RFIl Register - Noise

Document Council review question Response from Requiring Authority Council Response
reference

Noise

For the construction section, the discussion at bottom page| The requirement for night-time works and equipment used will be determined by the contractor through AES 28/02/25 - Resolved
4 suggests it is unknown what may happen at night,|consultation with NZTA. The sections and tables referenced in the construction noise report illustrate that
whereas table 4 nominates specific activities, and section|night works can comply with applicable limits over relatively short distances. In any event, night-time works
4 4 mentions a range of possible reasons for and types of|will need be appropriately managed in line with best practice.

night-time work. Are the specific table 4.4 ‘activity that could|A Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan (CMVIMP) is proposed in the draft conditions

also occur at night; the only activities which may occur atjaccompanying the NOR to manage potential adverse noise effects as a result of construction. By way of
night? example, night-time works were required to construct bridges as part of the Christchurch Southern
Motorway project and this work was carried out within 100 metres of dwellings. Appropriate noise
management was implemented, and noise complaints were avoided.

We note the currently undeveloped section of MRZ land Potential future dwellings at this location would not change the operational or construction noise AES 28/02/25 - Resolved
adjacent to 13A Rolleston Drive. Relative to other sites, this assessments. Any potential effects would be similar to the existing adjacent dwellings assessed in the

site 1s located quite close to the flyover. Would the prospect operation and construction noise assessments. Additionally, any future dwellings will be subject to the

of future dwellings in that location make any difference torelevant indoor noise requirements (40db Laeq) based on the external noise environment from the state

MDA's construction or operational noise assessments? highway, as per NOISE-R3 of the Partially Operative Selwyn District Plan,

Please provide a conclusion on the extent and impact of The contractor for the Project will be required to develop a CNVMP (refer proposed conditions). While the | AES 28/02/25 - Resolved
construction noise and vibration effects over the duration of construction noise assessment indicates the extent of noise effects (Table 4 of the Construction Noise
the project's construction stages, and confirm the definition Assessment), the contractor's methodology will be managed to minimise and mitigate noise effects. These
of reasonable in regards to the acceptability of effects. potential effects will be mitigated through the adoption of best practicable option canstruction methodology,
the setting and monitoring of appropriate limits and through communication with the community.




RFI

- Landscape

Document Council review guestion Response from Requiring Authority Council response Requiring Authority Further
reference Clarification
Landscape

4 Proposed and Existing Planting and amenity: Please see the preliminary design plans and ULDF in Attachments 1 and 2. The applicant has provided useful information concerning where proposed planting areas are to be

i)Provide additional information on the proposed planting and areas
where new tree locations are proposed

ii)Detail areas where existing vegetation will be removed.

iii)Provide draft or preliminary versions of the ULDF and LMP.
iv)Confirm in the assessment how the proposal relates to the relevant
objectives and policies ofthe affected zones.

v)How the ‘new’ gateway will contribute to landscape amenity.

The overpass structure and approaches provide an opportunity to create a new gateway to
the township as well signifying the gateway to Christchurch and the beginning of the CSM
This will be achieved by integrating cultural design themes into the structure as well as
softening the approaches with a native plant palette that aims to reinstate and enhance the
underlying landscape patterns and processes of the site, contributing to landscape
amenity.

The detailed landscaping plans will accompany the s176A RMA Outline Plan.

located, including new trees, as well as indicating which existing vegetation will be removed or
retained. This is presented in Attachment 1 and 4 and also outlined within the draft ULDF in
Attachment 2. This information has satisfied my concerns in relation to the planting and hard
landscaping aspects (points i to iii). Regarding points (iv) and (v); | appreciate that the proposal will
be creating a new gateway and that sufficient consideration concerning landscaping and urban design
aspects are covered within the ULDF, as such it would be essential for council to have the opportunity
toreview and comment on this and the LMP.

5 Provide a more comprehensive visual effects assessment from Please see the altached visual effects spreadsheet in Attachment 3 A reasonably comprehensive visual effects table is included as Amachment 3. This includes all
adjoining residential properies in a tabled format (or similar). residential properties fronting the project and describes the property, the nature of the view the
property currently receives, the visual effects during construction (short term), at completion {assume
the first year) and in the Long term [assume 5+ years). This, accompanied by the cross sections is very
helpful. | do have some concerns relating to the relatively high level of effects reached for some
residential properties and the lack of proposed mitigation treatment applied, however | assume this
6 Provide representative cross sections of properties fronting SH1 Please see attached cross sections in Attachment 4. These have been provided and greatly assist in better understanding what is occurring adjacent to
illustrating the proposed changes properties aligning the SH1 corridor.
7 Provide further information on the lighting effects from residential areas|Appendix O - Lighting Assessment outlines the applicable Lighting Standards as well as |l accept this statement, however, can the applicant confirm whether the Visual Effects Table [Appendix |Please see attached Visual Effects

within the night environment, including referencing the Lighting Report.

Partially Operative Selwyn District Plan (POSDP) criteria, noting thatthe Project (as a
designated state highway) is not required to comply with the PODSP standards. These
standards have been considered in the AEE as part ofthe Project as these provide a guide
to acceptable lighting in the surrounding context. Appendix O confirms thatthe proposed
design complies with the POSDP standards.

The extent of proposed lighting has been further reviewed, with specific consideration of
residential dwellings adjacentto the proposal. NZTA reiterate the following:

*The local roads and SH1 within the existing environment are already illuminated

*The Lighting Assessment addresses the potential for Spill lighting, Glare, Skyglow effect,
and Headlight Sweep, concluding that adverse effects associated with lighting as a result
ofthe Project will be less than minor.

*Mitigation measures have been suggested to manage potential construction lighting
effects -these could be considered in conjunction with the recommendations/conditions
responding to RFI 8.

*In assessing the nighttime visual effects, itis acknowledged thatthe degree of lighting will
be a change from what is currently experienced, however the Project meets the technical
standards applicable and this increase in lighting can be reasonably expected in this
environment (SH1).

*The separation distance between the Project and residential properties in conjunction
with the LMP and ULDF will assistin providing further visual screening of the lighting over
time.

3) includes night lighting effects for all properties, as only some mention nightime lighting? Further,
please can the applicant consider specifically the potential nighlighting effects on the following
residential properties (listed below), mainly due to where there is vegetation removal along their
boundaries [or close to their boundaries) and no or very limited vegetation is being replaced, as well
as around the overpass, where lighting will be more elevated and potentially more evident.
Residential properties to include the following: Rolleston Drive (134; 13B; 15; 194; 198; 23; 25 and 27);
Milton Ct: (12); Wynham Mews (10 and 8); Dalwood Crescent (7; 9; 11; 17; 19; 21; 23; 25; 27; 29; 31 and 33);
Marlowe Place (45 and 47A) and Seymour Drive [1A4; 5A; 58 and 5C). As mentioned, in Response Point (5),
potentially some further measures could be considered to properties where visual effects/ nightime
effects are moderate and above?

excel spreadsheet.




RFI Register - Lighting

Reference Council review question

Response from Requiring Authority

Council response

number
Lighting

8 Lighting Assessment Report Package 2 - The Executive Summary, The two Light Technical Parameters (LTP'S) of Tl and UWLR appear in several different Accepted
paragraph 4, states that the Threshold Increment (T1) needs to be below documents including AS/NZ51158 Road Lighting Design, AS/NZS4282 Control of Obtrusive
12% and the Upward Waste Light Ratio (UWLR) shall not exceed 0% to Effect of Outdoor Lighting, the Waka Kotahi M30 Design Guidelines, several local autharity
comply with NZTA M30, however these requirements differ from the district plans, and a multitude of sustainability and good design practice publications. The
corresponding section from the Lighting Assessment Report Package 1, various % listed for all these LTP's are limits.
plus NZTA M30 quotes a Tl of 10% and an UWLR or 1% (not 12% and 0%  |As limits, the different values should not be exceeded. None of these guidelines have a lower
as stated in the report). The Paragraph 4 Tl and UWLR values are also limit of Threshold Increment 10% and none of these guidelines have a lower limit of Upwards
contradicted later in the same report (Glare and Skyglow sections). The Waste Light Ratio of 0%. Package 1 and Package do not exceed a Threshaold Increment of 10%
same report for Package 1 states that the Tl needs to be below 15% and the|and an Upwards Waste Light Ratio of 0%. As such, both Packages comply with all the relevant
UWLR shall not exceed 1% in accordance with AS/NZS 1158, and these guidelines.
requirements should still apply to Package 2. This is not being noted as a
lighting design non-compliance, but more of a query as to why the Tl
and UWLR requirements have changed since Package 1 was issued.
Surely both packages (1 and 2) should have the same UWLR and TI

9 Lighting Assessment Report Package 2 - There is a Section titled MNoted - the Lighting Assessment Report has been updated accordingly, please see Attachment |Accepted
“Proposed Environment”, which appears in the Table of Contents, and is =3
between Sections 5.1 and 5.2, but is not numbered. | believe this Section
should be numbered as 5.2 and the next section renumbered as Section
5.3. This is not being noted as a lighting design non-compliance, but
more of a heads-up to the lighting designer that the report formatting
needs some attention due to a possible typo.

10 Drawing 3338703-20-CU-3500 - Column Type M specifies a shear based |Spunlite have advised that the Type M column will not meet the requirements of M26. NZTA will  |Accepted

double arm lighting pole, but | believe that this arrangement won't meet the
structural requirements of NZTA M26, whereas a ground planted double arm
pole will. This is not being noted as a lighting design non-compliance;
however, | think it would be prudent for the lighting designer to check
with the pole supplier to confirm that the requirements of NZTA M26
are met with the proposed double arm lighting pole.

investigate using GP columns outside the barrier deflection zone for the next issue of design.




11 Drawing 3338703-20-CU-3500 - Note 6 specifies a shorting cap to be fitted |The use of a CMS was considered by NZTA. At the concept phase of the design NZTA Accepted
to each luminaire, however NZTA M30 (NZTA Specification and Guidelines  |contacted the network owner (Orion) who provided guidance as to a preference for remote
for Road Lighting Design) requires that a CMS system is considered. The  |switching. The specified luminaires are approved on the M30 schedule and therefore can be
use of a shorting cap will require the power supply to be controlled by the  |upgraded to CMS control via a NEMA base LPC.
local electricity company where they will switch the luminaires on and off
remotely by whatever system they employ. Whereas a CMS system will
require a Light Point Controller (LPC) to be installed on each luminaire
where the switching and dimming is controlled via the CMS system. Please
get the lighting designer to confirm that NZTA is happy with the use
of shorting caps on each new luminaire .

12 Drawing 3338703-20-CU-3521 - Calculation Summary table presents one |Perfectlite reporting fully meet the requirements of AS/NZS1158, for the SH1 corridor in its Accepted
set of luminance calculation results, but what lane configuration does this  |narrowest and widest locations within the Project extents. By using a symmetric column layout,
calculation apply to? There appears to be single lanes diverging into double |the direction of travel has been assumed identical in either direction. The column layout has
lanes and double lanes merging into single lanes. There needs to be been designed to provide a consistent rhythm while re-using as many existing columns as
multiple luminance calculations to account for the different lane possible.
configurations. Please get the lighting designer to confirm that the This design is at a preliminary phase, minor changes to geometric alignments are anticipated.
luminance calculations apply to all of the lane configurations (4-lane  |Changes to accommodate clashes with other services are also expected. Further calculations
and 2-lane divided carriageways) or supply additional calculation will be carried out during the detailed design phase where required. The full suite of luminance
results to cover all arrangements. and illuminance calculations will be assessed in the next design phase to maintain compliance

and maximum potential over system efficacy is optimised.
The reporting of calculation results presents the worst case of all of the calculations carried out
13 Drawing 3338703-20-CU-3521 - Calculation Summary table presents Noted - the use of northbound and southbound referred to the overall direction of SH1. For Accepted

illuminance and uniformity calculations for the SH1 northbound diverging
lanes, but according to the north symbaol on the drawing the diverging lanes
are going in an easterly direction, also where are the calculations for the
westbound merging lanes on the other side of SH17 Please get the
lighting designer to change the lane directional description so that it
aligns with the true geographic direction. Please get the designer to
include illuminance calculations for the westbound merging lanes.

detailed design the drawings will be labelled to the nearest secondary intercardinal point of east-
north-east to avoid confusion.

An additional line will be added to the calculation summary for the west-south-west merging
lanes.




14

Drawing 3338703-20-CU-3521 - Calculation Summary table presents
illuminance and uniformity calculations for the Brookside and Tennyson
intersections, and lane divergence, but these appear to be limited to the
carriageway areas...where are the calculations for the surrounds? Please
get the lighting designer to provide calculations for all applicable
design areas (carriageways and surrounds) at all locations in
accordance with AS/NZS 1158.1.1 Figures 4.2, 4.4, 4.8 and 4.10.

Moted - reporting of specific Es will be included in the calculation summary of the detail design.
Please note that the included labelled isolines of 7.5, 5.0, 3.75 and 2.5 lux maintained
illuminance on Sheet 3521 allowed for assessment areas on both V3 and V4 Es coverage.

Accepted

15

Drawing 3338703-20-CU-3522 — Same comment as ltem 5 above. Please
get the lighting designer to change the lane directional descriptions
so that they align with the true geographic direction. Please get the
designer to include illuminance calculations for the westbound
merging lanes.

Refer to A13.

Accepted

16

Drawing 3338703-20-CU-3522 - Calculation Summary table presents
illuminance and uniformity calculations for the diverging and merging gore
areas and the sharp bend, but these appear to be limited to the carriageway
areas...where are the calculations for the surrounds? Please get the
lighting designer to provide calculations for all applicable design
areas (carriageways and surrounds) at all locations in accordance
with AS/NZS 1158.1.1 Figures 4.2, 4.4, 4.5and 4.8

Refer to A14.

Accepted

17

Drawing 3338703-20-CU-3523 - Calculation Summary table presents
illuminance and uniformity calculations for the SH1 southbound diverging
lanes, but according to the north symbol on the drawing the diverging lanes
are going in a westerly direction. Please get the lighting designer to
change the lane directional description so that it aligns with the true

Refer to A13.

Accepted

18

Drawing 3338703-20-CU-3523 - Calculation Summary table presents
iluminance and uniformity calculations for the diverging lanes, but these
appear to be limited to the carriageway areas...where are the calculations
for the surrounds? Please get the lighting designer to provide
calculations for all applicable design areas (carriageways and
surrounds) in accordance with AS/NZS 1158.1.1 Figure 4.2

Refer to A14.

Accepted



19 Drawing 3338703-20-CU-3525 - Calculation Summary table presents one |Perfectlite reporting fully meet the requirements of AS/NZS1158, for the Rolleston Drive and Accepted
set of luminance calculation results per road, but what lane configurations  |Kidman Street corridors at its narrowest and widest locations within the Project extents. By
do these calculations apply to? For Kidman St, the eastbound side goes using a symmetric column layout, the direction of travel has been assumed identical in either
from a single lane to double lanes with one lane on the westbound side; and |direction. The column layout has been designed to provide a consistent rhythm while re-using as
for Rolleston Dr there is a single lane diverging to three lanes on the many existing columns as possible As the Project progresses into detailed design phase,
northbound side and two lanes merging into one on the southbound side. changes to geometric alignments are expected. Changes to accommodate clashes with other
There needs to be multiple luminance calculations to account for the services are also expected.
different lane configurations. Please get the lighting designer to confirm |The full suite of luminance and illuminance calculations will be undertaken in the detailed design
that the luminance calculations apply to all of the lane configurations |phase to maintain full compliance and maximum potential over system efficacy is optimised.
(multilane divided carriageways) or supply additional calculation The reporting of calculation results presents the worst case of all of the calculations carried out
20 Drawing 3338703-20-CU-3525 - Calculation Summary table presents Refer to A13 & A14. Accepted
illuminance and uniformity calculations for two intersections and the
diverging/merging lanes, but these appear to be limited to the carriageway
areas...where are the calculations for the surrounds and splitter island nose
areas? Also, where are the illuminance calculations for the curved exit lane?
Please get the lighting designer to provide calculations for all
applicable design areas (carriageways and surrounds) at all locations
in accordance with AS/NZS 1158.1.1 Figures 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.8 and
21 Drawing 3338703-20-CU-3526 - Calculation Summary table presents one |Perfectlite reporting fully meet the requirements of AS/INZS1158, for the Rolleston Drive Accepted
set of luminance calculation results, but what lane configuration does this  |overpass its narrowest and widest locations within the Project extents. By using a symmetric
calculation apply to? The overpass goes from two northbound lanes to three |column layout, the direction of travel has been assumed identical in either direction. The column
lanes and a single southbound lane on the opposite side. There needs to be (layout has been designed to provide a consistent rhythm while re-using as many existing
multiple luminance calculations to account for the different lane columns as possible As the Project progresses into detailed design phase, changes to
configurations. Please get the lighting designer to confirm that the geometric alignments are expected. Changes to accommodate clashes with other services are
luminance calculations apply to all of the lane configurations or also expected.
supply additional calculation results to cover all arrangements . The full suite of luminance and illuminance calculations will be undertaken in the detailed design
phase to maintain full compliance and maximum potential over system efficacy is optimised.
The reporting of calculation results presents the worst case of all of the calculations carried out
22 Drawing 3338703-20-CU-3526 - Calculation Summary table presents A"Z coordinate” of Om was used for the Agi model to generate the Isolux image. In order to Accepted
illuminance and uniformity calculations for one intersection and diverging achieve accurate reporting, the overpass luminaires used a "Z coordinate” of 6.2 + 1.9 + mh.
lanes, but these appear to be limited to the carriageway areas.._.where are  |The obstructive effect of the overpass was modelled with an object between 6.2 and 8.1m. The
the calculations for the surrounds and splitter island nose areas? There also|section of the overpass that does not include an Isolux image has a fixed carriageway width and
appears to be some missing isolux lines from the overpass lights. Please  |layout. The reported "Overpass iTalo S05 4-00.7" row of LTP's within the calculation summary
get the lighting designer to provide calculations for all applicable on sheet 3526 demonstrate that this section of the design complies with luminance
design areas (carriageways and surrounds) at all locations in requirements of AS/INZS1158.1.1.
accordance with AS/NZS 1158.1.1 Figures 4.2, 4.3 and 4.10_ Please get |This section of the design does not include any specified locations requiring illuminance calcs.
the designer to plot all of the isolux lines.
23 Drawing 3338703-20-CU-3527 - Calculation Summary table presents Refer to A14. Accepted

illuminance and uniformity calculations for one intersection and the diverging
lanes on Johns Rd, but these appear to be limited to the carriageway
areas...where are the calculations for the surrounds? Also, where are the
iluminance calculations for the eastbound merging lanes on Johns Rd east
of the intersection? Please get the lighting designer to provide
calculations for all applicable design areas (carriageways and
surrounds) at all locations in accordance with AS/NZS 1158.1.1




RFI Regist

- Transport Modellin

Document Council review guestion
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Response from Requiring Authority

Council response

Requiring Authority furher Clarification

Transport

24

RFI 1- Please provide a copy of the Paramics transport mode! peer review
report and any associated formal model calibration and validation reports. In
lieu of formal reporting please supply the model themselves.

The model development report including calibration and validation reports is included in
Appendix G - Rolleston DBC - Model Development Report of the DBC — see Attachment 6.

Moted, we will address this our report to Council, however
we encourage Beca to provide a response on this matter.
We recommend that more modelling assessment work is
undertaken to ensure the Detailed Business Case (DBC)
traffic model replicates the current levels of congestion on
the network and revisit the future modelling assessment
accordingly.

Further, we recommend that information be provided to
demonstrate that the matters raised in section 5.3 of the
Flow economic assessment peer review (included in the
DBC Appendix R) have been agreed between the modelling
team and the peer reviewer. We note that the DBC
Appendix § includes additional future year modelling of the
scheme but it is unclear whether Flow have reviewed this
content and/or confirmed that it has been signed off
through the peer review process

Following a meeting with SDC peer reviewers Abley, it is understood that this concern
relates to the close out of the modelling peer review. Stantec noted in the Peer
Review Reports (DBC Appendix R), that confirmation was recieved from the peer
reviewer that the comments were addressed on 25 August 2021. This is further
confirmed by the attached emails where the peer reviewer Flow confirmed in email
dated 11 June 2023 that the concerns relating to the modelling peer review had been
addressed.

25

RFI 2 - Please provide evidence of any peer review ofthe Linsig and Sidra
models andlor any associated formal reporting to evidence the calibration
and validation ofthese models. In lieu of formal reporting please supply the
model themselves.

As reported in Section 4.2 ofthe ITA, the Linsig models were only used to estimate signal timing
settings to be used in the Paramics model for the Project. Subsequently, the Linsig models were
not calibrated as the future scenarios do not currently exist.

Moted. No further information required.

26

RFI 3 - Please undertake a sensitivity test at 2038 in the morning and
evening peak periods to demonstrate the impacts of the addition of traffic
from the full development of PC73, PCE0, PC&1 and PC82 areas

PC80 has been approved and was subject to an effects assessment. The effects of PGB0 were
assessed with a roundabout assumed atthe SH1/ Walkers Road/ Dunns Crossing Road. As
discussedin Section 4.3 of the ITA, the effects of proposed Plan Changes (e.g. PC73, PC81,
PC8&2) on the transport system will be assessed through an independent process. Itis therefore
not considered appropriate for this assessment of a transport project to demonstrate the effects
ofthose land use proposals. Abley have undertaken modelling of the proposed Project
(Packages 1 and 2)in December 2024, which includes additional traffic related to PC73, PC80,
PC81 and PCB2. This modelling highlighted that the design of the SH1/Dunns Crossing
Road/\Walkers Road, provided as part of Package 1, has the most notable impact on the
performance of the wider network with no notable delays highlighted for works to be provided as
part of Package 2.

MNoted. As with Package 1 where the impact of these Plan
Changes is potentially more impactful, we recommend that
further discussion is needed between NZTA and CSl Property
Limited to ensure the constructed form of the Rolleston
Access Improvments including the Package 2 component can
accommodate future anticipated traffic demands including
PC73, PCBO, PCB1 and PCB2.




See attached emails, recieved from the Flow Peer Reviewer detailing discussions
relating to the travel time validation of the base models. The future years have been
reviewed as part of the peer review of the economic case with a sensitivity test
undertaken. Flow confirmed in email dated 11 June 2023 that the concerns relating to
the modelling peer review had been addressed.

27 RFI 4 — Provide detail of the future growth assumptions out to 2038 with The future growth assumptions are documented in Section 2.2.2 of Appendix S - Rolleston DBC - |Noted. Refer to our response to 024 in relation to future
respect to the extent of growth in lzone and number of additional households | Scheme Modelling and Economics Report — see Attachment 7. The additional trips between the |year modelling peer review sign off.
in Rolleston urban area. 2021 and 2038 demand scenarios are noted below:

*Industrial Area, Bulk Retail Site South of Link Drive: 85% turn-over level of published ‘almost
2,000 car park spaces’ during typical weekday PM peak.

+Southwest Acland Park Residential Area: 750-1000 additional households.

*Mortheast Branthwaite Residential Area: 400-500 additional househalds.

+Southeast Famingden Residential Area: 250-350 additional households.

+Falcons Landing Residential Area: 250-350 additional households. The forecast assumptions
have been agreed with the Client group and peer reviewed during the DBC process.

The forecast models are still appropriate for the purpose of the AEE related to this Project. NZTA
and SDC have both been involved in the development/ application of the forecast models.

28 RFI 5 — Please provide commentary as to the impact of any of these As discussed in Section 3.4 ofthe ITA, the key interdependency of the Project is the Levi Rd/ Noted. As per our recommendations to Council for Package
changes in local road projects on the modelling results and wider Weedons Rd intersection upgrade. 1, we will recommend a Network Implimentation
assessment of raffic effects. This is expected to be managed with the on-going joint planning and maintenance of the network |Management Plan condition, to require further

petween SDC and NZTA. consideration of local road improvements to align with

29 RFI 6 — Confirmation is sought thatthese are hourly travel totals, correspond [Table 6-2 and 6-3 in the ITA correspond to the full modelled periodi.e. 3.5hrs inthe AM, PM and  |MNoted. No further information required.
to the full Paramics study area and whether further changes in travel totals ~ [3hrs in the IP and to the full modelled extent as shown in Figure 4-1 of the ITA
might be expected beyond the study area The modelled extentis shown in Figure 4.1 of the ITA The Paramics model extentis sufficientto

capture the effects of Project
30 RFI 7 — Additional assessment is requested at 2038 to calculate the capacity|As reported in Section 3.1 of the ITA, the Project was developed with consideration of the netwaork |Noted. Refer to our responses to 024 and 028,

of local roads to demonstrate that they will operate well and future flows not
exceed capacity.

framewark and hierarchy to focus traffic movements on arterial and major movement corridors.
Site 6 and Site 9 represent Rolleston Drive and Jones Road respectively. These are primary
traffic corridors and are expected to accommodate high volumes. With the scale of growth in
these areas, itis expected thatthere will be capacity constraints particularly at intersections. Site
9is proposedto be widened as part of the project. While the model shows some additional
delays atthe critical intersections, it does not indicate that the links are over capacity. Itis
therefore considered by NZTA and its project consultants that these arterial roads can
accommodate the higher flows predicted as a result ofthis Project and no further assessmentis
required.

Following a meeting with SDC peer reviewers Abley, it is understood that this concern
relates travel time validation raised as part of the modelling peer review. Stantec
noted in the Peer Review Reports (DBC Appendix R), that confirmation was recieved
from the peer reviewer that the comments raised were addressed on 25 August 2021.
This is further confirmed by the attached emails where the peer reviewer Flow
confirmed in email dated 11 June 2023 that the concerns relating to the modelling
peer review had been addressed. This confirms that the overestimation of travel
times are related to link free-flow speeds rather than at intersections.




)|

RFl & —Please add a footnote or other reference to confirm the source of the
models used for this assessment

The Paramics models have been used to estimate the traffic volumes which inform the D3I
assessment. Conflict of flow intersection crash models have been sourced from the NZTA Crash
Estimation Compendium (Models 7.1-7 4). These models have only been used where there is a
fundamental change to the layout of the intersection (i e. 3H1/Dunns Crossing Road\Walkers
Road, Rolleston Drive Extension/Jones Road, Rolleston Drive/Kidman Street). All other D3I
assessments were based on scaling the crash history by the expected change in traffic volumes.

Moted. No further information required

3z

RFI 9 —For the avoidance of doubt it is recommended that the requirement
for an LCSIA be added to the condition set noting proposed changes to the
Hoskyns Road level crossing

A Level Crossing Safety Impact Assessment (LCSIA) currently being prepared. As the LCSIA s
not a NZTA document nor a NZTA owned approval process, it would be unusual for this to form
part of the condition set

Moted. No further information required

33

RFI 10 - Please provide further details on the additional distance and time
that trips to and from these properies due to rerouting.

Details regarding the additional travel time and travel distance for the properties impacted on
Rolleston Drive are provided in Section 6.5.4 of the ITA.

Moted. No further information required

34

RFI 11: Please confirm whether the upgrade to this intersection should be
an identified prerequisite for undertaking the Package 2 works, and if not,
whether the potential safety and efficiency effects atthis intersection are
acceptable if the Package 2 works are undertake without this intersection
being upgraded.

Appendix A of the ITA does not highlight significant operational concerns with the performance of
the Levi Road / Weedons Road intersection in 2028, after the opening of Package 2. The
degradation in performance after 2028 is a result of wider growth within the Rolleston Township,
the timing of which is uncertain.

The need to upgrade this intersection to support ongoing growth has already been identified by
SDC inthe LTP. Therefore, the upgrade of this intersection is not required prior to the completion
of Package 2. Itis recommended that the performance of this intersection is monitored by SDC,
and proposed mitigation measures introduced when necessary.

There is a risk that intersection performance will
deteriorate if the intersection is not upgraded prior to the
Package 2 works bring delivered. This is evident from Figure
8-1 and Table B-1 in Appendix B of the ITA which shows a
13% increase in flows along this corridor. Table Al in
Appendix D of the ITA shows the right turn delay increasing
from 30 seconds to 78 seconds in the morning peak. Our
interpretation is that the difference between the do
minimum and RAl project in these tables is due to the
project and both assume the same level of underlying
development. For this reason it is recommended that this
intersection upgrade be in place prior to Project 2 being
operaticnal. We recommend that this upgrade be
specifically identified in the NoR conditions, potentially
within the NIMP condition that we will recommend [refer
RFI5/Q28).

As discussed in the original RFI response, the Project will not result in the
degradation of the Levi Road / Weedons Road intersection. Degradation after 2028 is
a result of wider growth in Rolleston. Upgrades to the Levi Road / Weedons Road
intersection fall within the jurisdication of SDC and this is not a responsibility of
NZTA. A NIMP condition on a NZTA designation is not the appropriate mechanism to
manage SOC upgrade works.

35

36

RFI 12 - Flease comment on the interrelationship between Package 1 and
Package 2, and confirm whether any local road (Selwyn District Council)
improvements are required to manage the effects of the Rolleston Access
Improvements Project on local roads. Where interrelationship or
dependencies exist, please confirm how this is proposed to be managed
during the delivery of each Package

RFI 13 - Itis recommended thatthe CTMP condition be expanded to include
at a minimum the requirements and objectives from section 7.5.2 of the ITA.
This provides an important framework for the later preparation of CTMPs.
Further, please comment on the extent to which Council approval andfor
consultation with Council will be undertaken for Site-Specific Traffic
Management Plans (S5TMPs) that affect local roads, either directly through
tempaorary signage/markings, or indirectly through changes to traffic
movements.

Package 2 will require the closure of 3H1 for short periods of time during construction as well as
the implementation of turning movements restrictions on SH1. These restrictionsiclosures to
SH1 are to occur after the completion of Package 1 to allow of the establishment of safe
alternative routes. The coordination of these improvements will be managed as part of the CTMP
for Package 2 — refer to proposed conditions.

The local road network projects required to support ongoing growth in Selwyn are currently being
progressed independently by SDC, as agreed with SDC as part of the DBC. These projects are
subjectto SDC procedures, as such NZTAis unable to influence the delivery ofthese projects
however itis understood that SDC are on track to deliver these projects.

See amended proposed condition, additions showed in red underlined text:
ACTWMP shall be prepared prior to the start of construction and provided fo Cow the
1764 RMA Outline Plan The objective of the CTMP is to avoid, remedy or mitigate, as far as
practicable, adverse construction traffic effects. The CTMP shall be prepared in accordance with
the Mew Zealand Guide to Temporary Traffic Management (NZGTTM), April 2023. The CTMFP
sha ide, but need no ted fo, the followin:
1.the staging of the works,
ject route cof

le sections of the

fthe project
I effects of tra be managed fo
provide for the safety of
4.a process for the development and subim

Site specific traffi
the Road Contr

traffic managemer
effects associated
e relevant part{s) of t

marnage the traf
commencement of work in th

1 of specific parts of the Project prior to
Project

Moted. Refer to our response to Q28.

Noted. We will recommend additional amendments to the
CTMP condition in our final report
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RFI 14 - It is recommended that consultation regarding property access be
addressed through the proposed conditions.

Consultation with adjacent landowners in relation to property access will be undertaken

This will form part of the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) which is a
proposed condition. Consultation with land owners and occupiers will be undertaken throughout
the construction period, with access maintained throughout

Noted. We will recommend additional amendments to the
CEMP condition in our final report
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RFI 15: Please confirm whether the extent of designation over Selwyn District
Council roads will be removed once Package 2 works are completed.

The process under 5182 of the RMA provides for the Requiring Authority to uplift the designation
from any land no longer required for the purposes of the designation. Following the completion of]|
the construction works NZTA will uplift the designation from those portions of SDC local road that
is no longer required for the Project. Any other areas of Iand that are surplus to the Project are to

be confirmed once construction is complete and updated GIS shapefiles will be provided to SDC.

Noted. We will recommend a condition that directs this
outcome.




39

RFI 16: Please provide an assessment of the perfformance of the 804 Jones
Rd western access approach to the Rolleston Drive extension / Jones Road
intersection, including how the phasing operates

The ITA is based on a dedicated signal phase being provided for vehicles exiting 804 Jones
Road, with an above ground detector to detect approaching vehicles

Performance of that exit will depend on signal cycle time and the presence of exiting vehicles;
however the dedicated phase for exiting 804 Jones Road is expected to provide safe and
suitable access

Please confirm if the fourth arm {to serve B804 Jones Road)
has been included in the intersection modelling
undertaken to understand how this may impact on overall
intersection performance especially as 804 lones Rd traffic
{when called) will likely require a dedicated phase. If not
£an a sensitivty test be undertaken. Based on the likely
peak hour traffic movements associated with 804 Jones
Road (including any traffic associated with 808 Jones Rd if
this is & potential solution to RFI 17/040.

A fourth arm at the Rolleston Drive Extension/lones Road intersection has been
provided in the traffic model to service 804 Jlones Road, however, the perfermance of
this approach was not extracted from the model. The traffic modelling included
calling the dedicated phase for B4 Jones Road every second cycle across the
modelled periods to estimate the impact of this signal phase on the operation of the
intersection performance. This results in this phase being called at least 20 times
during the peak periods. Based on the observed traffic volumes (see table below),
the model provides a conservative representation of traffic demand for vehicles
exiting 804 Jones Road as the model provides more opportunities to exitthan are
requried. Observations of the demand for the existing access for B08 & B04 Jones Road
indicate the demands for B4 Jones Road is lower than B0B Jones Road. Therefore,
there is expected to be sufficient capacity if the access for 808 Jones Road is

Inbound 1" 33 35
Outbound 7 5 5
Total 18 38 40
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RFI17: Please provide further details on how left in-left out movements for
808 Jones Road will be encouraged, and how vehicles are expected to turn
around within George Holmes Road. Please provide further details of how
left turns out may create safety andior efficiency effects if drivers attempt to
turn onto the overbridge.

RFI 18: Please provide further details access options that have been
considered for 13Ato 19B Rolleston Drive, and an estimate of additional
travel ime and travel distance resulting from the left in/left out restriction

SDC are currently progressing plans to provide a turming head atthe end of George Holmes
Road. The project team will work with the business owner to inform customers and staff of the
preferred lefi-infleft-out arrangement. This could be through providing directions on advertising
material and left-in-lefl-out signage.

Similarly the project team is working with the land owners of 808 and 804 Jones to provide an
alternative access via the proposed access for 804 Jones Road. The fraffic generated by 808
Jones Road is relatively low so left turns out that then turn right onto Rolleston Drive will
sporatically occur. The Jones Road western approach to the Rolleston Drive Extension/Jones
Road intersection performs well {typically LOS C) which indicates that any impacts from this
traffic will be temporary and will likely clear within a single cycle of the traffic signals

Referto A33.

Please provide further assessment of safety effects, and
how NZTA will actually engage with the property owner to
agree how right turns will be restricted. As per RFI16/Q39 if
808 Jones Road traffic is potenitally going to be routed via
the signals (804 Jones Rd access) this should be assessed
to ensure the impacts on the signal performance are well
understood

Noted. No further information required.
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RFI 19: Please provide further detail an how landowners that have turning
restrictions for private vehicle accesses have been consulted, and provide a
summary of any feedback provided by the landowner.

Refer to Appendix F (Consultation and Engagement Summary)

Noted. No further information required.
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11. RFI 20 - Please provide: aj)Acopy of the preliminary Safe System Audit for
the design which we understand has been prepared.

bjCommentary on whether the berm space on the southern side of SH1
provides the opportunity to provide the “Future Reserve Path” proposed by
Selwyn District Council as part of its Walking and Cycling Strategy (and
shown in Figure 5-10 of the ITA).

c)Confirmation of whether the turning head atthe end of George Holmes
Road and the “KiwiRail access track”, both shown on General Arrangement
Plan 3338703-20-CA-1201, form part of the Package 2 works.

Please see responses below:

*The Preliminary Safe System review was an informal review undertaken to highlight any key
safety concerns that may have a significant effect on the design layout. There will be a formal
detailed design Safe System Audit undertaken for the project.

+SDC and NZTAhave both indicated that no future path connections are proposed in this location
due to the proximity to SH1, available land, and an alternative route away from the state highway.
+SDC will be constructing the turning head. The construction of this will not have an impact on the
Package 2 works.

Noted. Refer to our response to Q28.

Vehicles exiting the property will need to wait for a gap in traffic (typically when the
eastbound movements are on a green signal). To use the right turn lane to the
overbridge they will also need to ensure there is sufficinet space in the RT lane to
make that movement. The traffic generated by 808 lones Road is low so conflict with
approaching traffic is expected to be rare. The traffic generated by the 808 Jones Road
maostly occurs during the off peak period as the opening hours of the business are
Bam-5pm, Monday to Friday with minimal traffic cbserved during the AM Peak. Should
vehicles queue across the two lanes, there is ample sight distance for approaching
wehicles to react to the queued vehicles. Additionally, vehicles could be encouraged
{via signage) to head left to the I-Z0ne roundabouit to u-turn then turn left to the
overbridge.

The modelling provides a conservative representation of performance of the access
to B804 lones Road access with capacity available to accomodate traffic from 208 Jones
Road refer to RF116/Q39).

Additional signage can be provided as required to direct traffic heading towards the
overbridge to travel to the Jenes Road/Iport Drive roundabout in order to turn left
onto the overbridge.

NZTA are currently in discussions with the landowner for 808 Jones Road and 804
Jones Road to accomodate the affected accesses for these developments within the
project. This includes consideration of combining the accesses for 808 Jlones Road
and 804 Jones Road into a single access to be intergrated into the Jones
Road/Rellesten Drive Extension signalised intersection.
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Compliance with accepted good practice:

The AEE frequently refers ta the CASANZ GPG (2023] and
META Guideline (2013). NZTA have completed a draft
update to their guideline (2024). NZTA have also provided
guidance on how the CASANZ GPS should be used in New
Zealand including detailed comments an how construction
effects should be azzeszed.

Fleaze:

alReview the MZTA 2024 guideline and NEZTA advice on
how the CASANZ GPG should be usedin Mew Zealand.
Mate this may have bearing on how the answers ta the
fallowing questions are responded ta; and,

blldentify any areas with the Rolleston AEE that don’t meet
the current META recommendations and amend thoze
sections as necessary.

Council has referred to an updated version of the 2013 MZTA guidance document [titled “Guide to assessing air quality impacts from state highw ay projects’). Council has indicated that the update ta
the guidance was preparedin 2024. The draft 2024 guidance document has not been ratified.

The 2013 NZTA guidance document currently remains the official NZTA guidance document far the azsessment of effects. |t should alzo be noted that NZTA has reviewed the assezsment and has not
provided and comments with regards ta the air quality assessment.

Az nated by the Council, NZTA has provided comment an their website on the differences between the CASANZ good practice guide [GPG] [titled ‘Good Practice Guide for the Assessment and
Management of &ir Pollution’] and the NZTA recommended method for the assessment of dust effects.

META notes that the CASANZ GPG does not consider discharges from agareqgate crushing, concrete batching plants or mobile asphalt plants which may be azsociated with roading construction. The
MZTA quide nates that the relevant guidance for aszessment of discharges from these sources are covered under the Ministry for the Erwironment good practice guides [Good Practice Guide far
Azzessing and Managing Dust (2016) and Good Practice Guide for Aszessing Discharge ta Air from Industry (2076]). The twa MIE guidance documents have been referred ta in the air quality repoart
[refer Section 1.3). Currently none of the activities listed above are propased and therefare have not been considered in the assessment.

The patential risk of dust effects fram the praject haz been assessed using the CASANZ GPG method. The CASANZ GPG method iz based on the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAGM) method far
the assessment of dust from demalition and construction activities. NZTA alzo note that CASANZ GPG dust assessment method considers dust effects out to 350m from the activity az the methad
covers arange of activities with a high dust patential which are not typically associated with roading construction. NZTA only recommends considering dust effects up ta 200m from construction
activities. Far thiz project, the rizk of dust effects iz asseszed as negligible to low at distances of S0m or mare from road construction activities which is consistent with the MZTA's guidance.

The assessment iz consistent with the NEZTA guidance document, however it is noted that the NZTA and CASANZ guidelines don’t have any regulatary status. MEZTA alza acknowledges that alternative
assessment methods may also be used. Both guidelines acknowledge the importance of applying professional judgment ta assessments [i.e. the guidelines are not expected ta be considered an
inflexible assessment process). The follawing is stated by MZTA guidance

“hir quality practitioners undertaking detailed aszessments are expected to apply professional judgement in selecting and justifying the specific methods and data sources used, and the level of detail
that is considered ta be required. As such, the Guide ta assessing air quality impacts from state highw ay projects does nat preclude the uze of ather methads or data sources where this is supparted by
appropriate justification.™

Itiz POP's view that despite the 2024 NZTA =till
beingin draft, itis good practice to consider
the recommendaions.

Becahaven't done this and explain why the
2024 MZTA isn't relevant.

POP consider this untidy practice.

a5

Construction Dust Assessment

The azzezzment relies on a buffer distance of S0mta
assess the impact of dust nuisance effect onresidents,
commercial activities and industrial activities. [Tablez 7-1to

7-3)

Fleaze sither:

alProvide evidence that construction dust will not travel
further than 50 m; or

blRevise azzessment to consider the NZTA
recommendation - considering HSRs within 200m fram the
activity footprint; or

clRevise the assessment uzing the CASANZ Categarisation
of Receptaors by distance from Sound [Table G2); or,
diConsider the CASANZ recommendation of human
receptors within 350 m and 500 m from construction site
entrances.

The Project does nat rely on a 50m buffer. The azsessment of effects identifies sensitive receptars within 25m ta 50m as having the highest risk of being exposed to nuisance dust. Many similar roading
projects have occured close to residential and commercial properties. Experience shaow s that dust generated during waorks can be effectively managed using standard dust control procedures such as
watering active surfaces.

a. The assessment conziders the risk of dust having a nuisance effect at different distances from construction activities. Nuisance effects are a function of range of factors as discussed in the repart
[e.g. the FIDOL factors). This iz different fram the distance a dust particle maw potentially ravel. Very small particles [e.g. PM10) can travel considerable distances (2. g. kilometres) whereas large
particles may only a travel a few metres. This is fundamental air quality science. The assessment how ever identifies receptars within distances of 25 to S0m from construction sources as being those
that are most likely to be at rizk of erperiencing dust nuisance effects,

b. Pleaze refer to Section 5 and Section 7 of the Air Quality Repart which discusses the sensitivity of the receiving ervironment. &s stated in the repart, the sensitive receptars which would potentially be
mast affected will be the dwellings located within 25m ta 50m of the proposed warks. Receptars located further from the warks have been assessed to have low ta negligible risk of being impacted. In
accordance with the CASANZ GPG, the asseszment of effects haz been based on the receptars predicted to have the greatest risk.

. ltis azsumed the Council is referring ta the table labelled, “Table G.2 Categorization of receptars by distance fram source™. The CASANE guidance document has three distance categaries, 110 -
100m, 21100 - 200m, and 3] 200-400m. These categarizations are for use with the Appendix G: alternative assessment methods for assessing dust effects. Thiz alternative approach was not fallowed
inthe aszessment, although wind flow s and separation distances were considered. The classification of receptars using this methad is therefare not appropriate.

The patential risk of dust nuisance effects interms of the distance from construction sources has been assessed using the CASANZ dust risk azseszment methad (refer Table 3.3 Sensitivity of the area
ta dust zailing impacts’). The distance classifications are much more granulated close ta the construction source where the risk is greatest [i.e. 0-25m, 25-50m, S0-100m and 100-350m) than thase
shown in Appendiz G2 table. The classifications are the same as thase used by the IA0M. The assessment of dust effects, and prosimity of receptars to construction sources, is consistent with the
CASANZ guidance document.

Patential air quality effects have been azseszed using the CASANZ method az being low or negligible at distances of S0m or greater. Consequently, the mare granulated classification of dust effects
with distance are considered more useful when evaluating the potential dust effects.

d. Guidance from the NZTA nates that the CASANZ GPG assessment distances are excessive, and any dust effects should only be considered up to 200m. There does not appear to be any clear
rationale in the CASANZ recommendations for this requirement. Any dust effects will only be expected near ta construction activities based on professional judgement related ta past experience.

There is a fundamental dizagreement that
receptors beyond S0 m are low to negligable
tizk. Given the locations and size of eathworks
sites are not provided, thiz creates
uncertaintainty in the assezsment which wil
need to be reflected in the outcome of our
review.

Sufficient information has been pravided
far the purposes of the Matice of
Requirement. Provision of the sought
additional information is considered to be
out of scope far the purposes of the
Matice of Requirement. Far information
purposes, allregional discharge to air
provisions will be complied with.
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META Guideline requires:
=Any assessment of dust effects used ta suppart a resource
consent application must include 2 FIDOL (frequency,
intensity, duration, offensiveness and location) assessment
in acoordance with the recommendations in the ME Good
practice guide for azseszing and managing dust™,
Section 7.2 of the AEE detailz the FIDOL factors and
Section 7.3 details the assessment method. Section 7.3
daoesn’t address all the FIDOL factars [e.g. offensiveness or
duration].

Fleaze:
a)Explain the relationzhip between the FIDOL assessment
outlinedin 7.2 and the method described in Section 7.37;
blRevize the dust azzessment method uzed to meet the
recommendations of NZTA; and,
c)Provide an updated aszessment to reflect a complete
FIDOL azsessment.

& supplementary assessment of dust effects has been prepared by Beca Ltd, below, which considers the individual FIDOL factars in terms of the dust assessment methodology described in Section
7.3 of the Air Qualiy Report.

Location.

The sensitivity of the receiving environment iz discussed in Section 5.2, and 7.3.1 of the repart. The residential dwellings located on Rolleston Orive, 'Wyndham Mews and Dalwood Crescent have been
identified as the sensitive receptors which would patentially be most impacted.

Intensity and Frequency

The intensity and frequency of patential dust events have been aszessed based onthe separation distance of the project boundary ta sensitive receptors [Section 7.3.3), and the frequency these
receptors will be downwind during unfavourable wind conditions [Section 7.3.2).

The application of the CASMZ dust risk assessment method indicates there is a law ta medium risk that residents located within S0m of construction activities could be exposzed to nuisance dust.
Muizance being a function of intensity and frequency (and duration). Earthw arks are expected ta be the primary source of any dust emissions from the project. Although ather potential sources of dust
would include the stackpiling of fine aggregate. The positioning of stockpiles relative ta dw ellings [i.e. separation distance to dwellings and whether stockpiles are upwind of dwellings in the prevailing
wind direction] will alsa influence the frequency dwellings could be exposed ta dust.

The wind flows observed at the Lincoln 'S indicate that prevailing winds are from the nartheast direction (refer Figure 5.3) and therefare the dwellings on Rallestan Drive would tupically be up wind of
the construction activities and therefore less likely to be esposed to any emitted dust. The dwellings would alsa tend to be up wind during wind speeds of greater than 5 mis during dry days when winds
can pick up dust from unconsolidated surfaces and stackpile. Therefare, the prevailing wind would help minimize the frequency these dwellings are potentially expozed to project dust emissions.

The dwellings on \wyndham Mew s and Dalwood Crescent will also tend ta be upwind from most construction activities. Only during the construction of partions of SH1would these dwellings be inthe
prevailing downwind direction. The prevailing wind would help alsa minimize the frequency these dwellings are patentially exposed to project dust emissions.

Offensiveness

Az discussed in Section 7.1 of the repart, the dust generated from earthw arks has the patential to have a nuizance effect from the sailing of surfaces. The dust generated from construction would be
expected to be windblown fines from stackpiles or earthwarks. Meither dust source iz intrinsically aff ensive (due ta colour, testure or odour] but could still patentially cause a nuizance at a high enough
concentration.

Duration

The duration of any dust event would be determined by the construction activity being undertaken, wind speed and wind direction, and the effectiveness of dust contral procedures. Provided
appropriate dust control me asures are implemented any dust event would be expected to be of short duration. Dust will alzo only be generated during construction. Any emissions will therefore be of 2
finite duration.

Concluzion

The conclusion of the assessment remains unchanged from those presented in Section 7.5,

Answer provided is brief and Very qualitative
butit does sover each of the FIDOL Factars as
aszked.
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Dzt mitigation and Dust manitoring

META highlight the Impartance of Dust management and
monitaring plan

“where there iz a high risk of effectz of amenity from
construction activities, more stingent contral measures will
be required, and theze should be set out in a specific
Construction Air Guality Management Plan [CAGMP) (refer
to Section 4.4 for further information). ‘waka Kotahi has
developed a template to assist with preparing a CAGQMP
which iz available at Air quality | 'w'aka Kotahi NZ Transport
Agency [nzta.govt.nz).” While Section 3.1.5 of the AEE listz
generic dust mitigation measures, untl a site specific
Construction Air Quality Managemernt Plan [CAGMP) it is
wery difficult 1o complete a review and check the
conclusions of the project’s dust assessment.

The implementation of dust contral procedures thraugh a Dust Management Plan (OMP) is appropriate given the prosimity of residential dwellings to the proposed works. Additional dust contral will be
implemented through the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP).

The OMP will be consistent with Schedule 2 of the Canterbury Pegional Air Plan [CARP) (the CARP specifies the minimum content of DMPs) and the Ministry for the Environment Good Practice Guide for
Managing and Assessing Oust Effects (2016] recommendations.

The OMP will be prepared by the contractar once the construction methaod is finalised and befare w arks begin.

OMMP Mat supplied. Given the lacations and
size of eathw orks sites are not provided, this
creates uncertaintainty in the assessment
which will need to be reflected in the outcome
of aur review. This iz unhelpful but if the
conditons are suffiently detailed and requrie
SOC ta review and approve the plan then the
abzense of a DMMP can be worked around

a8

The NZTA Guideline and CASANE both outline a tiered
assessment method of considering the effects of the
operational emizsions:

-META - Screening, preliminary technical and detailed
assessment; and,

“CASANE - Scoping, screening, and detailed assessment.
The Ralleston assessment presents a detailed assessment.
Flease explain how the detailed assessment method used
far the Rolleston project fits in with the recommended tisred
assessment methods required by bath MZTA and CASANE.

The NZTA screening model is only able to assess the impact of wehicle emissions from a single road source. Itis not suitable for the assessment of complex road geometries or road netwarks, including
intersections, roundabouts and fluavers. The poar perfarmance of the screening model in these situations is detailed on the NZTA website. Therefare, the sereening model w az not consideredto be a
suitable model for the asseszment of the proposed praject which incarparates a number of complex roading features. As a consequence, a ‘comprehenszive air quality assessment” was conducted, in
accordance with Section 7 [Technical assessment for an BMA azzezzment of Environmental Effects) of the NZTA guidance document. & comprehenzive air quality azzeszment provides a higher level
of confidence in the validity of the results and conclusions draw n fram them. & kew conzideration in the assessment is the potential impact that proposed changes in the roading netwark may on air
quality [i.e. the 'da minimum’ compared ta the ‘with project’ scenaria)l this could nat have been done with screening modelling.

Eoth the MZTA and CASANE guidance documents emphasis the application of prafessional judgment when daing an assessment which w as done in this case. The assessment undertaken is
considered appropriate and consistent with the guidance.

The appliant has not consider the project
withing MZTA three tiered assessment
process. Thisisn't consistent with what POP
consider iz best practcie.
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The effects of NOZ are assessed by modelling GLCS of
tailpipe direct NOZ emissions being combined with
background NOZ concentrations. CASANZ GRS
recommends the uze of a NO-MNOZ model. Rgw NZTA
Guideline notes “Post-processing of dispersion madelling
autputs will be required, far example to account far the
conwersion of MO to NOZ, and for caleulations of total
pollutant concentrations including background
concentrations™. NZTA have just develaped araadside MO
MOZ for Mew Zealand conditions.

Pleasze review the NZTA requirements far assessing NO 1o
MOZ conversion and either:

alllpdate the assessment ta include the impact of NO ta
MOZ conversion. Using the MZTA model would see an easy
and appropriate approach far this task; ar,

blJustify not accounting for MO w0 NOZ conversion in the
detailed assessment.

The CASAMZ guidance document recommends the use of the *ambient-ratio® methad or any alternative methad if there is justification For its use.

The ambient ratio method iz 2 generalised ol assification of a range of different methods. These methods vary in their azsumptions. CASAMNE does not specific what ambiznt ratio method should be used
i.e. how the NOZ should be caloulated.

The appraach taken in the report is comparable to an ambient ratio method. A summary of the different ambient ratio method usedin NZ and Australiais provided in Table H.4 of the CASANZ guidance
documents. NS4 and South Australia are shown to use 2 NO2 to NOx= ratio of 0.1ta 0.2, The Palleston air quality assessment assumes an MO2 to NOx ratic of approsimately 0.2 which is comparable to
those shown for NS and South Australia.

The MZTA guidance document states “post-pracessing of dispersion madelling outputs will be required, far example ta account for the corversion of NO to MOZ, and for caloulations of tatal pollutant
concentrations including backaround concentrations™. In any case, post-processing has oocurred ta caloulated cumulative MOZ concentrations.

Council nates that MEZTA has just developed a roadside NOx-MOZ for Mew Zealand conditions. Howewer, a search of the NZTA website and published technical reparts could not identify the madel
referred to.

The mastimpacted dwellings are located between 10 - 20m of medelled road sources. Oue ta the shart distance to these dwellings, there iz little time for the emitted MO to react with ambient ozone to
form additional MOZ. This reaction is not instantaneaus. Similarly, farmation of additional MOZ is also limited by how much ambient azone is entrained in the emission plume and iz therefore available ta
react with the emitted MO,

Therefare, near road sources, the emitted MIOZ is expected provide a good indicator of the contribution of vehicle emizsions to ambient air quality levels.

Itiz impartant ta note that the madelling is mainly intended to show the relative impact of vehicle emizsion for the ‘with project” scenario against the *do minimum® scenaria. The method used to predict
the conversion of MO ta NOZ is therefare less important provided the same method is applied to both scenarios to allow for a comparison ta be made.

Emissions from these road sources are highly unlikely to exceed any of the relevant ambient air quality concentration limits as the projected daily traffic volumes are toa low.

Compliance with the ambient air quality criteria can be demonstrated wsing a conservative screening method. The ‘prosy method® described in the ME Good Practice Guide for Assessing Discharges
ta Air iz highly conservative when applied to the assessment of air quality near road sources. The method assumes all of NO in the emission plume has been reacted ta NOZ up to the thearetical
axidative capacity of the atmosphere (i.e. ozane concentration limit). Az discuszed, this would not occur cloze to roads and therefare the prasy-method will substantially over predict MOZ2
concentrations near road sources.

The masimum cumulative T-hour and 24-hour average NO2 concentrations predicted using the prosy method have been provided in the attached POF. The results show that evenif this highly
conservative method is used NOZ concentrations would nat exceed any of the relevant air quality criteria.

Becahave undertaken and additional
NORINDZ assessment which demanstrates
MES and AQCGL will not be exceeded. Thisis
auseful answers. Going forward, itis
recommended that projects that requie NOZ2
azzeszments be directed to uze the MEZTA
roadside model.
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Some results presentedin Tables 5. 1t0 5.5 are hard to
recancile intuitively.

a)Explain why the results are “similar for both Scenarios?
Comparing emission rates, vehicle speeds, vehicle numbers
and compasition of fleet would be very helpful.

bIExplain differences in concentrations with and without
project. Eg. GLCs of pollutants in Receptar frea Four and
Receptar frea 5 decrease with project while Peceptar area
three increases with the project.

c)Explain why Receptor Area 4 decreazes with the project
whenroadis closer ta this receptar area. for with and without
project.

dIPlease check and confirm the title of Table 5.5

e|Please prezent summary rezultz (zimilar to Table §.5) 24-
haour MOZ GLCs.

Differences between the ‘da minimum’ and “with project” predictions reflect the changes to the road alignment, traffic flows (in both directions) and vehicle speeds. Details of the road source input to the
dispersion madel are provided in the attached POF.

Itis alsoimpartant to note that the masimum concentrations presented in the tables, are maximum concentrations predicted at any dwelling in the defined Receptar Area. The maost impacted dw elling
can vary between scenarios inresponse ta the different road connections

a)Refer 54. Details of the madel input for each road saurce are provided in the attached POF.

b and ¢ The lower traffic volumes predicted far the SH1 “with the project” and removal of the Hoskins Road intersection would be expected ta resultin a reduction in contaminant concentration at the
mostimpacted dwelling in Peceptor Area 4 and Receptor Area 5.

The anly road source which would be closer ta some dwellings in Receptor Area 4 for the ‘with project scenaria’ is the proposed motarw ay off ramp. The off ramp iz not predicted to be alarge emission
source. The off ramp would alzo be expected ta have the mostimpact on western mast dwellings in the Receptor Area 4. However, the peak concentrations in Receptor frea 4 for bath scenarios are
predicted ta accur at the dwelling which is closest ta SH1and Hoskins Road. The separation distance between this house and the closest road sources is largely unchanged between the scenarios.
Only relatively small contaminant concentrations are predicted for the dwelling in Receptar Area 3 which suggests the changes inthe road alignment do not have alarge impact on air quality at theze
locations.

d) Table 8.5 has been mislabelled. It should be carrected ta the following. “Table 8-5. Package 2 maximum 33.9 percentile 1-hour average NOZ concentrations [paglm3)™

&) The maximum 24-hour NOZ concentrations have been provided in Attachment 5.

Traffic madelling data has been supplied
which helps suppart the azseszment. | still
need towork through details but | have the
infarmation needed ta transpartently and
rabustly complete the review.




140IM methods of defining the significance of the difference
betw een with and without project is discussed in section
4.5.9 of the CASAMNZ and categorizing impacts. Please
review and, if necessary, revise the aszessment of
significance of effects presented in section 5.3.4 with
consideration of the factors recommendedin section 4.5.9
of the CASANZ GPG.

The IA0M classifications of significance are not considered useful in this instance. The AGM classifications were developed for uze in a UK regulatory environment. These classifications do not easily
zlign with the assessment of significance in New Zealand.

The IACIM’ s ‘magnitude of change” classifications (<1, -5, 5-1024, and » 10 are also relatively small and therefare highly senszitive to the accuracy of the dispersion madel predictions.

The mare relevant NZTA guideline s recommend assessing the significance of discharges to air fram a project in terms of following guideline contaminant concentrations limits:

& Project Contribution - Whether the contribution from the praject is predicted to increase ambient air quality contaminant concentrations by more than 105 of the relevant air quality criteria.

& Cumulative Contribution - \whether the cumulative contaminant concentration [i.e. project + background sources) iz predicted ta be mare than 303 of the relevant air quality criteria.

Thiz haz been done with the madelling predictions for PMI0, PM2.5 and NOZ. The results are presented in the attached POF. All the predicted project contributions are belaw the NZTA guideline level of
1024, Similarly, all the predicted Cumulative Contributions are also below NZT A= 305 guideline level. The project is not assessed as being significant using the NETA criteria.

Helpful answer and useful detail added ta
Section 5.3.4 of AEE.
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The AEE utilizes AERMOD RLine-EXT to madel GLC= of
pollutants. This madel option has not been widely usedin
Mew Zealand for assessing the impacts of contaminants
discharged during the operational phase of a roadw ay. This
madel option is not considered in either the NZTA Guideline
ar CASANZ GPG.

Flease provide either:

a)Evidence of FLine-EXT validation to demonstrate it is
matches requirements of this praject: ar.

bl high-level (semi-quantitative] validation of the model
results using either roadside monitoring data from similar
sites of the MZTA screening tool.

AERMOD is widely used within Mew Zealand and intermationally to assess air quality effects for regulatory purposes. The model was adopted by the USEPA and promulgated as their preferred regulatary
madel in 2005, AERMOD w as similarly adopted by the Victoria Environmental Agencyin 2014, AERMOD is alsa identified as a standard dispersion madel for roading assessments in the CASANZ goad
practice guide.

The performance of the madel and the associated metearclogical madel AERMET has been validated and documented by the USEPA and the madel is reqularly updated. Every update to the model,
such as the inclusion of RLINE method for representing road sources, is tested and documented. Due ta its preferred madel status in the US4 it iz probably one of the most evaluated dizpersion models
available.

The dacumentation of the perfarmance of AERMOD (and all the USEF'A ather madels) is available from the USEPA Suppart Centre faor Regulatory Stmaozpheric Madelling [SCRAM) website. Dispersion
madelling partitioners will be familiar with the USEPA SCRAM w ebsite - hitps: ihwww . epa.gowscraml air-quality-dispersion-modeling-preferred-and-recommended-madels. The documentation of the
perfarmance of the FLINE methad far representing line sources iz also available fram the SCRAM website which the Council reviewer can view,

Council's peer review has noted that the FLINE madelling method has not been referenced in various guidance documents. The BLINE source method was initially included in AERMOD as a Beta aption
[a non-regulatory option] in 2013, It was updated in 20235 to account for elevated terrain in 2023 but remained a Beta option. Only in 2024 w as the BLINE source tupe farmally promulgated as a
regulatary formulation update ta AERMOD. The status of BLINE iz detailed on the USEPA SCRAM website,

The FLIMNE algarithm w as promogulated after the guidance documents listed below were published and would therefare would not have been included in ary of them.

= The Ministry far the Environment ‘Good practice guide for assessing discharges to air from land transport’ w as published in 2003,

= The META ‘Guide ta assessing air quality impacts from state highw ay projects’ was published in 2013, and

- The CASANZ ‘Good practice guide for the assessment and management of air pollution from raad transport prajects’ was publizhed in February 2023,

The BLINE algarithm w as specifically developed faor refined modelling of transpartation projects. It is designed as a replacement of USEPA s alder CALINES and 4 models. Itis therefare appropriate to be
usedin this instance. As noted above, FLINE has been evaluated and documented by the USEPA. The modelled road sources used in the assessment have been configured in accordance with
guidance provided by the LUSEPA based ontheir experience. The source parameters selected are detailed in the reparnt. Changing these parameters would have some effect on the predicted
concentrations but would have no effect on the overall conclusion of the assessment.

Reference to USEPA model validation
provided. But no sanity check of the results
undertaken against roadside monitoring data
or the results from a madel screening run
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Please provide one example of each of the input and output,
FLine-EXT files.

A copy of an example input file is provided in the attached POF. iz impractical to supply the output file in the format directly from the madel given the size of the file. However, a digital copy canbe
provided on request.

Helpful anzwer - stil need to wark thraugh
details but | have the information needed to

transpartently and robustly complete the

Sd

Pleasze provide a table of the traffic numbers, fleet
composition and speed of the road links conzidered in the
assessment. This will help with the understanding of the

The information haz been provided in the Attachment 5.

Helpful anzwer - stil need to wark thraugh
details but | have the information needed to

transpartently and robustly complete the
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Please provide a readable screen shot!s of the VEPM madel
datainput page.

The information haz been provided in the Attachment 5.

Helpful anzwer - stil need to wark thraugh
details but | have the information needed to
tramspartently and rabustly complete the
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Siection of the AEE details the parameters used to configure
FLine-EXT. Section 4.5.3 of the MZTA Guideline discusses
the impartance of understanding the accuracy and
uncertainty of emission and dispersion madelling. Section
4.5.7 of the CASANZ GPG dizcusses model uncertainty and
highlights the importance of this when there is alack of data
[e.g. model validation).

Pleasze provide a high-level aszessment on the uncertainty
contained in the emission and dispersion model results
orezentedin the AEE. This azzessment should. at least.

Referto AS2. The use of the AERMOD model represents good industry practice. The madel has been appropriately validated by USEPA and this validation is documented on the SCRAM website as
discussed above.

Reference to USEPA model validation
provided. But no sanity check of the results
undertaken against roadside monitoring data
or the results from a model screening run
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Lizard habitat extent - Mast of the of the potential lizard habitat on site has
beenidentified appropriately. However, based on aerialimagery there are a
couple areas on the northern side of SH1(zee screen shat below] that
appear to be a complex of rank grass. scrub and treeland. that has potential
tobe lizard habitat. These are nat within the identified works Footprint, but
are within the identified Zone of Influence (2010

Itis nated that construction methadalogy had not been finalised (when the
teport was compiled) and the 701 is wider than the planned warks in mast
areasto allow for this, Therefore. if there is mare up to date information on
the extent of the warks Faatprint then this should be provided, othemise itis
recommended the extent of the potential lizard habitat on the site is re-
enamined, toinclude all areas within the 201

A lizard sursey was undertaken in February. For the majority of the project area, na lizard habitat was identified. & small area of lizard habitat was
ohserved on the eastern side of Hoskyns Pload. This vegetated area will not be impacted b the proposed werks and contractars wil be made
2w are of the requirement to avaid the vegetated area.

Sukable Lt Habtat
ok gy

Fiest Mow Secend Mow Bare Earth 4 Extablahment

The response from BECA indicates a lizard survey was undertaken in February 2025,
within the ‘praject area’, but the response only talks generally abaut lizard habitat’, not
surveyresults. For example, the species of lizard detected and their abundance. The
response indicates lizard habitat’ was observed adjacent to the project arealeastermn side
of Heskyns Raad), butitis not clear it lizards were found i this area during the survey. The
response states this area will be avoided, but as itis within the 201 a lizard survey should
be undertaken to confiim lizard absencelpresence.

Lizards have previoush been absened by Wildlands staff within other parts of the Z0lvery
cloze talor within the project area. Lizard survey methodolagy and results are required to
assess whether the AFl questions have been addressed.

IFlizards are detected in any of these areas aLMP and 'WAA may be required before works
£an aceur.

i

Lizard survew - A survewis not an effects management measure - it is used
to guide effects management [i.e. to determine population extent,
zbundance and habitats throughout the impact area).

Itiz recommended that a lizard survey i undertaken by a suitably qualified
and etperienced herpetalagist.

See ADT.

e VP Doy 1 by s

Provided the further clarification on the lizard survey methodalogy and results is
addressed, as per FFI Q57 and further questions above, the response is considered
resclued.
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Lizard management - The repartinfers that the population at the site would
not be fragmented by a zalvage, which may not capture and translocate all
lizards present within the impact site,

Itis unelear what *staged wegetation management” is and how this would not|
disrupt the lizard papulation. Itis assumed that this would be “staged
vegetation remowal® but further details are required on how this would be
implemented. Specificaly, wherelf there is no suitable habitat immediately
adjacent, for displaced lizards ta move into.

Itis recommended that the applicant provide further detail on how ‘staged
vegetation management’ will be used to avaid disrupting lizard populations.,
that may already be imited by external factors, such as ongeing predation
and habitat extent.

The repart identifies the need for a Lizard Management Plan (LMP], but
daoes not mention the need For Wildlife Aot Authority PB4). 1 is kel that
any vegetation management would still directly disturb or harm indigenous
lizards and therefare need a ‘Wi, Given the long pracessing time for WAG,
itiz recommended that this process is commenced.

Bazed onthe lizard survey undertsken, as per AST, the small area of patential lizard habitat will not be impacted by the proposed warks.
Matwithstanding this, it has been advised that should this vegetated area be required ta be used tar construction vehicle storage, a Wegetation
Femoval Protacol (WRP) YRR inuolues progressive mowing and subsequent remoual of rank grass. This pragressive mowing and remoual of
habitat will encourage lizards to vacate the site and disburse inte adjacent habitat.

*Making and keeping an area unattractive ta lizards from well befare the works stat and when works are staged iz poszible thraugh applying the
VAP early an. The VAP iz az follows:

“The URF must only be implemented in areas demarcated as suitable (i e, where suitable habitat is immedistely adjacent where displaced
lizards c.an move into).

The YRP must only be conducted during suitable seazonal and weather conditions.

*In areas where the VAP iz suitable, this may be implemented wellin advance of site impacts and maintained ta reduce the rizk to lizards, so long
a5 the VAP is completed during appropriate seasonal and weather conditions and maintained as unsuitable for lizards (e, if works are planned
far winter, the WAP can be implemented prior to May to remove the habitat and be maintained as unsuitable for lizards until v ork commences.)

I the WRP i not conducted wellin advance of warks, the WRP must be commenced at least S days prior ta site @stablishment and the
commencement of construction works, initial high-level mawing must ocour.

Initial mowing must be no low er than 150 mm above ground level (BGL). - Twa days later, the site must be mow ed to 50 mm AGL (Figure 20)in 2
stratagic manner taw ards the adjacent habitat.

+Transects of mowing must commence from the road edge and progressively move tow ards adjacent habitat, encouraging skinks tow ards the:
adjacent habitat that will be avoided.

+2d hawrs later 3 Fnal ground level remoual of grass to bare sarth, typically by eucauator (Figure 201, following the same strategic manner must be
conducted.

“Once rark grass is removed from the site, site establishment can ocour, or the site can be maintained a5 unsuitable habitat untl works oo,
oThe construction footprint must remain bare, or unsuitable [i.e.: no higher than approximately 25 mm).for the remainder of construction warks,
which will minimize the likelihood of lizards migrating back onto the construction site.

‘Maintenance (<25 mm) can ocour indefinitely and through winter solong as the initisl VAP to bare earth ocours within optimal seazaonal
conditions inthe first instance.

alf the construction site cannot remain bare or <25 mm. lizard exclusion fencing [Section 4.4 must be installed 1o isolate the constiuction zone
and avaid the risk of impacting lizards that may recolonise the construction site, o the WRP must be implemented again.

The BECA AST response states a lizard sunvey found no lizard habitat in the majority of the
project atea. The ewception was a small area onthe eastem side of Hoskyns Foad, which
is outside of the project area and “will not be impacted by the proposed works and
ontractors will be made aware of the requirement ta avoid the vegetated area.™
However, this statement is partly contradicted by RF1AS3 rezponse which states:
“Motwithstanding this. it has been advised that should this vegetated area be required ta
be usedfor constiuction vehicle starage, a Vegetation Remawal Pratocol (VRP) [sic).™

A il A may be required if lizards andlor their habitat are distutbed, harmed ar killed. The
proposed WAP involves progressive mowing and subsequent remavsl of rank grass, which
will displace skinks - aform of disturbance. In addition, YRP involves the removal of
vegetation, thereby directly impacting the lizard habitat identified by BECA. This indicates
that aLMP and ‘W vwill be required before warks ocour, unless this areais encluded.
The response provides a olear methodology for the WRP, but does not consider that this is
an experimental management technique and although a VAP will reduce direct effects to
lizards, it should be acknowledged that not all skinks will move aut of the 201, and some
could be kiled orinjured as aresult. In addition, no assessment has been provided to
demarstrate svailshility of suitable adjoining habitat around Hoskyns Road for displaced
lizards. The VAP is also seasonal dependent andif the areais to be used, a decision is
neededwellin advance. Therefore, if works are required within thiz or ather areas of lizard
habitat, the VRP with theze additional components should be incarporated inta the LMP
and WA application as a form of mitigation.

Please see attached Lizard Survey Report prepared by WSP. Baszed on the survey
undertaken, a WAk is not required for the project and all relevant precautionary
measures will be undertaken
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Lizard habitat extent - Mozt af the of the patential izard habitat on site has
beenidentified appropriately. However. based on aerialimagery there are a
couple areas onthe northern side of SH1[see soreen shot below] that
appear tobe a complex of rank grass, scrub and treeland, that has potential
to be lizard habitat. These are not within the identified works Footprint, but
ate within the identified Zone of Influence (ZO1).

It iz nated that construction methodalagy had not been finalised (when the
report was compiled] and the Z0lis wider than the planned warks in mast
areas to allow for this. Therefore, i thers is more up to date information on
the extent of the works faotprint then this should be provided, othemise it is
recommended the extent of the potential lizard habitat onthe site iz re-
examined, toinclude all areas within the ZOI.

Alizard suruey was undertaken in February. For the majority of the project area, no lizard habitat w as identified. & smal ares of izard habitat was
observed on the eastemn side of Hoskyns Road. This vegetated area will not be impacted by the proposed works and contractors will be made
aware of the requirement to avaid the vegetated area.

Sutable Lrand Habitat
R )

Fiest Mow Second Mow Bare Earth S Extabishment

The respanse from BECA indicates alizard survey was undertaken in Februamn 2025,
within the 'project area’, but the response only talks generally about lizard habitat’, not
survey results. For enample, the species of lizard detected and their sbundance. The
response indicates lizard habitat' w as observed adjacent to the project area (eastemn side
of Hoskuns Road), butit is not clear if lizards were found in this area during the survey. The
responze states this areawillbe aucided, but as itis within the Z01 a lizard survey should
be undertaken to confim lizard absencelpresence.

Lizards have previously been observed by Wildlands staff within other parts of the 201 very
close tolar within the praject area. Lizard survey methodology and results are required ta
sssess whether the AFl questions have been addressed.

IFlizards are detected in any of these areas a LMP and WAL may be required before works
can ocour.
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Lizard survey - & survey is nat an effects management measure - itis uzed
1o guide effects management [i.e. to determine population sxtent,
abundance and habitats throughout the impact areal.

Itz rec:ommended that 3 lizard survey is undertaken by a suitably qualifisd
and experienced herpetalogist.

Ses AST. a

PreVRP Dyl Day3 by d Day 5.

Frovided the further clarfication on the lzard survey methodslogy and results i
addiessed, as per AFI Q57 and further questions above, the response is considered
resclved

EE

Lizard management - The report infers that the population at the site would
not be fragmented by a salvage. which may not capture and translocate all
lizards present within the impact site.

Itiz unclear what ‘staged vegetation management” iz and how this would nat
disrupt the lizard population. tis azsumed that this would be “staged
wegetation remaval’ but further details are required an how this would be
implemented. Specifically, wherelif there is no suitable habitat immediately
adjzcent, for displaced lizards ta move inte.

It iz recommended that the applicant provide further detail on how *staged
wegetation management’ will be used ta avaid disrupting lizard populations,
that may already be Imited by external factors. such as ongeing predation
and habitat eutent,

The reportidentifies the need for a Lizard Management Flan ILMP), but
does nat mention the need for Wildlfe Aot Autharity B AA)L s kel that
any vegetation management would still directly disturb or harm indigenous
lizards and thersfore need a WA, Given the long processing time for WA,
itis recommended that this process is commenced,

Based on the lizard survey undertaken, 25 per A5, the small area of patential lizard habitat will not be impacted by the proposed werks.
Matwithstanding thiz, it has been advised that should this vegetated area be required ta be used far constiuction vehicle storage, a Yegetation
Remaval Protocol (AP WRP involves progressive mawing and subsequent removal of rank grass. This progressive mowing and remaval of
habitat will encourage lizards to vacate the site and disburse into adjacent habitat.

*Making and keeping an area unattractive ta lizards from well before the warks start and when warks are stagedis possible through applying the
WAP early on. The YRR is as follows:

“The VAP must anly be implementedin areas demarcated az suitable fi.e., where suitsble habitst iz immediately adjiacent where displaced
lizards can mouve inta).

“The WRPF must only be conducted during suitable seasonal and weather conditions.

“In areas where the WRP is suitable, this may be implemented well in advance of site impacts and maintained to reduce the risk to lizards, solong
azthe YAP is completed during appropiiate seasonal and weather conditions and maintained as unsuitable for lizards (i e.. if works are planned
far winter, the WRP can be implemented priar to May ta remave the habitat and be maintained as unsitable for lizards until work commences. ).
“If the WRF is nat conducted well in aduance of works, the YRR must be commenced at least S days prior to site establishment and the
sommencement of construction waorks, initial high-level mowing must ocour.

ritizl mewing must be e low er than 150 mm aboue ground leuel [BGLI. - Twa days later, the site must be mowed to 50 mm AGL (Figure 20in 2
strategic manner tow ards the adjacent habitat.

*Transeots of mowing must commence from the road edge and progressively move tow ards adjacent habitat, encouraging skinks tow ards the
adjacent habitat that will be avaided.

24 haurs later afinal ground level remaval of grass ta bare earth, tupically by excavator Figure 20), Following the same strategic manner must be|
conducted.

“Once rank grass is removed from the site, site establishment can occwr, or the site can be maintained as unsuitable habitat until works ocour.
oThe construction Footprint must remain bare, or unzuitable (ie.: no higher than approximately 25 mm] for the remainder of construction works,
which will minimise the likelihood of lizards migrating back onto the construction site.

“Maintenance [<25 mm] can occur indefinitely and through winter sa long as the initial VAP to bare earth ocours within optimal seazonal
conditions in the firstinstance

olf the construction site cannot remain bare or <25 mm, lizard ssclusion fencing [Section 4. 41 must be installed to isolate the construction zone
and avaid the risk of impacting lizards that may recalonize the construction site, ar the WRP must be implementad again.

The BECA AS T response states a lizard survey Found no lizard habitat in the majarity of the
project area. The exception was a small area on the eastern side of Hoskyns Road. which
iz autside of the project area and “will nat be impacted by the proposed waorks and
contractars will be made aw are of the requirement ta avoid the vegetated area.™
Howeewer, this statement iz partly contradicted by AF1 453 response which states:
“Plotwithstanding thiz, it has been advized that should this vegetated area be required to
be uzed for construction vehicle storage. a Yegetation Removal Protocal (VRP) [sicl.”

A AR may be required if lizards andtor their habitat are distulbed, harmed or killed. The
proposed VPP invales progressive mowing and subsequent removal of rank grass, whick
will dizplace skinks - aform af disturbance. In addition, VAP invalves the remaoval of
wagetation, thereby directly impacting the lizard habitat identified by BECA. This indicates
that a LMP and WA will be required before works ocour, unless this area is excluded,

The response provides 3 clear methodolagy For the VAP, but does not consider that this is
an experimental management technique and although a YRP will reduce direct effects ta
lizards. it should be acknowledged that not all skinks will move out of the Z0, and some
could be kiled ar injured as aresult. In addition, no assessment has been provided to
demanztrate svailability of suitable adioining habitat around Hoskunz Fload for dizplaced
lizards. The WRP is alzo seazonal dependent and if the area is to be used, a decision is
needed wellin advance. Therefore. if works are required within this or other areas of lizard
habitat, the YRP with these additional components should be incorparated into the LMP
and Wi application az a farm of mitigation.

Please see attached Lizard Survey Fleport prepared by WP, Based on the surey
undertaken, a WA is not required for the project and all relevant precautionary
measures will be undertaken.
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G0 2.3 Contaminated Land Detziled Site Investigation Moted. PDP 6/03/25 - Resolved

Mote - At stormwater disposal relies on discharge to ground, it is critical that
the contaminated land risk is understood. As indicated in the Package 2
report, we concur that it is critical that testing is done at the locations of the
proposed ponds

61 2.3 Groundwater (incl Geotechnical Interpretive Report) - X The Project specific piezo monitoring period was limited to the duration of site warks, which
The highest groundwater depth was based on a.shortmomtormg period occurred over winter when the water table was expected to be higher.
between 12 J.UIY and 12 August 202.4' Has the highest recorded L The nearest long term monitoring bore to the Project site is M36/0085 (1km west from the
groundwatgr in the area been Cl_Jnsmered based on any other monitoring roundabout) on CanterburyMaps, which indicates groundwater levels from 7.4 to 20.9m below
data? And if so, whatwas the highest recorded? ground level (based on data from 1982 to 2010}
The groundwater level adopted for design is at approximately the 90th percentile of the long-term
groundwater levels observed in M36/0085. A longer-term record including more recent data at
monitoring bore M36/0217 (located 3.5km northeast of the overpass) shows levels from 10.5-
21.8m bagl (from 1974 to 2024), which are deeperthan the design groundwater level of 9.5 m bgl.
62 2.6.3 Jones Road & Hoskyns Road See Figure 2-8 to the right with historic flooding area marked in red.
Location of historic flooding mentioned, but location in Figure 2-8 is not Image to the right shows the kerb breakout subjectto flooding. Image from Google Streetview
shown. Canthe location of the historic flooding be confirmed precedes maintenance carried outin the area to remove debris etc.
63 3.2 Design Assumptions Additional impenious area (12,200m7)

A key design assumption is that “As a minimum, the design will include first
flush treatment, attenuation and disposal to ground up to the 1% AEP event
for an impernvious area equal to the additional impernvious area created by
the project”. Itis noted that some catchments with additional impenious
area, no treatmentis proposed. Referto RFI70

+Existing SH1 CSM2 affected area (10,900m*)

*Catchment area discharging to proposed stormwater basins (29,800m*)

=Catchment area discharging to proprietary treatment devices (2,000m®)

Due to the widening of SH1, the treatment and soakage swale that was installed along the south
side of SH1 as part of the CSM2 works and managed 10,900m* catchment area is to be
removed. This catchment area will now discharge into the proposed stormwater basins and
forms part of the 29 800m* catchment area.

The 29,800m* impervious area treated and discharged to ground at the basins, less the
10,900m2 impenvious area of lost treatment and discharge to ground from the CSM2 swale, is,
on balance a gain of 18 900m* of new impenious catchment area treated and discharged to
ground in the new basins.

Additionally, a catchment area South of the overpass has proprietary treatment devices proposed
for a catchment area of 2,000m® Therefore, a total area of 20 900m* area will be treated as part
of the project, which is greater than the 12,300m* additional impervious area created by the
project.

MZTA have taken a pragmatic approach, treating the first flush where practicable. There are
several minor catchments, identified in Section 5.3 Minor Catchments ofthe report, that were
usable to discharge to the stormwater management basins.

The Rolleston Drive South Catchmentwas assessed as atrisk of an increase in contaminant
load and therefore proprietary treatment has been proposed. For the other minor catchments, a
high contaminant load is not anticipated, and the additional catchment area is minor (compared
to the adjacent new road catchment which will be treated in the basin). Treatment (which would
require another small device or proprietary devices) is therefore not necessary.

Watar Race (Coverad)

Water Race (Opean)
Water Race (Opan)
Stormwater Pipe
Starmwater Node

Starmwaser Mode (Ste Observation)

PDP &/03/25 - Resolved

PDP 6/03/25 - Resolved

PDP 6/03/25 - Resolved
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3.2 Design Assumptions

Mote - A key design assumption is that the existing site levels in critical
locations will be retained as to not alter existing overland flow paths. From
the SDC flood hazard mapping (200-year), a major overland flow path is to
the north of the proposed overpass and a lesserto the south. Aflood risk
assessment as perthe SDC Engineering Code of Practice may not be
required ifit can be confirmed that there is no change.

Agreed.

The intention is for existing site levels in critical locations to be keptthe same where possible. An
assessment of the existing vs the proposed site levels will be carried out during detailed design
to confirm

Iflevels are unable to be keptthe same, then a flood model will likely be required to determine
suitable remedial measures. The type and location of remedial measures will be dependent on
the location and the severity of the impact and is expected that this work will be completed within
the designation footprint.

65 3.4.1 Rainfall The HIRDS V4 data was taken from the BURNHAM RAWS site (ID:O00886).
Applicant to confirm the location or station used to extract the data. It
appears that the rainfall data is frem the Burnham RAWS station. This is
similar to Package 1.
BE 3.4.5 Ground Soakage Rates The consequence of failure is assessed as minor based on the existing scenario and the scale
The total contributing catchmentis = 1,000 m2 and there is a residential ofthe existing catchment and the proposed works.
area downstream of the proposed site. Based on Table 3-4, whatwas the  |Within the Project extents, the existing drainage is limited along the state highway to a number of
justification for the lower factor of safety applied (i.e., 5 vs the table soak pits as described in Section 2.6 ofthe report. The Projectis estimated to create an
recommended 10}7? additional 12,300m?* of impervious area, however, as described AG3, the proposed stormwater
basins are designed to capture and discharge to ground up to the 1% AEP event for 28 800m?* of
impervious area (including the catchment area offset from the affected CSMZ2 works).
Inthe event thatthe soakage rate is not as high as anticipated, then in a large event the basins
could fill up and overflow to the south, however the basin would still provide some attenuation
This overflow path to the south would be along the existing secondary flow paths. See attached
flood SDC map overlaid with the project extents — Aftachment 9.
Due to the significant size of the existing upstream catchment relative to the additional
impervious area, and the attenuation effect of the new basin on the additional runoff, the increase
in downstream flooding is expected to be immaterial.
67 3.4.5 Ground Soakage Rates The Tammihr in WWDG refers to infiltration (i.e. flow through designed sand media to provide

Observation - The SDC engineering code of practice requires consideration
to WWDG Chapter 6 when considering infiltration rates. The recorded
infiltration rates are high (as expected for the type of soils) and the design
soakage rate is higherthatthe 75 mm/hr recommended by WWDG. This is
acceptable based on the result and agree with recommendation made that
further soakage test is required during construction. Test should be done at
location and depth proposed of proposed soakage basins.

treatment) rather than soakage (i.e. more rapid discharge to ground of postfirst flush velume).
The design soakage rates for Package 2 included in Table 3-5 of the stormwater report are
soakage rates, notinfiltration rates.

The infiltration media for the firstflush basins will be design during the detailed design stage of
the project. The design will follow best practice guidance from "CRC for Water Sensitive Cities -
Appendix C: Guidelines for filter media in stormwater biofiltration systems, which is based on
extensive research and operational experience. Infiltration through the design scakage media is
likely to be in the region of 100mm-300mmihr initially, but this is likely to reduce over time due to
clogging and compaction. However, this expected first flush infiliration rate is not a key parameter
for sizing the first flush infiltration basins

The first flush infiltration basins are sized to capture the firstflush runoff volume (i.e. runofffrom
25mm of rainfall). The drain down time for the long-term case is checked assuming a minimum
20mmvhr infiltration rate (with clogging), with @ maximum drain down of 48 hours to maintain
healthy grass cover.

The attenuation storage in the soakage basins has been sized based on the inflow and outflow,
which were determined using the design soakage rates from Table 3-5 and the basin area, for
various event durations.

Further testing of the soakage rates ofthe underlying ground will be carried out during
construction to confirm soakage rates in the locations of first flush and soakage basins. fpoor
rates are identified then the assumed infiltration and soakage rates and design will be re-
assessed, however this is considered unlikely.

PDP 6/03/15 - Resolved

PDP 6/03/25 - Resolved

PDP 6/03/25 - Resolved

PDP 6/03/25 - Resolved



68 4.3.1 Road Corridor Catchment Impervious catchment areas have been determined and are shown in section 4.3.2 Road
Referencing Figure 4.1, there will be an expected change in slope in seme  |Corridor Catchments in the report. Impervious areas include road, footpath, hardstanding and
areas in the catchment (e.g., overpass). Has consideration been given to gravel shoulders. All other areas have been determined as pervious.
the effect on stormwater runoff due to the change in slope and/or material The runoff coefficients used to develop the design are shown in Section 3 4 2 Runoff Coefficients
(hardfill)? ofthe report. Changes in gradient were considered during the preliminary design, however, due

to only minor areas having an increase in slope relative to the scale of the Project no
adjustments have been made to runoff coefficient values shown in the report

Forthe channel flow width calculations, the long fall and crossfall of the road has been
considered in each channel to provide sufficient collection and conveyance of stormwater.

69 4.3.3 Cross-Drainage Catchments Refer to AG4.

Mote - This is a critical design assumption and itis recommended that the
design levels are verified against existing.

70 4.4 2 Treatment The Project may result in additional contaminant loads. The key pollutants in road runoff being
For both the infiltration basin and the proprietary devices - To understand the |gross pollutants, suspended sediments, heavy metals (in particular copper and zinc),
potential effect of runoff, the contaminants expected from the road is listed, |hydrocarbons and nutrients. It is proposed to carry out firstflush treatment where practicable as
but will there be an increase or decrease in the concentrations due to the mitigation, with devices sized in accordance with industry standards.
proposed activity? What is the expected removal efficiency of the proposed  |Firstflush infiliration basins, which are proposed for the vast majority of the catchment, are
devices and, based on the efficiency to remove the required pollutants, is the |shown in the literature (including CCC's WWDG) to have good removal efficiencies for TSS,
conclusion thatthe proposed treatment provided is sufficient treatment metals and nutrients
(based on relevant water quality guidelines andlor consents)? Specific proprietary devices will be selected during the detailed design stage, butwill be selected
hitps:/iniwa.co.nzfreshwater/urban-runoff-quality-information-system-urgis  (in discussion with the maintaining authaority as described in section 4.4.2.2 Proprietary Devices
can be consulted for water quality data. ofthe Stormwater Management Report.

MEZTA have not assessed contaminant load pre- and posi-the Project or loads removed by the
proposed treatment devices due to:

«the variability in assumptions about contaminant loads generated (the Project involves safety
improvements and modifications to an existing state highway, so the contaminant load change
this is not as simple as say for a new road or converting a rural area to a residential subdivision).
«the variability in removal efficiencies in the literature

MZTA have taken a pragmatic approach, treating the first flush where practicable, and sizing
devices using accepted industry guidelines, which is consistent with accepted industry practice
around MNZ.

Currently, only 3 small section of SH1 has formal treatment from the Rolleston Drive junction
heading northeasttowards Christchurch. Other than that, only informal treatment occurs in the
project catchment within the grassed berm areas. Forthe proposed Project, the first flush basins
and proprietary treatment devices have a catchment area much greater than the additional
impervious area created as part of the Project. Therefore, the impact of the Project on water
quality is expected to be less than minor.

71 4.4 3 Discharge to Ground The Project specific piezo monitoring period was limited to the duration of site works, which

Refer to RFI 61 - Consideration needs to be given to the highest recorded
groundwater level {the recorded period of July to August 2024 is considered
short) and that should be used to determine ifthe performance of the
proposed infiltration basin will be affected by groundwater mounding or not
Itis likely that the highest historical recorded groundwater level is well
outside of the influence of groundwater mounding, however itis important to
consider available historic information as part of the assessment.

occurred over winter when the water table was expected to be higher. The nearest long term
maonitoring bore to the Project site is M36/0085 (1km west from the roundabout) on
CanterburyMaps, which indicates groundwater levels from 7.4 to 20.9m below ground level
(based on data from 1982 to 2010).

The groundwater level adopted for design is at approximately the 90th percentile of the long-term
groundwater levels observed in M36/0085. A longer-term record including more recent data at
monitoring bore M36/0217 (located 3.5km northeast of the overpass) shows levels from 10.5-
21.8m bagl (from 1974 to 2024), which are deeperthan the design groundwater level of 9.5 m bgl.
Based on the data review, the vertical separation of groundwater from the stormwater discharge
devices (i.e. basin inverts etc), are sufficiently deep that further consideration of mounding
issues/effects are not required

PDP 6/03/15 - Resolved

PDP 6/03/25 - Resolved

PDP 6/03/25 - Resolved

PDP 6/03/15 - Resolved



72

4.4 4 Atenuation
Can sizing calculations be provided for both the sizing ofthe attenuation and
the treatment?

The preliminary design informs the consenting requirements and provides for the footprint.
The calculations will be refined during the detailed design based on geometric detailed design.
Detailed design calculations will be included in the detailed design reports.

73 4 4 4 Attenuation The existing catchpits and soak pits are assumed to have been designed to manage the 10%
Reference is made in the last paragraph to the small sections of new AEP rainfall event (i.e. SDC's primary system standard). On this basis, the replacement of
impervious areas not being able to be conveyed to the basins. Thereport  |existing catchpits and soak pits and any connected new network will be designed to manage the
states thatthe stormwater from these areas will be managedinawaythat |runoff from the contributing catchment and discharge itto ground in the 10% AEP event
matches the existing network in each catchment and that allowance will be  (Itis important to note that these areas are the exception, and vast majarity the new impervious
made to cater for the increase inimpenious areas. Would this allowance area will be conveyed to the stormwater basins and discharged to ground up to the 1% AEP
be to maich pre-development runoff up fo and including the 1% AEP runoff  |event.
event? This approach will mitigate the effects of the additional impervious area.

74 4.4 5 Cross-Drainage Refer to AB4.

The cross-drainage has been designed to collect the eastern and western  |Itis not proposed to maodify the existing overland flow paths as part of the Package 2 works, and
cross-catchments. In section 2.5 itis indicated that there is no existing therefore no cross-drainage is proposed as part of the Package 2 works. Refer to section 2.5
cross-drainage through SH. Will the proposed cross-drainage infrastructure [Existing Overland Flow Paths and section 4.3.3 Cross-Drainage of our Package 2 report
resultin a change in flood risk downstream now that there is new flow paths

via the proposed cross-drainage infrastructure? If so, what will the effect of

this cross-drainage infrastructure be?

75 5.2 1 Overpass Morth Catchment “Christchurch RV Centre” wording was missing from the report, see updated report in Attachment|
The second paragraph has missing text. 11 and updated text below:

76 5.2.1 Overpass Morth Catchment & 5.2.2 Overpass South Catchment There is limited space within the project extents for secondary flow paths to convey stormwater
Itis propesed that catchpits and pipes will capture and convey the towards the basins. As such, the catchpit and pipe network has been designed to capture and
stormwater runoff towards the basins. Will this infrastructure be sized to convey the 1% AEP runoff to the stormwater basins.
capture up to and including the 1% AEP runoff?

77 5.3 Minor Catchments Refer to AB3.

Refer to RFI 63 -Itis indicated that runoff from the increased impenvious Mo water quality treatment is proposed for the Western Catchment. This catchment cannot be

areas will not be treated, but in the design assumptions itis stated that connected to the new basin. As the catchmentis not expected to have a high contaminant load

runoff from additional impervious areas will be treated. Itis noted that for and the catchment area is minor (compared to the adjacent new road catchment which will be

Jones Road Catchment (450 m2), the additional area is due to a shared treated in the basin), treatment (which would require another small device or proprietary devices)

walkway and this may not require treatment. Itis unclear ifthis is the same |is not considered necessary.

for the Western Catchment (580 m2). The impact of the additional

impervious catchment can be assessed and compared to the existing (e.g,,

MZTA Stormwater Treatment Standard for State Highway Infrastructure).

78 6 Construction Stormwater Management Construction phase stormwater management is not expected to increase flood risk.

Is there an increased risk of flooding during the construction phase and if Construction stormwater will be managed through the erosion and sediment control (E&SC)

so, how will it be managed? plan and will follow the fundamental principles of good E&SC practice for the Canterbury region.
This would include consideration of existing overland flow paths and of spillways or overflows for
erosion and sediment control devices in over-design events.

78 DRG 2102: Civil - Drainage (Sheet 2 of 7) Hydraulic grade line checks were carried out during the preliminary design stage to confirm the

Runoff captured by SWSD-9 is proposed to be directed to the firstflush and
soakage basins. Will this be feasible considering the RL (based on the
plan contours) are roughly 54.4 m (rough rim elevation) and the GL around
the basins are 55.0 m RL. It does notlook like the basins have been
modelled, butthe water level in the basins may impact the hydraulic
performance of SWMH-8 and 3W3sD-9. Something that should be resolved
as part of design development going forward.

routing of the stormwater was feasible.

Civil modelling (in Open Roads) will be carried out during the detailed design stage and further
hydraulic checks carried out on the network (including tailwater levels at basins) to confirm
hydraulic performance.

5.2 Major Catchments

5.2.1 Overpass North Catchment

The Overpass North catchment is delineated by the high point in the new overpass and the junction with
Jones Foad fo the narth, A small section of Jones Road will orm part of the overpass norih caichment based
on the geometric design levels.

The removal of the existing Christchurch RV Centre {currently a private commercial site) will provide space
adjacent 1o the overpass abutment on the north-west side for the first Bush and scakage basing for
starmwater management (Overpass Nomh Dasins). Stormwater from he cverpass noan calchment will nave
first flush treatmant (via infiltration in a first flush basin) and runoff up to the 1% AEP event will be conveyed
1o the soakage basin, attenuated and discharged 1o ground

Diuse to limited space, tormwater will be collected in catchpits and conveyed through a piped network o the
first flush and soakage basins.

As nated in Section 2.3 the investigations to date show some existing contaminated land in the vicinlty of the
progosed basins, Furiher investigation is required, including proposed TP20 and TP21. The results of this
additional testing wil inform the management apgroach, which may Inchide excavation of material and
disposal to a facility licensed 1o accept the concentrations cbserved.

RFI Register - Geotechnical

Document Council review question

Response from Requiring Authority

reference

Council response

PDP 6/03/25 - Resolved

PDP 6/03/25 - Resolved

PDP 6/03/25 - Resolved

PDP 6/03/25 - Resolved

PDP 6/03/25 - Resolved

PDP 6/03/25 - Resolved

PDP 6/03/25 - Resolved

PDP 6/03/25 - Resolved

Geotechnical

80

Please confirm that there will be a full geotechnical report prepared as part
of detailed design, that will include site testing and other geotechnical
information, such that the ground conditions, environmental effects and

risks can be confirmed and mitigation measures adapted to suit.

A full geotechnical report will be prepared for the Project.

Resolved




RFI Register - Contaminated Land

Document
reference

Council review question

Contaminated Land

Response from Requiring Authority

Council response

81

The status of contamination on land north of the Rolleston Drive and Main
South Road intersections (future overpass location at 801 Jones Road)
needs clarification. This piece of land could not be accessed for testing by|
Beca (northwest of Rolleston Drive and Main South Road) since it appears to
be confused with land indicated by Stantec as previously tested and
remediated.

The remediation of 801 Jones Road was not specifically reviewed for the DSI. The PSI only
mentioned negligible risks to human health, which appear to be on the basis of the LLUR
commentary from ECan.

The recommended sampling is for the purposes of basin construction and infiltration of
stormwater, rather than for human health and MESCS consenting purposes. The EDC DSl and
Remediation report will be reviewed in the context of reuse of soils in a stormwater infiltration
basin, and if deemed suitable soil sampling will not be required.

Resolved

82

Update the Beca DSl report to address reporting errors highlighted in
Section 2.2 of the Review of Contaminated Land Report. We recommend
that a cursory check of the report is undertaken after it is updated to ensure
that no significant errors remain.

The Review of Contaminated Land Report identified TP2, TR3, TP4, TP6, TP8 and TP10 as
appearing on the laboratory results report, but not in the DSI Sample Plan, nor the results
summary table for the Package 2 D3I

NZTA confirm that these test pits form part of Package 1 and were reported and assessed in the
Package 1 report previously peer reviewed. The reason they are on the laboratory reports is
because the associated test pits and soil samples were collected and submitted to the
laboratory on the same day as the Package 1 report and therefore were not reported (or located
within the site area) of the Package 2 DSI|. Samples were collected on the same day due to
logistics, service clearance, and the DS| was originally planned to be a single DS for the whole
project (Packages 1 and 2 in sum), which was subsequently requested to be divided into two
packages with separate DSI reports.

The review also notes that there is a discrepancy between the total number of sampling locations
stated in the DSl text, and appended Sampling Location Plan compared to Table 5 (Sampling
and Analysis Plan). Two locations in Table 5, and numbers in the DSl text have been amended
however, we can confirm that the remainder in Table 5 are correct, and the reason for difference
in number of sampling locations is because some locations targeted more than one HAIL

Resolved

83

Address by further investigations areas of uncontrolled fill, hydrocarbon
contamination and coal tar in surficial roading, to delineate the extents of
these areas of concem. Conversely, these requirements could be
incorporated into the NESCS consent issued by SDC as a condition to be
implemented prior to breaking ground for NOR Package 2 works.

It is agreed that of uncontrolled fill in PP10 should be delineated, however, due to staging of
works and the location of the fill within and adjacent to active state highway this will be updated
during a later stage of the project.

For coal tar (section 2.2.1 page 9) PDP appear to agree that coal tar assessment and sample
spacing was not unreasonable’, and that oversight during construction could be sufficient to
manage risk. in the final recommendations PDP suggest delineating coal tar and hydrocarbon
(including PAH) contamination.

It is noted that that the only contamination above human health criteria for hydrocarbons was in
road surface material in what was assessed as potentially coal tar. Therefore, any delineation
(apart fram the uncontrolled fill) for the coal tar or hydrocarbons observed in the DSI would be one
and the same. Whilst it is acknowledged that coal tar use can be sporadic and somewhat
heterogeneous, the area of coal tar highlighted in Figure 8 of the DSI incorporated all sample
locations that indicated coal tar, and conservatively extended this extent to the next sample to
the east.

This will be extended to the next sample to the west where coal tar was not indicated. It is also
possible that any additional sample locations also miss sporadically placed coal tar. The
residual risk from coal tar manageable during works with appropriate Environmental Management
Plan (EMP} and Contaminated Soils Management Plan (CSMP).

Resolved



