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ECan Hearing Commissioners
Plan Change 4 (Omnibus)
ENVIRONMENT CANTERBURY
Box 345
CHRISTCHURCH
Attention: Tera Maika
Dear Tera,
Expert Witness Comments: Omnibus Plan Change 4
I enclose the comments of John Cocks and Herb Familton on the questions raised by Commissioners
at the recent Omnibus Hearing.

These matters concerned the ECan response to three Hearing Commissioners Questions on the s42A
report and the ECan response to Hearing Commissioners Questions.

Please contact me in the first instance if you wish to discuss any of the matters raised in this memo at
hfamilton@doc.govt.nz or 03 3713751.
Yours sincerely

Herb Familton
Resource Management Planner
For Director-General

Department of Conservation Te Papa Atawhai
Christchurch Shared Services
Private Bag 4715, Christchurch Mail Centre, Christchurch 8140, New Zealand
www.doc.govt.nz

Herb Familton Comment: Omnibus Plan Change 4
LWRP Hearing Commissioners Questions Arising from S 42A report
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As I understand it, the section 70 (e) matter is a matter of law that Council needs to be satisfied
that, after reasonable mixing, that none of the (c) to (g) effects will occur.
Council needs to satisfied on the effects of the proposed permitted activity rules under section 70,
and the need to meet all of these tests after reasonable mixing. The act states that the test Council
needs to apply is that it is to be satisfied that none of these effects are likely to arise (my emphasis).
It is a matter, in my view, that Council and Council officers cannot ignore.

E30 Page 6
I think the practical difficulty with having this matter covered in the air plan is that in practise it may
be difficult for Farming users to consider this an air discharge matter as well. Most applicants in my
view would see this as one a discharge rather than a discharge of contaminants as well as an air
discharge issue.
If Council wished to pursue this option, then I believe that an advisory note to the rule should
stipulate that the 70 (1) (e) matters were covered by the relevant rule in the air plan.
I do not have a strong view on this matter and I can see the RMA rationale and legal and logical
consistency for including odour in the Regional Air Plan Rule.
Some extra ECan information on the permitted activity rules, in my view would also be useful to
ensure that people were aware of the need to comply with both sets of discharge permitted activity
rules.
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Based on the advice of John Cocks provided in his response to Commissioners, I recommend that
Proposed Rule 5.8A Condition 2 be changed so that it reads as follows.
1. Condition 2
“The treatment and disposal system is designed, built, operated and maintained in
accordance with Sections 5 and 6 of New Zealand Standard AS/NZS 1547:2012 – On-site
Domestic Wastewater Management or the Hut Procurement Manual Part F Toilets and Grey
Water as referred to in the Compliance Document for the New Zealand Building Code for
Backcountry Huts.”

Addition to Herb Familton Appendix 1
Take and Use Surface Water Rule 5.123
1.

Delete the “50%” in condition 2 and replace with “90%”

John Cocks Comment: Omnibus Plan Change 4
LWRP Hearing Commissioners Questions Arising from S 42A report

Commissioners requested I provide information in response to two matters that were raised at the
hearing :
1. To provide a full reference for the DOC Standard Operating Procedure ( SOP) for
wastewater. This is the Guidelines for Human Waste and Sullage Management at
Backcountry Huts Standard Operating Procedure, which is dated 2003. This SOP was
reviewed in 2012 and the name changed to Human Waste Management at Back Country
Huts and Campsites (New or Replacement).
2.

To provide an equivalent to proposed Rule 5.8 condition 4 for the proposed new rule 5.8A.
Also, it was pointed out that the condition 5.8A Condition 2 needs to be worded so as to be
measurable.

With respect to paragraph 20 of my evidence, the current SOP is Guidelines for Human Waste and
Sullage Management at Backcountry Huts Standard Operating Procedure. The SOP is in the process
of review, with the current draft being termed Human Waste Management at Back Country Huts and
Campsites (New or Replacement).
With respect to Q2, I recommend that Proposed Rule 5.8A Condition 2 be changed so that it refers to
the relevant documents. Mr Familton will provide advice on the wording of the rule, but the
documents are:
 Sections 5 and 6 of New Zealand Standard AS/NZS 1547:2012 – On-site
Domestic Wastewater Management, and


the Hut Procurement Manual Part F Toilets and Grey Water as referred to in
the Compliance Document for the New Zealand Building Code for
Backcountry Huts.

Also, the Commissioners asked about the quality of discharge. At the hearing, my response was that
the treatment process includes the wastewater passing through a prescribed depth of unsaturated
soil. Current provisions (as given in the documents referred in the recommended condition 2 rule in
Mr Familton’s proposed rule and outlined above) give guidance on the type of soil which is
acceptable in this context and solutions where it is not.
The quality of a permitted wastewater discharge is determined largely by the depth and type of
unsaturated soil beneath the land application system. Guidance on the quality of such a discharge is
provided in documents that include the US EPA Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems Manual
(2002) and in the Engineering Design of a Modern Soil Treatment Unit by Robert L. Siegrist.
Conference Proceedings, Innovation in Soil-Based Onsite Wastewater Treatment, April 7-8, 2014
Albuquerque, NM, Soil Science Society of America.

An extract from the latter reference follows.

