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A. QUESTIONS RAISED 

1. A number of questions were raised by Commissioner van Voorthuysen associated 

with my s42A report and erosion and sediment control as outlined below. 

• Para 57 - Given the nature of the site and the range of erosion and 

sediment controls proposed is it necessary to ban winter works? 

• Paras 63, 65 and 66 – What information and/or detail are you still missing? 

• Condition X.7 - Should the “finalised” ESCP’s be based on the ones 

already prepared by the applicant and reviewed by yourself?  If yes, can 

condition X.7 be simplified by referring to those plans and identifying 

specific sections that need to be updated upon final design? 

• Condition X.11 - Is 12 months workable given the applicant’s intended 

work programme? Would there be any detriment from a shorter 

timeframe such as 2 months? 

• Condition X.17 - Is this condition necessary if the consent holder is 

obliged to implement the certified ESCPs? Is this condition enforceable 

given the use of the subjective term “minimised”? 

• Condition X.19 - Is this condition practical or necessary given the need 

to divert the unnamed stream around earthworks locations? 

• Condition X.23 - What monitoring locations, methodology, and frequency 

would you recommend? 

2. I respond to each of these below. 
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B. RESPONSE 

Para 57 - Given the nature of the site and the range of erosion and sediment 

controls proposed is it necessary to ban winter works? 

3. The Applicant has made it clear in the application that winter works will not be 

required. If winter works are required, then an assessment of this will be necessary 

in particular those works associated directly with the stream system. This 

assessment would likely require more stringent staging and a change in sequence 

of works and associated monitoring. This detail has not been provided by the 

Applicant and has not been assessed in any way. With the Applicant confirming 

there is no intent to do such winter works the approach of excluding these within 

the conditions of consent (Condition X.16) remains as the recommended 

approach. 

Paras 63, 65 and 66 – What information and/or detail are you still missing? 

4. Within paragraph 63 to 66 I note the information that was outstanding. Some of 

this detail was provided immediately prior to finalising my s42A report and this is 

confirmed within paragraph 64. The key information that therefore remains 

outstanding is as detailed in paragraph 64A and is repeated below. 

It was previously understood that the stream channel through both Attenuation 

Areas 3 and 4 would remain untouched (except for the embankment and vehicle 

crossing sites) however it has now been confirmed that a new low flow stream 

channel is to be created within the attenuation areas themselves. The cross 

sections (or equivalent) of these attenuation areas and the construction 

methodology will need to be confirmed such that there is certainty about 

“protection” of the stream and earthworks areas are managed accordingly. While 

this may not include formal cross sections it is assessed that this will need to 

include a level of detail of existing ground levels, final levels of attenuation areas 

and final stream levels based on embankment culvert outlets. 

This specific area has created some confusion as to the specific nature of the 

works and how this area of the proposal will be constructed. The evidence of Mr 

David Arseneau provides some figures including Figure 3 - Concept Details 

Downstream Stormwater Attenuation Facilities and Figure 4 Concept Plan for 
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Stream Re-establishment. There is however no commentary and explanation of 

these plans in the context of the erosion and sediment control aspects. 

From the plans provided it appears that the following applies: 

• Upstream of Attenuation Area 3 – Stream Invert level RL 29 (Figure 4.1 

Stormwater Modelling Report). 

• Attenuation Area 3 Invert RL 25 (Figure 4 Mr Arseneau evidence). 

• Attenuation Area 4 Invert RL 24.5 (Figure 4 Mr Arseneau evidence). 

• Culvert Invert Between Attenuation Area 3 and 4 RL 31 (Figure 3 Mr 

Arseneau evidence). 

The various invert levels indicate an approximate 4m plus stream invert drop in 

level from upstream to Attenuation Area 3 and a culvert in vert of RL31 (assumed 

to be in error). Further explanation of these levels is required to understand erosion 

protection and methodologies (erosion and sediment control related) for 

construction. It is acknowledged that some of this detail will be provided in detailed 

design however my opinion is that certainty around the construction methodology 

and specific measures to be implemented are required for this consenting phase. 

Condition X.7 - Should the “finalised” ESCP’s be based on the ones already 

prepared by the applicant and reviewed by yourself?  If yes, can condition X.7 be 

simplified by referring to those plans and identifying specific sections that need 

to be updated upon final design? 

5. Condition X.7 is included to allow the Applicant flexibility to amend the erosion and 

sediment control methodology and yet achieve all the necessary requirements for 

an associated erosion and sediment control plan. While it is understood that the 

Applicant has discussed this methodology with the likely contractor to be involved, 

which provides some certainty that this approach will be adopted, there is often (in 

my experience over the last 30 years) situations where amendments and changes 

to methodologies and practices will be required while retaining the original 

principles. This condition is assessed as necessary to facilitate that process (and 

avoid potential future consent variations) and avoid the scenario where a pre-

determined approach must be implemented. 
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Condition X.11 - Is 12 months workable given the applicant’s intended work 

programme? Would there be any detriment from a shorter timeframe such as 2 

months? 

6. Condition X.11 is included to ensure that the submission of any updated erosion 

and sediment control plan is provided within a 12-month period of the works 

commencing. This ensures that the most up to date erosion and sediment control 

measures and best practice are always implemented. It avoids the scenario of 

implementing an outdated erosion and sediment control plan which no longer 

reflects best practice. 

Condition X.17 - Is this condition necessary if the consent holder is obliged to 

implement the certified ESCPs? Is this condition enforceable given the use of the 

subjective term “minimised”? 

7. Condition X.17 has been further assessed. It is agreed that this condition is 

effectively a “double up” on the conditions requiring implementation of the certified 

ESCPs and compliance with the GWRC Guidelines. In that regard I concur that 

Condition X.17 could be deleted. 

Condition X.19 - Is this condition practical or necessary given the need to divert 

the unnamed stream around earthworks locations? 

8. Condition X.19. This condition is designed to ensure that machinery does not “sit” 

within the bed of any flowing water body at any time. The methodology as proposed 

confirms this is achievable and while works in the bed are required associated with 

the diversion and stream works activities, there is not a need to actively sit a 

machine in the waterbody to do such works. This is assessed as best practice and 

is a critical part of a successful erosion and sediment control approach and will 

ensure effects are minimised throughout. It is assessed that this condition should 

remain. 
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Condition X.23 - What monitoring locations, methodology, and frequency would 

you recommend? 

9. Condition X.23. I have confirmed within this recommended condition that any such 

monitoring plan shall include qualitative (visual) and quantitative (water quality 

sampling) monitoring during the construction works and shall outline the 

methodology, frequency and resourcing for undertaking such monitoring and shall 

detail the response process to the results of this monitoring programme. To provide 

more certainty to this recommended condition, I consider that this monitoring 

should include turbidity and/or sediment concentration sampling upstream and 

downstream of the works locations (within specific stages) at a minimum of 2 times 

per day during stream activities and during/post rainfall of greater than 15mm in a 

24-hour period for all earthworks. In addition, this monitoring should include daily 

qualitative assessment of the erosion and sediment control effectiveness with 

records kept of these processes. 

10. I recommend that Condition X23 be amended to include reference to both 

earthworks and streamworks activities and to confirm the specific nature of the 

monitoring as outlined in paragraph 9 above. 

11. I consider that the results of this monitoring should be provided to Horizons and 

reviewed regularly (maybe a weekly basis during critical work periods) and this 

analysis should result in amendments to the erosion and sediment controls 

(including methodologies) if necessary. This has the effect of ensuring that what is 

implemented is effective and if not, then continuous improvement opportunities are 

identified and implemented accordingly. 

DATED this 22nd day of October 2021 

 

_________________________________ 

Graeme Ridley 


