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QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES 

1. In Minute 9, dated 12 October 2021, a number of questions were raised by 

Commissioner van Voorthuysen in relation to my s42A report covering 

freshwater ecology and water quality. Below I answer these in the same order 

as listed in Minute 9, with the original questions shown in italics. 

2. Paragraph 36:  

a. “Which fish species are you particularly concerned about in the reach 

between the outlet of Coley’s Pond to just below the outlet from Pond 4?” 

Based on the freshwater habitats present, shortfin tuna/eel (Anguilla 

australis) will be the most abundant species in this reach.  

b. “Why do you use the particular phrase “large scale” fish relocation 

exercise?” This term is used as the design in the original consent 

application did not involve extensive disturbance of the existing stream 

bed. Hence any fish relocation work associated with that design was 

limited to the small zones around the vehicle crossings and attenuation 

pond causeways being constructed. The new design involves a stream 

diversion, that will require fish relocation to be undertaken over a much 

greater length of stream (i.e., at least 330 m), including an existing pond.  

3. Paragraph 38 (d): "What type of riparian vegetation do you envisage?" The 

recommended consent conditions require the Applicant  to produce a planting 

plan of appropriate plant species that will allow shading of the stream, while not 

overly impacting the attenuation capacity of Pond 3 and 4. I anticipate this may 

include larger sedge species such as Carex secta. 

4. Paragraph 70(a): “How will the consent holder comply with this condition given 

that the inputs of “fuel, lubricants, hydraulic fluid, solvent, and other 

contaminants” will likely arise from the actions of third parties (namely spills or 

illegal discharges to the stormwater system)?” I agree that it will be impossible 

for the consent holder to comply with this condition, given there will literally be 

100s of third parties who have the potential to influence the constituents of 

stormwater runoff. Additionally, roads (both existing and those yet to be 

constructed) will be chronic sources of hydrocarbons derived from motor 

vehicles. Hence, I do not object to removal of this condition. However, much 

could be done during catchment development to capture such contaminants at 

or near the source, such as incorporating sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) 

into subdivision design.  

5. Paragraph 70(b):  

“What single point of discharge do you consider these conditions should apply to:  
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a. From the Fairfield and Roslyn Roads pipes into Coley Pond, or 

b. From Coley Pond into the unnamed tributary, or 

c. From Pond 4 into the unnamed tributary?” 

As Coley Pond is the primary location of stormwater treatment, it would be most 

appropriate if the discharge point is from Coley Pond into the unnamed tributary. 

However, in order to monitor the effectiveness of the Coley Pond treatment 

system in terms of contaminant removal, sampling will also be required from the 

inlet into Coley Pond (i.e., vicinity of Fairfield and Roslyn Road pipes).  

6. Paragraph 71:  

“What is the intended purpose of your Table 6?” To provide a set of water quality 

parameters, with trigger values where practical, to be measured as part of the 

Monitoring and Maintenance Plan for the stormwater treatment system required 

by Condition 6 of the Draft Conditions.  

“Where would these samples be taken?” From the unnamed tributary of 

Koputaroa Stream directly downstream of the Coley Pond discharge beyond the 

point of reasonable mixing.  

“Would they apply after certain storm events – if so which ARI events?” 

Technically they will apply to all stormwater discharges from Coley Pond. As the 

catchment becomes urbanised over time and impervious surface coverage 

gradually increases, the relative runoff from a given size of ARI event will 

increase. Hence it would be impractical to provide set ARI events at this time. 

Wet weather sampling is inherently difficult in terms of deciding when to sample, 

more so in this system where there is a certain amount of rainfall required to 

create any discharge from Coley Pond. There will be an avoidable period where 

the Applicant will need to “learn” how the system behaves, and the minimum 

rainfall required to initiate wet weather sampling. Hence I would recommend their 

Monitoring and Maintenance Plan includes flexibility to account for this.  

“Would they apply to the “first flush” discharge or to other discharges?” They 

should apply to all discharges, although I would anticipate the majority of sampled 

events will be the more common, smaller events. With respect to the “first flush”, 

there is the potential some smaller or brief rain events will not result in discharge 

from Coley Pond as the volume is retained in the treatment wetland. Also, to 

effectively capture the “first flush” samples via spot sampling, you need to be on 

site at the correct time, which is not always achievable (i.e., night time, weekends, 

etc.) 

“Do the trigger levels relate to medians, averages or spot samples?” Spot 

measures are always of interest, but to properly determine water quality, medians 
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are the most sensible parameter as they are not as sensitive to extreme values 

(outliers) as averages.  

“If they are medians or averages what number of samples is required for 

compliance purposes and at what frequency should they be collected?”  I would 

suggest the Applicant aims to sample at least 12 rain events per year, the timing 

of which depends entirely on suitable rain events. Baseline sampling from the 

unnamed tributary when Coley Pond is not discharging is also required and this 

could be done monthly, at least for the first three years of the consent to 

adequately determine baseline conditions. 

7. Paragraph 72(a):  

“Are annual inspections necessary given the relative paucity of fish in the reach 

between Coley Pond and the outlet from Pond 4?” Yes. The culvert design and 

sizing of this project are primarily related to ensuring attenuation of water volume, 

hence may not be able to necessarily follow fish passage best practice. Culverts 

will also potentially use flexible baffles, which should be checked regularly for 

damage and correct operation. Further, I would suspect there are fair numbers 

of shortfin tuna/eel in the project area, at least up until the upstream end of the 

existing pond (will be the top of Pond 3) where there is an existing perched 

culvert. 

“Would inspections be required at all if the culverts and pond outlets are installed 

in compliance with the intent of NESFM fish passage requirements for culverts?” 

Yes, for same reasons outlined above.  

8. Paragraph 72(b):  

“What is the purpose of a triennial fish survey?” To ensure the new culverts are 

allowing fish passage and the new low flow channel through Pond 3 and 4 is 

being colonised by fish. It would be acceptable to place a limit on this monitoring, 

such as requiring this survey for the first nine years of the consent (i.e., three 

surveys).  

“What would you do with the resulting data?” Determine whether juvenile fish are 

colonising the project area.  

“What potential enforcement actions would you envisage arising from the survey 

results?” Alteration of culverts may be required to improve fish passage if they 

are found to be impeding fish movements (e.g., repair of existing or installation 

of improved fish passage elements).  

9. Paragraph 73:  

“How would this condition be implemented by the consent holder? Would it 

require the promulgation of bylaws or amendments to the Horowhenua District 



 

Response to Commissioner questions 
Application No. APP-2017201547.00 
Prepared by Dr Alex James, EOS Ecology representing Horizons Regional Council  
22 October 2021 

 

6 

 

 

Plan?” This is a planning question that is outside of my expertise to answer. The 

intent of this condition was to minimise contaminants at source, hence reducing 

the volume of key urban contaminants from reaching Coley Pond. Urban 

waterways generally have the worst water quality compared to rural, production 

forestry, and native forest streams. To address this we need to change some our 

current practices, and in particular incorporate sustainable drainage systems 

(SuDS) in new urban developments.  

 

DATED this 22nd day of October 2021 
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Alex James 

 


