incorporate conditions requiring the applicant to upgrade the
existing wastewater treatment system within six months of the granting of the consent. For
the purposes of clarification, the reason for a six month installation period is to recognise the
applicants’ health and financial positions and to allow reasonable time to upgrade the system
without discharging illegally. It does not imply that the existing system has less than minor
effects on the environment. It also does not condone the use of the existing system for any
longer than six months from the granting of the consent.

,Slgned W M Date: 5;//0/07

Jenking/
nsents Investigating Officer
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wellsite, stormwater will be treated via a two-stage skimmer pit. Contaminants
in the stormwater may include suspended sediments, hydrocarbons and heavy
metals.

The applicant has requested a consent duration of five years.

A joint hearing with Hurunui District Council is scheduled for 19 and 20
November 2007 to hear and decide resource consent applications associated
with the proposed establishment of a well for oil exploration at Mt Cass Road.

The Commissioner recommended has satisfied Council staff he has the
necessary criteria, including technical ability and RMA Accreditation
Certification to carry out the duties required.

Report prepared by Donald Fraser, Consents Hearings Officer.
Report endorsed by Don Rule, Consents Manager.

Recommended

(@) That the Committee appoint David McMahon as Commissioner to hear
and decide resource consent applications CRC073722 and
CRCO073723 by Green Gate Limited with the full powers of the Council
as a consent authority.

(b) That the Committee appoint David McMahon to deal with any
preliminary matters associated with (a) with the full powers of the
Council as a consent authority.

6.3  GRANT BUNT — CRC071735
Application

To discharge odour to air from a pig raising operation at Norwood Road
Dunsandel centred on map reference NZMS 260 L36: 4948-2914. The
operation will involve up to 118 pigs rotated around a number of fenced
enclosures with “A” frame and other dry shelters. Up to five cubic metres of
bedding material will be composted on site under cover. A distance of 100
metres will be maintained between any building or pens to any residence not
on the property where the activity is undertaken.

A consent duration of 35 years has been requested.
A joint hearing with Selwyn District Council is scheduled for 7 November 2007.

The Commissioner recommended will also be appointed by Selwyn District
Council.

The Commissioner recommended has satisfied Council staff he has the
necessary criteria, including technical ability and RMA Accreditation
Certification to carry out the duties required.

Report prepared by Donald Fraser, Consents Hearings Officer.
Report endorsed by Don Rule, Consents Manager.
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Recommended

(a) That the Committee appoint John Iseli as Commissioner to hear and
decide resource consent application CRC071735 by Graham Bunt
with the full powers of the Council as a consent authority.

(b) That the Committee appoint John Iseli to deal with any preliminary
matters associated with (a) with the full powers of the Council as a
consent authority.

6.4 TIMARU DISTRICT COUNCIL — CRc071875, cCRc072491, crc071876 -
CRc071877, crc071881, crc072594, crc071880 AND CRC071882

Applications

CRCO071875 - to discharge contaminants to air. Contaminants that may be
discharged are dust during construction of the upgraded wastewater treatment
plant, and odour from the operation of the upgraded wastewater treatment
plant.

CRCO072491 - to use land for the storage of domestic sewage effluent. The
contaminants in domestic sewage are known to include organic material,
nitrogen, phosphorus, heavy metals and micro-organisms.

CRCO071876 — to discharge contaminants to land via seepage from the base
and sides of wastewater treatment ponds containing domestic sewage
effluent.

CRC071877 — to divert groundwater and surface water during the construction
and operation of the upgraded wastewater treatment plant.

CRC071881 — to deposit more than twenty cubic metres of material over an
unconfined or semi-confined aquifer during construction of the upgraded
wastewater treatment plant.

CRC072594 — to carry out works within a coastal hazard zone to construct,
operate and maintain an emergency fuse plug and install a bridge across
Seadown Main Drain. The emergency fuse plug will be constructed in the stop
bank, approximately 1.7 km north-east of Aorangi Road, at or about map
reference NZMS 260 K38:7272-5060. The bridge will be installed across the
Seadown Main Drain, adjacent to the eastern end of Settlement Seaforth
Road, at or about map reference NZMS 260 K38:7271-5076.

The applicant has requested a term of 35 years for the above consents.

CRCO071880 - to excavate land over an unconfined or semi-confined aquifer
during construction of the upgraded wastewater treatment plant.

CRC071882 — to take a maximum of 300,000 cubic metres of surface water
from Seadown Drain to partially fill wastewater treatment ponds during
commissioning.

The applicant has requested a term of 10 years for the above consents.
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Note: Treated wastewater will continue to be discharged via the existing
marine outfall.

A joint hearing by Environment Canterbury and Timaru District Council in
respect of the proposed upgrade to the Timaru Wastewater Treatment Plant.
Environment Canterbury is a submitter to the Timaru District Council's
application for designation.

The Commissioners recommended have satisfied Council staff they have the
necessary criteria, including technical ability and RMA Accreditation
Certification to carry out the duties required.

Report prepared by Donald Fraser, Consents Hearings Officer.
Report endorsed by Don Rule, Consents Manager.

Recommended

@) That the Committee appoint Mike Garland and John Iseli as
Commissioners to hear and decide resource consent applications
CRCO071875, CRC072491, CRC071876 — CRC071877, CRC071881,
CRC072594, CRC071880 and CRC071882 by Timaru District Council
with the full powers of the Council as a consent authority.

(b) That the Committee appoint Mike Garland and John Iseli to deal with
any preliminary matters associated with (a) with the full powers of the
Council as a consent authority.

6.5  MTLYFORD ESTATES LIMITED — CRC071822 AND CRC071831
Applications

CRCO071822 - to discharge treated domestic sewage into land and odour into
air. Sewage will receive primary treatment in septic tanks and secondary
treatment in a packed bed reactor system prior to discharging into land.
Contaminants in the sewage may include nutrients, pathogenic micro-
organisms, oxygen demanding substances, heavy metals and suspended
sediments.

CRCO071831 - to discharge treated stormwater into tributaries of the Mason
River. Stormwater to be collected in swales and treated by detention ponds
and filtration devices prior to being discharged. Contaminants in the
stormwater may include suspended sediments, hydrocarbons, heavy metals,
pathogenic micro-organisms and nutrients.

The applicant has requested a consent duration of 35 years.

A joint hearing by Hurunui District Council and Environment Canterbury is
scheduled for 19 — 23 November 2007 to hear and decide resource consent
applications associated with a proposed 152 lot residential subdivision at Mt
Lyford.

The Commissioners recommended have satisfied Council staff they have the

necessary criteria, including technical ability and RMA Accreditation
Certification to carry out the duties required.
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Report prepared by Donald Fraser, Consents Hearings Officer.
Report endorsed by Don Rule, Consents Manager.

Recommended

(@) That the Committee appoint Dean Chrystal and John Iseli as
Commissioners to hear and decide resource consent application
CRC071822 AND CRCO071831 by Mt Lyford Estates Limited with the
full powers of the Council as a consent authority.

(b) That the Committee appoint Dean Chrystal and John Iseli to deal with
any preliminary matters associated with (a) with the full powers of the
Council as a consent authority.

6.6 WAIWERA RUNANGA INCORPORATED — CRC062533 AND CRC063363
Applications

CRC062533 - to disturb and occupy the foreshore and seabed for the
construction of an experimental rock groyne not exceeding 90 metres length,
including disturbance of the beach profile in a coastal hazard zone, at the
eastern end of Birdlings Flat beach as part of a feasibility study of establishing
a permanent mouth opening for Lake Forsyth / Wairewa at or about map
reference NZMS 260 M37:8743-0874, Birdlings Flat.

CRCO063363 — to discharge lake water, including sediment into the Coastal
Marine Area as part of a feasibility study of establishing a permanent mouth
opening for Lake Forsyth/Wairewa, at or about map reference NZMS 260
M37:8743-0874, Birdlings Flat.

A joint hearing by Christchurch City Council and Environment Canterbury is
scheduled for 14 and 15 November 2007.

The Commissioners recommended have satisfied Council staff they have the
necessary criteria, including technical ability and RMA Accreditation
Certification to carry out the duties required.

Report prepared by Donald Fraser, Consents Hearings Officer.
Report endorsed by Don Rule, Consents Manager.

Recommended

(@) That the Committee appoint Max Barber and John Lumsden as
Commissioners to hear and decide resource consent application
CRCO062533 and CRC063363 by Waiwera Runanga with the full
powers of the Council as a consent authority.

(b) That the Committee appoint Max Barber and John Lumsden to deal

with any preliminary matters associated with (a) with the full powers of
the Council as a consent authority.

6.7 CONWAY RIVER APPLICATIONS — VARIOUS APPLICATIONS
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Applications

Glen Colwyn Estates Limited

CRCO062266 - to divert, take and use surface water at a maximum rate not
exceeding 60 litres per second with a volume not exceeding 51,840 cubic
metres in any 10 consecutive days, from the Conway River at or about map
reference NZMS 260 032:4049-4343 and 032:4115-4374. Water will be used
for the spray irrigation of 130 hectares of crops and pasture adjoining Main
North Road at Glen Colwyn Station between Ferniehurst and Conway Hills
and on the south bank of the Conway River, Conway Flat.

CRC062268 - to remove vegetation and to disturb and excavate the bed of
the Conway River to install two points of take and maintain two channels to the
take points at or about map references NZMS 260 032:4011-4322 and
032:4049-4343 so as to allow a flow to be maintained for the diversion and
taking of water for irrigation.

A consent duration of 35 years is sought. This is a new application.

Mr Timothy Wilding

CRCO062213 - to divert, take and use surface water at a maximum rate not
exceeding 60 litres per second with a volume not exceeding 59,616 cubic
metres in any 12 consecutive days, from the Conway River at or about map
reference NZMS 260 032:4720-4359. Water will be used for the spray
irrigation of 170 hectares of crops and pasture adjoining Conway Flat Road
and on the south bank of the Conway River, Conway Flat.

CRC062211 - to disturb and excavate the bed of the Conway River to maintain
and re-instate a single channel between map references NZMS 260
032:4584-4405 and 032:4742-4352 so as to allow a flow to be maintained for
the diversion and taking of water for irrigation.

A consent duration of 35 years is sought.

Jane Andrew Limited

CRCO063378 - to take and use water at a maximum rate not exceeding 60
litres per second with a volume not exceeding 61,776 cubic metres in any 13
consecutive days, from the Conway River at or about map reference NZMS
260 032:4742-4392. Water will be used for the spray irrigation of 105
hectares of crops and pasture adjacent to Claverley Road, on the north bank
of the mouth of the Conway River, Conway Flat. A consent duration of 35
years is sought. This is a new application.

The Regulation Hearing Committee has previously appointed Alex Neill and
Sharon McGarry as Commissioners to hear and decide resource consent
applications at a combined hearing scheduled for 23 and 24 October 2007.

Commissioner Neill requires replacement due to his possible unavailability on
24 October 2007.

The replacement Commissioner recommended has satisfied Council staff he

has the necessary criteria, including technical ability and RMA Accreditation
Certification, to carry out the duties required.
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Report prepared by Donald Fraser, Consents Officer — Hearings.
Report endorsed by Don Rule, Consents Operations Manager.

Recommendation

(@) That the appointment of Alec Neill to hear and decide resource
consent applications CRC062266, CRC062268, CRC062213,
CRC062211 and CRC063378 be revoked.

(b) That the Committee appoint Roger Tasker as Commissioner to hear
and decide resource consent applications CRC062266 and
CRC062268 by Glen Colwyn Estates Limited, CRC062213 and
CRC062211 by Mr Timothy Wilding and CRC063378 by Jane Andrew
Limited with the full powers of the Council as a consent authority.

(©) That the Committee appoint Roger Tasker to deal with any preliminary
matters associated with (a) with the full powers of the Council as a
consent authority.

5.8 FLETCHER CONCRETE AND INFRASTRUCTURE LIMITED (TRADING AS WINSTONE
AGGREGATES) — CRC072655 — 072656, CRC072693, CRC072697 — 072699

Applications

CRCO072655 — to use land to excavate over an unconfined or semi-confined
aquifer for the establishment of a processing plant, silt settlement ponds, a
freshwater pond and a stormwater infiltration pond.

CRCO072656 — to discharge dust to air from the processing and management
of riverbed material, the stockpiling of up to a maximum of 120,000 cubic
metres of raw and processed aggregate material on-site, and vehicle
movements to and within the site, and from the in-river extraction, processing
and screening of up to 40,000 cubic metres of river aggregate per year.

CRCO072698 — to use land to clear vegetation in a riparian zone on site for the
provision of a site access.

CRCO072699 - to discharge stormwater to land via a stormwater infiltration
pond and natural ground infiltration.

CRCO072697 — to use land to store up to 5000 litres of diesel fuel for the re-
fueling and maintenance of the plant and machinery.

A duration of 35 years is sought on all the above resources consents.
CRC072693 - to take and use up to 20,000 cubic metres of groundwater per
year from an existing 4.1 metres deep bore at a rate of up to 20 litres per
second for use in processing aggregate and for site dust suppression
purposes.

This consent is being sought for a period of 20 years.
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A joint hearing by Hurunui District council and Environment Canterbury is
scheduled for 29 and 30 October 2007 to hear and decide resource consent
applications associated with a proposed processing aggregate plant at
Balcairn — Amberley Road, Amberley.

The Commissioners recommended have satisfied Council staff they the
necessary criteria, including technical ability and RMA Accreditation
Certification to carry out the duties required.

Report prepared by Donald Fraser, Consents Hearings Officer.
Report endorsed by Don Rule, Consents Manager.

Recommended

(a) That the Committee appoint Robert Nixon and Barry Loe as
Commissioners to hear and decide resource consent applications
CRC072655 — CRC072656, CRC072693, CRC072697 — CRC072699
by Fletcher Concrete and Infrastructure Limited (trading as Winstone
Aggregates) with the full powers of the Council as a consent authority.

(b) That the Committee appoint Robert Nixon and Barry Loe to deal with

any preliminary matters associated with (a) with the full powers of the
Council as a consent authority.
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