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INTRODUCTION 

1. I produced a statement of evidence dated 8 October 2021 on behalf of 

Horowhenua District Council (HDC). 

2. In Minute 10, dated 20 October 2021, Commissioner Rob van Voorthuysen 

raised several questions in relation to my evidence. I answer those questions 

below. 

QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES 

Paragraph 30 

Can you please explain the basis for your assumption that “… where this 

proportion is approximately 10% or less to have a less than minor effect for 

volume-related stream erosion effects.” 

3. My assumption is based on two factors: the first is the relative coarseness of 

the hydrologic modelling used to undertake the analysis and inherent margin 

of error/uncertainty in such models; the second is based on my prior 

professional experience in the fields of erosion assessment and stream 

restoration. The potential erosion effects of increased flow volume would be 

very difficult to attribute to any one specific cause at relative proportions of 

10% or less.  

Paragraph 35 

Is there any documentation resulting from the ‘expert conferencing’ that can be 

provided to me, such as would normally be included in a Joint Witness Statement 

for example? 

4. Rather than formal expert conferencing, I intended to refer to the informal 

discussions I had with Dr McConchie and Mr Christensen regarding this 

application. There is no written record of the outcome of the several phone 

and Microsoft Teams discussions held between us. However, the general 

agreement reached among the technical experts is reflected in the content of 

each expert’s evidence. 
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Paragraph 36 

What depth (mm) does this maximum increase of 2.6% to 4% in water level result 

in? 

5. The increase in depth will be dependent on the particular depth at any one 

time during a rain event. In the area of primary interest, being identified snail 

site #1, there is a flooded area/flow width of between 300 and 500 metres, 

and a maximum depth of approximately 2 metres before overflows into wider 

areas occur. With these constraints, the 2.6% to 4% increase in volume could 

result in an increase in depth of up to 80 millimetres in the most extreme of 

conditions. Note that well over a thousand hectares of downstream land 

would need to be completely flooded before an increase of this magnitude 

would be realised.  

Can you please provide your response to the questions I asked in Minute 9 of HRC 

S42A Report contributor Dr Alex James regarding his paragraphs 70(b), 71 and 

72(b)? 

6. 70(b) – I agree with the responses of Dr James and Ms Sweeney that the 

single point of discharge that these conditions should apply to, if determined 

to be acceptable, is at the discharge of Coley Pond. 

7. 71 – Establishing water quality compliance levels for stormwater discharges 

is exceedingly difficult due to the high variability in contaminant levels during 

a storm event (i.e., first flush), and the difficulty in collecting data that is 

sufficiently representative of these variable conditions. Specific equipment 

and methods must be employed to capture useful water quality data during 

storm events, for example flow-weighted sample collection through an 

automated sampler. Even then, it can be difficult to derive useful conclusions 

about the performance of the stormwater facility. If some level of 

performance monitoring is required, rather than directly monitoring water 

quality during storm events it can be more useful to monitor biological 

indicators in the downstream watercourse, particularly benthic 

macroinvertebrates, coupled with dry-weather water and stream sediment 

quality samples to identify any chronic/long-term water quality issues. 

8. 72(b) – I generally agree that a fish survey is appropriate to gauge 

effectiveness of fish passage measures through the pond outlet structures, if 

required as part of this application, and that three-yearly is an appropriate 

recurrence interval. However, this would need to be placed in the context of 
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current and downstream conditions to assess future fish presence in the 

ponds against presence in the local natural system. I’d expect the data to be 

presented in a brief memo/letter that simply presents the survey results. If 

baseline/pre-construction fish surveys identify a sparse existing population, I 

would not consider it reasonable to engage in any enforcement actions as it 

would be difficult to demonstrate that any deficiency in the fish passage 

measures are specifically to blame for lack of fish presence in the ponds, 

unless specific structural deficiencies are noted in the annual inspection (or 

other frequency as determined appropriate). 

Can you please provide your response to the questions I asked in Minute 9 of HRC 

S42A Report contributor Graeme Ridley regarding his recommended conditions 

X.7, X.11, X.17, X.19 and X.23.? 

9. X.7 – I have no specific issues with the wording of condition X.7, whether 

simplified or not, and suggest that the current ESCP form the basis of future 

‘finalised’ versions as required.  

10. X.11 – I think this condition is reasonable as written in Mr Ridley’s evidence, 

as it simply ensures that the ESCP is kept up to date as the programme 

progresses, and that evolving best practices are incorporated.  

11. X.17 – I suggest that this condition is not required, given that the consent 

holder will be required to implement the certified ESCP. 

12. X.19 – I agree that this condition is not required. This will form part of the 

ESCP in any case, and rendered unnecessary through diversion of the 

tributary around the work area.  

13. X.23 – Considering the relatively poor state of the downstream system, and 

the proposed ESCP measures including bypass of the tributary around the 

work area, I would suggest that a qualitative-only monitoring programme be 

required for the downstream tributary, involving regular photographs at a 

fixed location/perspective downstream of the work area. Quantitative 

monitoring is not expected to be effective, as it may be difficult to separate 

sources of sediment and attribute sediment loading to the work area. This is 

best done visually in an active manner, carried out by a combination of the 

contractor’s environmental manager, the Engineer’s representative and the 

Engineer to the Contract as part of typical MSQA duties. 
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Can you please provide your response to the questions I asked in Minute 9 of 

S42A Report contributor Dr Elizabeth Daly regarding her paragraphs 69 and 72? 

14. If required, I suggest these measures could be accommodated through pre-

construction ecological surveys to identify any affected plants or skinks in the 

work area, and then to handle any removal required in a controlled manner. 

My field of knowledge does not extend to bio-security of imported plantings, 

however, so I cannot comment on that suggestion. 

Regarding MWRC commentary on proposed Condition 10, related to raising of land 

levels in the residential area and potential impacts on attenuation pond 

performance from loss of storage area: 

15. The residential areas are modelled in a manner that reflects the hydrological 

regime of a typical urban development, with appropriate runoff coefficients 

and assumptions around depression storage values. These assumptions do 

not depend in any significant way on the existing topography of the 

residential areas, i.e., there is no significant topography-related storage being 

modelled. Therefore the design performance of the attenuation ponds is not 

expected to be impacted by any potential land raising resulting from the 

residential development.  

 

David Christopher Arseneau 

29 October 2021 


