Memorq ndum Boffa Miskell Boffa Miskell

Level 1, 141 Cambridge Terrace,
Christchurch

PO Box 110, Christchurch 8140
Telephone: +64 3 366 8891

Attention: Tim Bailey, Project Manager

Company: Z Energy

Date: 23 March 2020

From: Jane Rennie, Urban Designer / Senior Principal / CPTED Practitioner
Message Ref: Z Energy Rolleston — Urban Design Assessment

Project No: C18173

1.0 Infroduction

Z Energy Limited submitted a resource consent in February to establish and operate a Z-branded service
station, including car wash, at 2 Brookside Road, Rolleston. The service station would provide services,
including fuel, convenience retail and a carwash service, predominantly to passing motorists and the local
community. As the wider site includes the Rolleston Inn (the Rolly Inn), changes are also proposed to the
layout of the car parking and access. The site is zoned Living 1 under the SDC operative District Plan.

The Council have issued a Rfl and the purpose of this Memorandum is to outline the urban design related
response.

2.0 Urban Design Matters Raised by SDC in Rfl
The Council Rfl dated the 11 of March 2020 requests the following urban design information:

It is noted that the proposed shop does not include an active frontage to Brookside Road, rather this
elevation is dominated by a storage unit and extensive signage. The provision of active frontage to
Brookside Road would have provided a continuation of the existing built form in the vicinity and enabled a
form of private-public surveillance and interface.

Ms Wolfer, urban designer has reviewed the proposal and has provided the following assessment:

“In terms of the active frontage, which is currently non-existent. The configuration shows the service part
towards the residential boundary with very limited ability to establish an active frontage. A re-configuration
of the services to allow for more ‘wall-space’ to establish active frontage would be the best outcome. This
would also a much better outcome for pedestrians who are coming off Brookside Road and currently are
lead to the ‘back of house’ and a non-public area. Pushing the building down and having the service
space towards the SH would provide for a much more attractive frontage towards Brookside Road which
could be designed to be in keeping with the neighbourhood.

As a minimum we would need to see the office space, which is facing Brookside Road, to have a window
at no higher than 1.20m on its southern facade installed. This window would have to be kept free of any
obstruction, including artwork or advertising. A window in this location would allow for some active
passive surveillance as in ‘eyes on the street’ and would contribute to an active frontage.”

Please provide comment on providing an active frontage to Brookside Road.
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3.0 Urban Design Response

The key urban design issue is the lack of an active frontage on Brookside Road, particularly a lack of window
space along the southern end of the shop and the southern elevation of the carwash and the impact this will
have on activation of the public realm and passive surveillance. The Council also touch on the continuation
of the existing built form in the vicinity as an appropriate interface and concerns around signage along the
Brookside Road frontage.

A lot of work has been undertaken to achieve a positive urban design outcome for the site and context. This
has included relocating the retail store from the Brookside Road frontage to align with the internal boundary,
an approach which was supported by the Council’s Urban Designer. Careful consideration has also been
given to how best to address the interface with Brookside Road and the internal boundary with the Rolleston
Highway Motel given the site has two road frontages and an internal boundary that aligns with the Rolleston
Highway Motel.

Looking specifically at the ‘active frontage’ issue, the Council’'s comments read as if an active frontage is
required without justifying why it is appropriate in this particular circumstance, and to what extent. It is noted
that under the Living 1 Zone standards there is no requirement for non-residential uses to provide for active
frontages.

At a practical level, it is appropriate to consider if an active frontage is the right response in this location.
Active frontages generally apply within commercial areas for the purposes of achieving an activated
streetscape and public realm environment. Active frontages are about the relationship between the public
space of the street and the private space as developed, and in their purest form are most commonly
promoted in “high street” situations. This area of Brookside Road is not a high pedestrian traffic area.
Furthermore, while there is some commercial activity in the form of the Rolly Inn and the Vet, the immediate
location is not surrounded by pedestrian-orientated activity. As such, in practical terms an active frontage is
not required to support pedestrian activity, albeit it is important to note that the activity itself will create a
good level of activation, with the comings and goings of users.

Active frontages do however promote ‘passive surveillance’ of the public realm and the safety of the
community is a relevant consideration under Policy B3.4.3. Although there are no windows looking directly
onto the pedestrian walkway from Brookside Road those working within the retail store will have open views
of the forecourt and the majority of the parking areas and this will provide for good levels of passive
surveillance of the site. Users within the forecourt area will also provide ‘eyes on the street’ from a CPTED
perspective including of the pedestrian pathway leading from Brookside Road. For those areas that are not
fully in view, it is acceptable from a CPTED perspective to utilise CCTV in these instances and this is
proposed.

In finalising the proposal layout the Design Team considered the relocation of the ‘service’ area and potential
introduction of a window for the office space. Relocation of the rubbish compound to the northern end of the
retail store is problematic as vehicle manoeuvring for this rubbish trucks would clash with the traffic ‘exiting’
the site onto the State Highway. The 3 car parks to the north of the shop currently are for ‘staff only’ and
therefore are not likely to cause this same conflict with traffic movements. In addition, the car parks for the
Rolly Inn are most appropriately located together and as close to Brookside Road as is practicable. The
introduction of a window into the office raises a range of new security concerns and is also unlikely to make
a material difference to the extent of passive surveillance. Staff are required to be attentive to the forecourt,
within the shop and, with regards to the rest of the site, to the CCTV surveillance. The office space would not
provide for ongoing passive surveillance insofar as it is used infrequently / inconsistently. This is unlike, for
example, typical retail stores developed in a “high street” type style, where the focus of staff is directed to
people entering or within the shop. A window in the location and at the height suggested by Council is also
considered a security risk and potentially puts staff, customers and pedestrians at higher risk. Any such
windows would have to be steel barred at relatively narrow intervals, which would not encourage people to
spend time in the area. As such, from a functional and operational perspective this change to the design is
not considered appropriate in this instance.
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Careful consideration has been given to how to promote a quality environment adjacent to the shop for
pedestrians approaching on foot from Brookside Road. The mitigation measures proposed include the
introduction of a rock wall and seating arrangement and aligning the footpath towards the shop entrance.
The space will be highly visible from the wider forecourt area and from Brookside Road and from a CPTED
perspective considered an acceptable outcome. In addition, the path has a clearly identifiable entrance point
and the layout and design of service stations are well recognised by the general public. It will be obvious to
users of the path that it extends into the broader service station site and will provide access to the shop. To
that end, no one using it will perceive it as a “path to no-where”. The footpath and seating area will be
pleasant and visually attractive and comprises a nhumber of elements providing visual interest and depth and
reinforcing an appropriate human scale. This landscape response is entirely appropriate and is certainly not
typical for commercial environment. In addition, the Rolly Inn staff car parking in this location will create
activity in this area and they will also utilise the path. There is a good degree of separation between the car
wash and shop, making this area more open and reinforcing its contribution to passive surveillance.

In terms of ‘built form continuity’, there is no requirement under the Living 1 Zone standards to ensure
continuity of built form on adjacent sites, rather the policy intent focuses on managing effects, so the activity
is compatible with the character, quality and amenity values of the zone (Policy B3.4.27 in

particular). Careful consideration has therefore been given to how the proposal will both draw from the built
form patterns in the vicinity (and how these contribute to the character of the area) and to manage visual and
amenity effects. This includes being cognisant of the relationship between buildings and the street (rhythm),
use of landscape along street frontages and between buildings (separation), and the scale and form of
buildings. As such, the proposal is considered to achieve an appropriate built form outcome through the use
of scale and location of buildings and landscaping. The location of the carwash along Brookside Road will
enable some continuity of built form along the northern side of Brookside Road between the Fire Station and
the Rolly Inn. This continuity will be further strengthened by the landscape strip. In addition, the landscape
strategy will help to manage the visual appearance of the service station from the residential properties
opposite as per the relevant policy requirements of the Living 1 zone including in terms of outlook. A window
could be introduced along the southern elevation of the car wash, but it was considered from a residential
amenity perspective that the current design which comprises a stone wall and landscaping is a better
response to addressing visual amenity effects.

It is important to clarify the reference to ‘extensive’ signage along the southern retail elevation. As per Figure
1, 2x LPG ‘Swap N Go’ cages are proposed. These include panel artwork explaining how this service works
and outlines relevant Health and Safety considerations. Each panel is 1.650m wide and as such is not
considered to be ‘extensive’. Visually the scale and size of the signage will have not materially impact the
residential properties’ opposite. Furthermore, the reference to “large scale service station signage having
been placed on Brookside Road” is factually incorrect. The only signage proposed along this frontage is for
traffic direction purposes and can hardly be described as “large scale”. The carwash sign on the northern
side of the carwash faces into the site and will not be visible from Brookside Road.
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Figure 1: Exert of Drawing Z_PS_A09 — Proposed External Elevations — Stone Wall, Seating Area and ‘Swap N Go’ Cage along
Southern Elevation of Retail Store
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4.0 Summary and Conclusions

This Memorandum outlines a response to the urban design issues raised in the Council’s Rfl for a new Z
Energy petrol station in Rolleston which focus on a greater active frontage along Brookside Road.

In summary, careful consideration has also been given to how best to address the interface with Brookside
Road in terms of built form and activation (along with the internal boundary with the Rolleston Highway
Motel/Fire Station). This has resulted in a development that has an active frontage facing the forecourt and
the rear (back) of the building aligning with the internal boundary. This allows for outlook across the site but
also to Brookside Road. The previous alternative design focused on overlooking towards the State Highway
and therefore less overlooking of the residential street environment would have been possible.

Active frontages and associated overlooking from non-residential activity also needs to be balanced against
visual amenity and privacy issues for the residential property’s opposite, with a greater landscape focus
being the preferred strategy for this project. In addition, an active frontage is not considered appropriate for
this site given a lack of pedestrian focused activities in the immediate vicinity.

The introduction of an additional window in the retail store is not considered necessary given the petrol
station will generate a good level of activity with the comings and goings of users. From a practical
perspective there are functional and operational constraints to introducing additional windows to facilitate
additional passive surveillance of the site. From a CPTED perspective, the retail store includes a large
glazed frontage along the eastern facade that will provide a direct line of sight of the forecourt area and the
majority of the site. For those areas that are not fully in view, it is acceptable from a CPTED perspective to
utilise CCTV in these instances and this is proposed. The proposal will promote a quality environment
adjacent to the shop for pedestrians approaching on foot from Brookside Road

In conclusion, the proposal is considered to be acceptable in urban design and CPTED terms.
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ESTABLISHING EXISTING USE RIGHTS AND THEREFORE THE EXISTING ENVIRONMENT

The below analysis builds on the analysis contained in Section 3.1 of the AEE. Note that the Council
resource consents were stored off-site and were unable to be retrieved and scanned prior to closure of
the Council offices due to the coronavirus alert level being elevated to Stage 4. Additional analysis of
those consents can be completed at a later date, if required.

1.0 Section 10 RMA

In accordance with Section 10 RMA, certain uses in relation to land are protected. Relevant to the
Rolly Inn, land may be used in a manner that contravenes a rule in a district plan or proposed district
plan if:

(i) the use was lawfully established before the rule became operative or the proposed plan was
notified; and

(ii) the effects of the use are the same or similar in character, intensity, and scale to those which
existed before the rule became operative or the proposed plan was notified:

Existing use rights do not apply when:

(i) a use of land that contravenes a rule in a district plan or a proposed district plan has been
discontinued for a continuous period of more than 12 months after the rule in the plan
became operative or the proposed plan was notified, except in certain circumstances; and/or

(ii) Reconstruction or alteration of, or extension to, any building to which this section applies
increases the degree to which the building fails to comply with any rule in a district plan or
proposed district plan.

Each of these requirements is addressed in the material below.

2.0 Lawful Establishment
The consenting history of the Rolly Inn is attached as Annexure 1.

It is very clear from the consenting history that the Council has on multiple occasions accepted that
the tavern activities at the Rolly Inn have been lawfully established over time. From the 1967 Council
record, it is clear that EUR have only been questioned three times:

1. When the gaming / entertainment area was developed and when resource consent was
obtained;

2. When the smokers’ area was being developed and then only because it encroached into the
Brookside Road yard, not because of the tavern activities themselves;

3. Whenresource consent was obtained for the takeaway / restaurant activity (which we assume
was an expansion from previous activity).

Notably, the balance of the Rolly Inn activity has been established and continuously operating over
many, many years and records establish that the Council has accepted and relied on the application
of existing use rights to the activity.

The above effectively establishes that the current activity at the site has been lawfully established and
therefore forms part of the existing environment, with the exception of the smoker’s area for which
consent is now sought on a without prejudice basis.



3.0 Effects being same or similar

Approved plans show the current building matches, internally and externally, either existing use rights
or as consented, with the exception of the smoker’s area. They also show 40 carparking spaces
provided to the west of the Rolly Inn, and two vehicle crossings: an approximately 7.5-8m entry
crossing to the drive in bottle store at the eastern end of Brookside Road (approximately in the current
location), and an approximately 12 - 13m two-way crossing just to the southwest of the drive through
canopy, providing entry to the carparking area and exit from both the carparking and drive through
areas.

The original hotel comprised bars, a dining room/restaurant and kitchen. It is understood to have
been established approximately 1935, and it can be found on aerial photos dating to the 1940s. The
upstairs was used for travellers and living accommodation, with the downstairs being bar areas
(public and private), restaurant and ancillary activities. It is understood (and can be expected) that
the restaurant served breakfast, lunch and dinner and that the activity operated on a 24/7 basis.

In terms of hours, while these have varied historically, from the 1990s onwards the on-licence for
the site lists the hours as 7am -3am, with off licence being 11am - 9pm, except that recently (in the
last 1- 2 years), the on licence hours have been limited to 7am — 2am the next day, which establishes
the parameters for EUR for the bar activity per se. Ancillary activities including cleaning,
maintenance, office and administration activities will have inevitably operated outside these
operating hours as needed.

In combination with the discussion in Section 2.0 above, that effectively establishes that the current
activity at the site has been lawfully established, with the exception of the smokers’ area and therefore
forms part of the existing environment.

3.0 Exclusions

For the record, the tavern activity is not known to have been discontinued for a continuous period of
more than 12 months.

Where reconstruction, alteration or extension to any building to which Section 10 RMA applies has
increased the degree to which the building fails to comply with any rule in a district plan or proposed
district plan, resource consent has been obtained with the exception of the smoker’s area, for which
consent is now sought.



ANNEXURE 1: CONSENTING HISTORY OF THE ROLLY INN

Original Building

Historical aerial photographs establish that the Rolly Inn was constructed circa the 1940s, although
there are no records on the SDC property file for that time.

Chronology of Council’s Records

Council records date back to 1967, when a bar extension was approved.

Bar Extension - Rolleston Hotel

1967 — extension to the public bar

e Building Permit A012069 approved for a bar extension. Refer plans below. Code Compliance
Certificate not required. It is noted that a letter to the Country Clerk dated 2 August 1967
refers to parking arrangements, bar and bottle store entrances on the site having been
discussed with the Ministry of Works.
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Building Permit information (sometimes incomplete) is recorded for the following key improvements
thereafter:



= 1977 — Permit No H980024 - alterations to the (existing) tavern, including new bottle and cool
stores and Permit No 1855P / 856D for plumbing and drainage and septic tanks. Existing and
Proposed Ground Floor Plans as well as Site Plan included below:
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= 1978 — Permit No 1942P and 1943 D - replumbing of the kitchen and upstairs areas;

= 1979 - Advertising sign - steel pole on concrete base and located at the junction of Brookside Road
and Main Road South. Specifications not clear however the purpose of the sign is recorded as
being to give directions to the carpark and to notify patrons that there is a meal bar and a family
bar on site;

= 1979 — Erection of a double car garage — iron on concrete foundation; and

= 1987 — New graphics on an existing sign along the eastern end of Main South Road and a new pole
sign some 1.8m x 1.2m along the western end of Main South Road;

No Code Compliance Certificates were required for the above, as they pre-dated the Building Act 1991.

Tavern Alterations

1993 — Commercial alterations to the tavern.

e Building Consent R410641 — appears to be internal framing work to the ground floor (bracing),
between the kitchen area and the bar areas, with the intended use being Lounge Bar -
Restaurant. These alterations were “signed off” by the Council’s Planner on 5.1.93, prior to
the issue of the Consent on 8-6-93. Code Compliance Certificate was issued on 17-1-94.



PART GROUND FLOOR PLAN

Takeaway/restaurant

Date unknown - establish and operate a takeaway/restaurant with the Living 1 zone
e Resource Consent R085304 — approved and is assumed to have been given effect.

Extension of the Tavern to Include the Gaming Room
2000 — additions / alterations to the hotel.

e Building Permit 001388 approved for the following type of work: hotel addition for use
including gaming room, atrium area and amend bathroom facilities. Fire occupancy noted as
for 300 people. Code Compliance Certificate issued 14/04/05.
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e R304455 (resource consent) —extend the tavern by 5 metres north into carpark to provide for
a gaming/entertaining room (approved and given effect).



Alterations to Tavern

2003 — commercial tavern alterations.

e Building Permit 030513 approved for the following type of work: demolition of internal
partition (Commercial Tavern). Code Compliance Certificate issued 13/05/05.

This demolition opened out the area between the previous public and lounge bars.
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Addition of the Smokers Area
2004 — addition of the covered terrace (smoking area).

= Building Permit 041615 approved 30/11/04 for the following type of work: commercial building
addition — covered terrace (for use as a smokers’ area).
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area is sealed Road Setback

The permit was issued subject to a RMA restriction on its implementation because the building
did not comply with the setback of 4m from the road boundary (Brookside Road only) and was
therefore not considered to comply with the provisions for Existing Uses in Section 10 RMA. It is
important to record that correspondence from the Council at the time clearly states that EUR did
not apply to the smoker’s area because it constituted a proposed extension to an existing building
where that extension did not comply with the requirements of the District Plan, and not because
of the activity per se — see excerpt from the Permit records below.



[Restrictions on Implementing Building Consent 041615

Section 35(1A), Building Act 1991

Building work authorised py Building Consent No. 041615 in respect of building work at:

2 BROOKSIDE ROAD, ROLLESTON
LOT 1 DP 75460 BLK Iil LEESTON SD

Street Address:
Legal Description:

is also required to have the following authorisation under the Resource Management Act
1991:

: P ith the minimum setback distance from road boundaries for a
o l?mldlng d o n?r:ec?:;ﬂgit\i’volLZI or Proposed district plans. A setback‘ distance of 4 '
el actlxlty lr;d boundary is required to comply. This building work involves replacmg,
metrfes feom | e;gn an existing building, but the proposed work does not comply with the
alter!ng oo exteEn 'lt% Uses in Section 10 of the Resource ManagementA_ct 1991 because it
gz\xséi?;nggn ﬁ)sa:ngexisting building. Please contact the Council's Planning Department for

more information on applying for @ resource consent.

Until that authorisation has been obtained no building work to which the above building
consent relates may be undertaken.

Failure to observe the restrictions of this certificate may result in enforcement proceedings
under the Resource Management Act 1991.

Erection of a Liquor Shop and Demolition of a Garage

2005 - erect a liquor bottle shop

e Building Permit 051902 for the following type of work: erect a liquor store and demolish a
garage. Withdrawn.

e 2005 - R307252 - resource consent to erect a liquor bottle shop identified as having been
formally received 19/01/05 but was either not pursued or not given effect.

Demolition of Rolly Inn

2019 — Demolition of Rolly Inn

e RC185700 - Certificate of Compliance issued authorising the demolition of the existing Rolly
Inn building at 2 Brookside Road.
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20 March 2020

4Sight Consulting

Attention: Michelle Kemp
Senior Planning and Policy Consultant

Dear Michelle

Z Rolleston RC205094 Selwyn RFI- Traffic Response

This letter contains responses to the Selwyn District Council’s transport-related requests for further information. Each
request is outlined below followed by our response.

Request 5: Itis noted that the applicant has liaised with the NZ Transport Agency, although written approval has not yet
been provided. Please either provide the written approval, or respond to the following queries (a and b below):

a) The vehicle tracking of fuel deliveries into the application site from SH1 indicates these vehicles will likely need
to slow considerably in the through traffic lane on SH1. Please provide an assessment of the effects of this
slowing upon the safety and efficiency of the State highway.

b) Vehicles accessing the service station are likely to slow in the through traffic lane on SH1. Whilst we
acknowledge there are other accesses and intersections along this segment of road, they appear to be of a
higher standard that enables vehicles to negotiate the access / intersection at higher speeds. In particular,
traffic turning into the service station and fast food to the east of Tennyson Street have longer diverge lanes,
meaning these vehicles are able to exit the State highway at higher speeds than is anticipated for the
application site. In contrast, vehicles exiting the State highway to access the application site will likely need to
do so slower because of the proximity of the pumps and vehicles within the site. Please provide further
justification of the effects on slowing through traffic on the State highway associated with the application site.

Stantec Response: a) Itis considered the infrequency of the tanker movements (one or two into the site per day) means
they will have a negligible effect on through traffic on the highway.

In 2018, a previous site layout for the proposed service station was developed however the consent application was
subsequently withdrawn. That service station layout had a single two-way vehicle access on SH1. Tankers would have
been required to slow down and turn into the site from the through lane. Furthermore, they would have required most of
the width of the two-way driveway to make the turn, meaning that if occasionally a vehicle was waiting to exit the site, the
tanker would have had to wait until that vehicle had cleared the access. NZTA provided their formal approval of the
proposed access arrangements in 2018.

Although NZTA have not given formal approval for the current application, they have indicated that the proposed access
arrangements are preferable to those previously proposed. The tanker will be able to turn into the site unobstructed and
therefore any effect on following traffic will only be momentary.

b) During the development of the previous access arrangements in 2018, it was agreed with NZTA that a wide shoulder
rather than a formal left turn lane was the most appropriate left turn provision in this location. This arrangement will
result in vehicles staying in the through lane longer, meaning trailing vehicles will be more visible for drivers exiting the
site. Also, trailing vehicles will be required to slow slightly which will benefit the safe operation of the service station exit.
It was considered these safety benefits outweighed any potential concern with low-frequency and relatively low-impact
rear-end crashes.

Stantec New Zealand

Hazeldean Business Park PO Box 13-052 TEL +64 3 366 7449
6 Hazeldean Road Armagh FAX +64 3 366 7780
Ref No.: 310203664 Addington, Christchurch 8024 Christchurch 8141
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The proposed entry and exit driveways are now proposed separated by some 35m, however it is still considered the
same safety benefits apply from providing a wide shoulder for informal deceleration rather than providing a left turn lane.
Furthermore, given the proximity to the other nearby intersections and activities and the presence of vehicles turning to
and from the highway, it is considered drivers are alert and will readily be able to slow if a vehicle is turning left in front of
them.

As outlined, the feedback from NZTA has been that the now proposed access arrangements are preferable to the
previous ones for which they gave formal approval.

Reguest 6: We note that the eastern access to SH1 is proposed to be ingress only (i.e. no exit). Although there are
signs proposed to indicate no exit, we consider this could be further reinforced through white-line markings on the ground
(such as directional arrows and “no-exit” text). Please consider the merit of further reinforcing the no exit arrangement at
this location.

Stantec Response: We agree marking could help reinforce the no-exit message and will investigate whether useful
marking could be provided with the site designer. However, we would not want to add marking for the sake of it and only
contribute to on-site clutter.

Request 9: A minor relocation is required of the InterCity bus stop. Please comment as to whether this has been
discussed and found to be acceptable by the affected parties (i.e. the NZ Transport Agency and InterCity)

Stantec Response: ltis unclear whether the bus stop will need to move at all, or if it does, by how much. We propose
to consider the bus stop location further at the detailed design stage, when topographical data will be available, the
proposed SH1 design will be developed and the preferred location for the bus stop can be confirmed.

Request 10: The Rolly Inn car parking demand and supply has been assessed largely on the basis of the existing
activity. Although events at the Rolly Inn function centre are anticipated to be infrequent (twice per month), please
provide an assessment of the likely car parking demand at the time of an event, whether this can be accommodated on-
site and (if not) the extent to which there will be on-street car parking.

Stantec Response: As outlined in Section 12.5 of our transportation assessment, we have assessed a District Plan car
parking requirement for the function room of nine spaces based on the ‘place of assembly’ rate.

We have recorded a peak parking demand for the existing activities of approximately 20 parking spaces on a Saturday
night, with parking demands being significantly lower through the remainder of the week.

The 35 spaces proposed for the Rolly Inn will be more than enough to accommodate 20 vehicles for the existing
activities and nine vehicles for the function room.

In practice, it is acknowledged the function room could generate more car parking demand than nine spaces for some
events. For the kind of events that could occur on a Saturday night e.g. a birthday party, it would be expected that some
guests would be dropped off, some may walk, and many would share rides. Not all events would have 60 people at
them, but it is considered realistic that a 60-person birthday party could generate a car parking demand of approximately
15 spaces. It is expected that on most weekends, this level of car parking demand would be able to be accommodated
on-site along with existing Rolly Inn car parking demands. Any on-street car parking demand would be expected to be
low in magnitude. As noted in our report, there will be room for approximately 10 vehicles kerbside along the Rolly Inn
and Z frontages. Other events in the function room which could have higher parking demands, e.g. meetings, would be
expected to occur during other times of the week when the Rolly Inn has low parking demands.

It should be re-iterated that the function room is proposed to be used only twice a month on average, and it is possible
that its use and the peak time at the Rolly Inn will only coincide very occasionally. Also, not all events will have 60
people attending. It is considered the 35 parking spaces proposed on-site will provide a practical parking supply and
flexibility for any occasional peak parking demands for either the ground floor or first floor activities. Furthermore, it is not
an efficient use of resources to provide on-site car parking for all possible peak parking demands across the year.

Itr_z_rolleston_fi_traffic_response_200320.docx
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Request 11: The assessment of the cycle parking hon-compliance at the Rolly Inn indicates there is no change in
activity, whereas the application includes a function centre that is not currently at the site. Please provide commentary
on the potential additional cycle demand associated with functions and whether there is need for additional cycle parking.

Stantec Response: Itis understood there is minimal or no cycle parking demand at the Rolly Inn currently and no cycle
parking has been provided on-site historically. Itis considered locals would be more likely to cycle to the takeaway
restaurant and/or the bar currently than they would be to a more formal event in the function room. Nevertheless, it is
recommended that two bicycle rails (to accommodate up to four bicycles) are provided near the entrance to the building
which would be beneficial to the existing activities as well as the function room.

| trust these responses are clear but would be happy to discuss if required.

Yours sincerely

Andrew Leckie
Project Transportation Engineer
Stantec New Zealand

Itr_z_rolleston_fi_traffic_response_200320.docx
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23 March 2020

4Sight Consulting
PO Box 911 310
Victoria St West
Auckland 1142

Attention: Michelle Kemp

Dear Michelle
RESPONSE TO RFI —Z ENERGY SERVICE STATION, ROLLESTON

As requested, we have responded to point 12 of the Request for Further Information (RFI) issued by Selwyn
District Council on 11 March 2020 regarding the proposed Z Energy Service Station in Rolleston. The query is
provided in italics below, followed by our response:

12. In the Marshall Day Acoustics Assessment of Noise Effects, section 5.3 MDA note that the District Plan
night-time noise limit of 70 dB Lamax could be exceeded when a heavy vehicle accesses the site and
uses its park brake. This would also exceed the provided WHO criteria of 60 dB Lamas, and may exceed
the NZS criteria of 75 dB Lamax, therefore may cause disruption to sleeping. We note the noise survey
showed existing maximum noise events per 10 min measure in the order of 78 dB Lamax. Please state
the likely incidence and maximum level of loud night-time noise events generated by the proposed
service station activity and provide a comparison to the incidence and maximum level of existing loud
night-time events. Consider the reasonability of facilitating exit of refuelling tankers direct to SH1. [sic]

The maximum noise levels predicted at the nearest receivers are similar to those produced by traffic on the
existing roading network but would occur much less often.

Our predicted maximum noise levels from heavy vehicle access and park brake use is provided in Table 1
below. The greatest maximum noise levels are experienced at 7 Brookside Road, a vacant site, and
9 Brookside Road when a fuel tanker uses its park brake near the fuel delivery area.

We understand that fuel deliveries are anticipated to occur one to two times per day during peak periods,
but that deliveries would generally be less frequent. Therefore, the maximum noise levels from park brake
use are only anticipated to occur up to two times per day. Smaller heavy vehicles such as waste disposal
trucks will produce lower maximum noise levels than the larger fuel tankers.

In addition, we note that the site is not set up for other heavy vehicles to access the site as they are
anticipated to favour the truck stop located approximately one kilometre away on the opposite side of State
Highway 1 for refuelling.

Table 1: Predicted maximum noise levels from heavy vehicle access and park brake use

Receiver Predicted maximum noise level, dB Lamax
(dwelling unless otherwise stated) Heavy vehicle access Park brake use
3-5 Brookside Road (Veterinary <70 74
Clinic)

4 Brookside Road* <70 <70

6 Brookside Road* (vacant site) <70 <70

7 Brookside Road (vacant site) 73 79

9 Brookside Road 72 78

This document may not be reproduced in full or in part without the written consent of Marshall Day Acoustics Limited
Lt 001 RO1 20190944 Response to RFI - Z Energy Service Station Rolleston 1
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MARSHALL DAY a

Acoustics
Receiver Predicted maximum noise level, dB Lamax
(dwelling unless otherwise stated) Heavy vehicle access Park brake use
11 Brookside Road <70 75
10 Byron Street <70 <70
12 Byron Street <70 71
14 Byron Street <70 72
20 Byron Street <70 73

* Includes noise reduction provided by the proposed solid boundary fence described in Section 5.2 of our Assessment of
Noise Effects report (Rp 001 RO1 20190944, dated 7 February 2020).

In terms of sleep disturbance, night-time on-site heavy vehicle movements will be below the WHO guideline
value of 45 dB Laeq(1smin) for minimising the onset of sleep disturbance with bedroom windows open at the
nearest dwellings, as stated in Section 6.2 of our report. We confirm that we consider the potential noise
effects of the proposed on-site heavy vehicle movements to be acceptable, given the existing ambient noise
environment.

We trust this information is satisfactory. If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact
us.

Yours faithfully
MARSHALL DAY ACOUSTICS LTD

Ao Seples

Aaron Staples
Senior Acoustic Engineer

This document may not be reproduced in full or in part without the written consent of Marshall Day Acoustics Limited
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30 March 2020

Martin Robertson, Environmental Manager
Z Energy Limited

PO Box 2091

Wellington

Dear Martin

NES Consent Review - Proposed Z Rolleston, 2 Brookside Road, Ellesmere, Rolleston 7614

1.0 Introduction

This letter has been prepared by AECOM New Zealand Limited (AECOM) on behalf of Z Energy Limited
(Z Energy) to provide additional information to support resource consent application RC205094 for 2-
10 Brookside Road, Ellesmere, Rolleston (the site).

2.0 Background

Z Energy plan to develop the site, which is currently occupied by a public house and related car-parking,
into a retail service station.

Selwyn District Council issued a letter dated 11 March 2020 (reference RC205094) requesting further
information (the s92 letter). Points 15 and 16 of the s92 letter requested further information about
National Environmental Standard (NES?) Soil Contamination aspect of the application, which this letter
addresses.

3.0 Responseto Section 92 Request for Further Information
Responses to the specific points raised in the s92 letter are provided in the following sections:
3.1 Point 15

Point 15 — “It is noted that the AECOM report states that the existing “hotspot” will be outside the
area of disturbance, however the plans indicate that the area is likely to be disturbed. Please
provide comment.”

Please refer to the attached plans (Figure 1) which shows the location of sample 205 SS.

EDC? described sample 205 SS as “located between a shed and the entrance to restaurant, in the yard
area and appeared to be a thin veneer of fill (50 mm)”.

The location is within the yard area between outbuildings to the west (which will be demolished) and the
entrance between the carpark area and existing restaurant. A sealed, concreted footpath will be
constructed at ground level around the western, southern and south-eastern sides of the existing public
house building and will involve some disturbance of shallow soils.

3.2 Point 16

Point 16 — “Please note that if the area is to be disturbed, | consider that the NES would apply. The
soil in the hotspot area does need to be dealt with appropriately. Because lead concentrations in
this area exceed the commercial/industrial guidelines the disturbance would most likely be a
restricted discretionary activity. Depending on the plans for dealing with the hotspot, either a
management plan or validation report should be provided detailing what works took place to
manage, or remove the hotspot.”

Although the land in the vicinity of sample 205 SS is planned to be disturbed as part of the development,
we do not consider that the NES applies.

! The Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect
Human Health) Regulations. Ministry for the Environment, 2011.

2 Engineering Design Consultants (EDC), Rolly Inn Development, 45 Main South Road, Rolleston, Detailed Site Investigation
Report, dated 09/08/2018. Project reference: 48122.

\\nzchc1fp001.au.aecomnet.com\projects\605x\60542718\6. draft docs\6.1 reports\rolleston s92 input - mar 2020\z rolleston 200330 Itr s92
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Figure 3 of the Users’ Guide: NES for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human
Health, reproduced below for convenience, indicates the process for determining applicability of the

NES.
Determining resource consent requirements under the NES
*Activity may be subject to other
Start here to establish whether rules in district or regional plan.
the regulations apply These could include permitted
activity conditions.
NES does not apply* Is the activity covered by Activity is discretionary
No the NES? Reg 5(2)-5(6) under the NES*
Yes
1f1, 2 or 3 not met
No Is the land covered by the NES?
Reg 5(7)-5(9); reg 6 Activity is restricted
Ifaisno Not sure discretionary under the NES*
A preliminary site investigation Yes A detailed site investigation is
can establish if: required on the piece of land.
a. Itis more likely than not a ifaisyes 1. Conduct a detailed site Yes
HAIL site Reg 5(7)c; reg 6(3) mvesnlgatn_on as pe.r reg . | -
b. It is highly unlikely that there Can the activity comply with ﬁl??ﬂ.ﬁ.ﬁ".: f:";'('z‘; By Does the soil contamination
will be a risk to human health permitted activity conditions 9 8(2)). present exceed the applicable
Not sure under reg 87 No 2. Identify the applicable standard standard? Reg 9(1)(b) or reg

if the activity is done Reg 8(4)

Ifbis no Ifbisyes

Yes

Activity is permitted
under the NES*

for the soil as per reg 7.

w

. Prepare a report on the site
investigation and provide to
consent authority. Reg 9(1)(c)
orreg 10(2)(c)

It is our assessment that the NES does not apply on the following basis:
Is the activity covered by the NES? Regulation 5(2)-5(6)? Yes

Proposed activity would exceed the Soil Disturbance thresholds.

10(2)(v)

No

Activity is controlled
under the NES*

Is the land covered by the NES? Regulation 5(7)-5(9)? No and therefore NES does not apply.

Itis more likely than not that an activity described in the Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL3)
has not been undertaken at the site (NES Regulation 5(7). This was the conclusion of the AECOM
Limited ESA%.

NES Regulation 5(7) states:
Land covered
(7) The piece of land is a piece of land that is described by 1 of the following:
(a) an activity or industry described in the HAIL is being undertaken on it:
(b) an activity or industry described in the HAIL has been undertaken on it:

(c) it is more likely than not that an activity or industry described in the HAIL is
being or has been undertaken on it.

8 Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL), Ministry for the Environment, 2011b.
4 AECOM, 2018. 2 Brookside Road, Ellesmere-Rolleston 7614, Limited Environmental Site Assessment. Dated 21 June 2018.
Reference 60542718.
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With the absence of any evidence indicating HAIL activities at the site, the NES should not apply. This
was discussed in the letter prepared by AECOM dated 24 January 2020°.

Following receipt of the EDC report, Environment Canterbury categorised the land as HAIL category I:

“I — Any other land that has been subject to the intentional or accidental release of a hazardous
substance in sufficient quantity that it could be a risk to human health or the environment”

However, the soil analytical results for the site do not indicate hazardous substances “in_sufficient
guantities to cause a risk to human health or the environment”.

The EDC detailed site investigation (DSI) stated that:

“Although this area [in the vicinity of sample 205 SS] is limited, it is considered to present an
unacceptable risk to the human health of end users, and it is recommended that the soil is removed
from site... or alternatively on-site management measures will be necessary”.

AECOM disagrees with this assessment: The single sample (#205) which contained a lead
concentration that exceeded the SCS for commercial/industrial land-use outdoor worker (unpaved), is
located immediately to the southwest of the existing Rolleston Inn building which will remain following
the proposed development.

Two commercial / industrial scenarios are considered, for indoor and outdoor workers, to recognise the
different exposure these two groups would have to soil.

e Indoor workers have no direct exposure to soil, but may contact indoor dust, and have exposure
to volatiles. This scenario covers people such as full-time factory and shop workers.

e  Outdoor workers are those involved full-time in everyday outdoor maintenance activities involving
moderate digging and landscaping (e.g., the site caretaker). Such a worker is expected to have
an elevated soil ingestion rate, dermal exposure and inhalation of dust or vapours.

This part of the site will be sealed post development; therefore, as outlined in the Ministry for the
Environment (MfE) Methodology for Deriving Standards for Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human
Health (the Methodology), commercial / industrial (indoor worker) is appropriate where direct exposure
to soil is limited or zero. Table 34 of the Methodology indicates there is no limit for lead for the
commercial/industrial indoor worker scenario; therefore, for the current and proposed land use the
sample is not considered to exceed the SCS.

It is also noted that a second sample (205 US) was collected by EDC immediately beneath samples
205 SS (at a depth of 0.1-0.15 m). This sample returned a lead result of 403 mg/kg. Two other samples
collected from the yard area, 206 SS and 206 US returned results of 203 mg/kg and 16.2 mg/kg. These
results indicate that the result of 205 SS does not represent a significant area of soil, either vertically or
laterally, and is likely to be an outlier®.

The developer may decide to remove the shallow fill in that area and replace it with imported clean fill
for geotechnical reasons. Risks associated with the soil disturbance would be managed via the controls
described in Z's Environmental Management Plan (EMP); the soil would also require appropriate
management during handling and disposal.

However, these works would not fall under the NES which does not consider the maintenance /
excavation work scenario as the NES Technical Review Group considered it was more appropriate that
exposure be limited through the site-specific controls that are required under health and safety legislation
(see Section 3.2.1 of the Methodology). Accordingly, a management plan, such as Z's EMP (included
with the application) would be suitable to cover intrusive work at this location.

5 AECOM, NES Consent Review — Proposed Z Rolleston, 2 Brookside Road, Ellesmere, Rolleston 7614. Dated 24 January 2020.
6 Refer Section 5.4.4 of the Contaminated Land Management Guidelines No. 5. Ministry for the Environment, 2011.
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4.0 Closing

We trust that this information is of assistance with your consent application. If you require further
information as the project progresses, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Yours faithfully

,;i/,;)— pz ‘7 _
/ /)( ~T —— cwM
,"/

[
Josh Girvin Sarah Knowles

Senior Environmental Consultant Associate Director — Environment
josh.girvin@aecom.com sarah.knowles@aecom.com
Mobile: +64 21 901 356 Mobile: +64 21 302 320

Direct Dial: +64 3 996 6119
Direct Fax: +64 3 966 6001

encl: Figure 1 - Z Brookside Road

AECOM letter dated 24 January 2020 - NES Consent Review
cc: Karen Blair (4Sight Consulting);

Neil Moon (Z Energy Limited)

Statement of Limitations

This document was prepared for the sole use of Z Energy Limited, the only intended beneficiaries of our work. Any advice,
opinions or recommendations contained in this document should be read and relied upon only in the context of the document and
related project as a whole and are considered current to the date of this document. Any other party should satisfy themselves
that the scope of work conducted and reported herein meets their specific needs. AECOM cannot be held liable for third party
reliance on this document, as AECOM is not aware of the specific needs of the third party.

This document was prepared for the purpose described in the scope of works proposal document dated 20 April 2017 and as
agreed to by Z Energy Limited. From a technical perspective, the subsurface environment at any site may present substantial
uncertainty. It is a heterogeneous, complex environment, in which small subsurface features or changes in geologic conditions
can have substantial impacts on water and chemical movement. Uncertainties may also affect source characterisation
assessment of chemical fate and transport in the environment, assessment of exposure risks and health effects, and remedial
action performance.

AECOM'’s professional opinions are based upon its professional judgement, experience, and training. These opinions are also
based upon data derived from previous reports and the testing and analysis described in this document. It is possible that
additional testing and analysis might produce different results and/or different opinions. AECOM has limited its investigation to
the scope agreed upon with its client. AECOM believes that its opinions are reasonably supported by the testing and analysis
that have been done, and that those opinions have been developed according to the professional standard of care for the
environmental consulting profession in this area at this time. That standard of care may change and new methods and practices
of exploration, testing, analysis and remediation may develop in the future, which might produce different results.

AECOM'’s professional opinions contained in this document are subject to modification if additional information is obtained, through
further investigation, observations, or validation testing and analysis during remedial activities.

© AECOM New Zealand Limited. All rights reserved.
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24 January 2020

Martin Robertson, Environmental Manager
Z Energy Limited

PO Box 2091

Wellington

Dear Martin

NES Consent Review - Proposed Z Rolleston, 2 Brookside Road, Ellesmere, Rolleston 7614

1.0 Introduction

This letter has been prepared by AECOM New Zealand Limited (AECOM) on behalf of Z Energy Limited
(Z Energy) to provide additional information relating to environmental condition of land at 2-10 Brookside
Road, Ellesmere, Rolleston (the site).

2.0 Background

Z Energy plan to develop the site, which is currently occupied by a public house and related car-parking,
into a retail service station.

21 AECOM Limited Environmental Site Assessment (ESA)

As part of the proposed development, AECOM prepared a limited environmental site assessment (ESA)
in 2018". Fieldworks were completed in May 2017 to coincide with a geotechnical investigation occurring
at that time.

A review of site history did not identify Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL) activities and
therefore the Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing
Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011 (NES Soil) was not considered to
apply. A total of nine soil samples were collected and analysed for a range of potential contaminants,
including metals. The results of which complied with the applicable standards under regulation 7 of the
NES Soil for commercial/industrial land-use.

2.2 Engineering Design Consultants’ Detailed Site Investigation (DSI)

Engineering Design Consultants Limited (EDC) also completed an environmental investigation in 20182
at 45 Main South Road, which included sampling at the site.

One of 24 soil samples analysed for lead (ref. #205) exceeded the soil contaminant standard (SCS) for
commercial/industrial outdoor worker (unpaved). The report noted that: “This sample was located
between a shed and the entrance to restaurant, in the yard area and appeared to be a thin veneer of fill
(50 mm). The natural soil at 100 mm depth beneath the elevated surface sample was below the SCS
but approximately one order of magnitude higher than the background concentration for lead’.

Environment Canterbury listed the site on the Listed Land Use Register (LLUR) under HAIL category “I
— Any other land” with site category yet to be reviewed as a result of the EDC investigation.

3.0 Management of Lead Exceedance

The single sample (#205) which contained a lead concentration that exceeded the SCS for
commercial/industrial land-use outdoor worker (unpaved), is located immediately to the southwest of the
existing Rolleston Inn building (which will remain following the proposed development). The location will
lie just to the northeast of the proposed car-park from the new service station development. This part
of the site is currently sealed and will be sealed post development; therefore, as outlined in the Ministry
for the Environment (MfE) Methodology for Deriving Standards for Contaminants in Soil to Protect

' AECOM, 2018. Limited Environmental Site Assessment, 2 Brookside Road, Ellesmere-Rolleston 7614,. Final report dated
21 June 2018.

2 EDC, 2018. Detailed Site Investigation Report. Rolly Inn Development, 45 Main South Road, Rolleston. Project 48122.
Revision 0 dated 9 August 2018.
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Human Health (the Methodology), commercial / industrial (indoor worker) is appropriate where direct
exposure to soil is limited or zero. Table 34 of the Methodology indicates there is no limit for lead for
the commercial/industrial indoor worker scenario; therefore, for the current and proposed land use the
sample is not considered to exceed the SCS. It is not considered that HAIL category | Any other land
that has been subject to the intentional or accidental release of a hazardous substance in sufficient
quantity that it could be a risk to human health or the environment applies as the presence of lead does
not present an unacceptable risk to human health. Neither remediation of the lead impacted soil or
subsequent soil validation is required. In the absence of a HAIL activity having occurred on the site, the
NES Soil is not considered to apply.

While the area is not due to be directly disturbed as part of the works, the developer may decide to
remove the shallow fill in that area and replace it with imported clean fill for geotechnical reasons. Soil
disturbance works would be undertaken in accordance with Z's Environmental Management Plan, and
the soil would require appropriate management during handling and disposal.

4.0 Additional Development Footprint

At the time of the AECOM limited ESA, different options for development were under consideration.
Subsequently the plans for the proposed development have been prepared and the site now includes a
portion of land to the west of the previous AECOM investigation area, being part of Lot 1 DP 507204.

A review of the LLUR on 20 January 2020 did not identify any HAIL activities at the additional piece of
land included as part of the development; therefore, the NES Soil is considered not to apply.

As such, additional soil sampling is considered unnecessary and the application can proceed on the
basis of the existing DSI and limited ESA for the wider site. Demolition of the existing building on
10 Brookside Road will need to be managed in such way to avoid contaminating soil (particularly from
asbestos containing material); however, demolition is not a NES Soil matter.

5.0 Closing

We trust that this information is of assistance with your forthcoming consent application. If you require
further information as the project progresses, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Yours faithfully

2T ch/J

Josh Girvin
Senior Environmental Consultant
josh.girvin@aecom.com

Mobile: +64 21 901 356

Sarah Knowles
Associate Director — Environment
sarah.knowles@aecom.com

Mobile: +64 21 302 320

Direct Dial: +64 3 996 6119
Direct Fax: +64 3 966 6001

encl: Figure 1 - Z Brookside Road
cc: Karen Blair (4Sight Consulting);
Neil Moon (Z Energy Limited)

Statement of Limitations

This document was prepared for the sole use of Z Energy Limited, the only intended beneficiaries of our work. Any advice,
opinions or recommendations contained in this document should be read and relied upon only in the context of the document and
related project as a whole and are considered current to the date of this document. Any other party should satisfy themselves
that the scope of work conducted and reported herein meets their specific needs. AECOM cannot be held liable for third party
reliance on this document, as AECOM is not aware of the specific needs of the third party.
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This document was prepared for the purpose described in the scope of works proposal document dated 20 April 2017 and as
agreed to by Z Energy Limited. From a technical perspective, the subsurface environment at any site may present substantial
uncertainty. It is a heterogeneous, complex environment, in which small subsurface features or changes in geologic conditions
can have substantial impacts on water and chemical movement. Uncertainties may also affect source characterisation
assessment of chemical fate and transport in the environment, assessment of exposure risks and health effects, and remedial
action performance.

AECOM'’s professional opinions are based upon its professional judgement, experience, and training. These opinions are also
based upon data derived from previous reports and the testing and analysis described in this document. It is possible that
additional testing and analysis might produce different results and/or different opinions. AECOM has limited its investigation to
the scope agreed upon with its client. AECOM believes that its opinions are reasonably supported by the testing and analysis
that have been done, and that those opinions have been developed according to the professional standard of care for the
environmental consulting profession in this area at this time. That standard of care may change and new methods and practices
of exploration, testing, analysis and remediation may develop in the future, which might produce different results.

AECOM'’s professional opinions contained in this document are subject to modification if additional information is obtained, through
further investigation, observations, or validation testing and analysis during remedial activities.

© AECOM New Zealand Limited. All rights reserved.
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31 March 20

Jane Anderson

c¢/- Selwyn District Council
PO Box 90

Rolleston 7643

By e-mail only: jane.anderson@selwyn.govt.nz

Dear Jane,
Re: RC205094, s92 Further Information Request, 2 Brookside Road, Rolleston

Thank you for your letter dated 11 March 2020. Responses to your requests are detailed below.
Please note that this information now accompanies and forms a part of the application for resource
consent.

Urban Design
1. Please provide comment on providing an active frontage to Brookside Road

Response:
Please refer to Attachment 1 from Jane Rennie, Principle Urban Designer, Boffa Miskell.

We have read Ms Rennie’s response and can confirm that we do not consider any changes are required
to the effects assessment as submitted.

In this case, where comments have been requested in relation to a difference in opinion between
specialists, rather than further information on effects per se, as planners we are required to justify why
we prefer Ms Rennie’s opinion to Ms Wolfer’s opinion. We offer the following.

One issue is the lack of an active frontage on Brookside Road, including a lack of window space along

the southern end of the shop and the southern side of the carwash. Whilst a lot of work has gone into

the design of the site and in particular to addressing the interface between Brookside Road, the

comments included in Matter 1 read to us as if an active frontage is both required and non-existent,

without actually justifying why it is appropriate in this particular circumstance that it be provided, and

to what extent. At a practical level, we consider it inappropriate to apply the active frontage concept in

this instance because this area of Brookside Road is not a high pedestrian traffic area. Furthermore, /
while this is a commercial activity, it is not a pedestrian orientated activity nor is it surrounded by
pedestrian orientated activity. As such, an active frontage is not required to support pedestrian activity
or encourage people to spend time in the area. Nor is required to ensure continuity of built form on
adjacent sites. Active frontages are about the relationship between the public space of the street and
the private space as developed, and in their purest form are most commonly promoted in “high street”
situations. We consider that the proposal has properly paid particular attention to the visual interest
between the site and the public realm and has achieved a connection with the public area in that
context. This includes through the use of scale and location of buildings, landscaping, adoption of
consistent feature elements (rock walls), defined pedestrian pathways, CCTV and lighting, and notes
that the forecourt and parking areas provide some opportunity for passive surveillance. Furthermore,
with regard to the carwash building, this has been deliberately set back from Brookside Road to lessen
its impact on the street and in order to facilitate the provision of landscaping (including the rock

wall). In a practical sense, the provision of landscaping in this location is quite at odds with the
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provision of windows along this elevation. Furthermore, the reference to “large scale service station
signage having been placed on Brookside Road” is factually incorrect. The only signage proposed along
this frontage is for traffic direction purposes and can hardly be described as “large scale”. We note that
the carwash sign on the northern side of the carwash faces into the site and will not be seen at all from
Brookside Road.

Another concern raised relates to the “services” being located to the south of the shop. We consider
that this concern, and the mitigation suggested (namely to move the services area to the north and put
a window in the office) fails to recognise and appreciate that the layout of the shop, including the
services area, has been carefully considered by Z Energy from a functional and operational point of
view. Some of the potential issues arising are that:

e The x3 parks to the north of the shop are for staff only and therefore not likely to cause a
conflict with traffic exiting the site;

e  Shifting the loading area to the north would cause conflict with the exiting traffic;

e The parks for the Rolly Inn are most appropriately located together and as close to Brookside
Road as is practicable;

e  Staff are required to be attentive to the forecourt, within the shop and, with regards to the
rest of the site, to the CCTV surveillance. The office space would not provide for ongoing
passive surveillance insofar as it is used infrequently / inconsistently. This is unlike, for
example, typical retail stores developed in a “high street” type style, where the focus of staff is
directed to people entering or within the shop.

e A window in the location and at the height suggested is considered a security risk and
potentially puts staff, customers and pedestrians at higher risk. Any such windows would
have to be steel barred at relatively narrow intervals, which would not encourage people to
spend time in the area.

The mitigation proposed, in particular the rock wall and seating arrangement, is considered
appropriate because:

e The path has a clearly identifiable entrance point. The layout and design of service stations
are well recognised by the general public. It will be quite apparent to users of the path that it
extends into the broader service station site and will provide access to the shop. To that end,
no one using it will perceive it as a “path to no-where”.

e The areais pleasant and visually attractive and comprises a number of elements providing
visual interest and depth and reinforcing an appropriate and human scale. This type of
landscape treatment is entirely appropriately within residential environments (whilst it may
not be so in a typical commercial environment).

e All Rolly Inn staff car parking is consolidated in one area and it is considered that these people
will be the predominant users of the path;

e Thereis a good degree of separation between the car wash and shop, making this area more
open and reinforcing its contribution to passive surveillance.

Signage
2. Please advise if the existing sandwich board signage is proposed to be retained, and if so,
please provide details of the area of this signage.

Response:

The four existing sandwich board signs are to be retained (two located along the SH frontage and two
alongside the Brookside Road Frontage). The size of these signs are 2.4m high and 1.2m wide x2 in
number and at 1.2m high and 1.2m wide x 2 in number, with one of each sized sign type located along
the SH and Brookside Road frontages. These are located as per the below:

AA5158 S92 Response
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The above should be included in the activity description. While the location of the sandwich board
signs along the SH frontage are shown on the above as being in the State highway road reserve, this
will only be the case subject to separate agreement with NZTA. In the alternative, these will be located
as close as practicable to the inside of the site boundary adjacent the crosses. Similarly, the sandwich
boards along the Brookside Road frontage are shown as being located within the road reserve and
these would need to be relocated within the landscaping area (or at least clear of any access, parking
or manoeuvring areas) unless the approval of SDC to locate them within the road reserve was
obtained.

Signage associated with the Rolly Inn is existing and the only physical change remains the relocation of
one of the free-standing signs as shown above. The relocated sign is otherwise existing (in terms of
scale and content), and we note that this was approved in 1987. All signage will be in a location clearly
associated with the Rolly Inn and distinct from the service station activity.

In terms of activity status, these signs would similarly trigger a discretionary activity consent
requirement pursuant to Rules 7.1, 7.2 and 7.5. Overall, the activity is non-complying, however, and
this does not change.

The AEE should be amended accordingly. Note that all necessary resource consents were sought in the
AEE.

Hours of Operation

It is noted that the application refers to core hours of operation and that “the Rolly Inn also operates
outside the core operating hours” and that the function facility will adopt the same hours as the bar.
The Plan anticipates that the opening hours of non-residential activities will be limited to between 7am

and 10pm in residential areas.

3. Should you wish to use the current operating levels as a baseline for assessing the proposal,
please provide further information to confirm that the Rolly Inn is currently operating under
existing use rights.

AA5158 S92 Response
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4. Please clarify what the maximum operating hours will be for the Rolly Inn and proposed
function facility.

Response:

Please refer to Attachment 2 which establishes existing use rights for all but the smokers’ area.
Consent is now being sought, on a without prejudice basis, for that particular aspect of the operation.

Section 2.2 of the AEE discusses the operating hours of the Rolly Inn as follows:

The current core hours of operation, between 11am and 2am the following day for the bar

and 11am to 9pm for the bottle shop, seven days a week, are to be retained. The Rolly Inn also
operates outside the core operating hours and this is not proposed to change. The bar is licenced to
operate between 7am and 2am the following day and the bottle store is licensed to operate

between 7am and 9pm, but each operate the additional hours infrequently. Ancillary activities such as
cleaning, maintenance, restocking, food and beverage preparation, administration and other business-
related tasks are undertaken both inside and outside of the core hours as well as within the

core hours, such that the Rolly Inn broadly operates in a 24/7 sense. Again, this is not proposed to
change.

We do not consider any changes are required to the effects assessment as submitted.

Traffic
5. Itis noted that the applicant has liaised with the NZ Transport Agency, although written
approval has not yet been provided. Please either provide the written approval, or respond to
the following queries (a and b below):
a. The vehicle tracking of fuel deliveries into the application site from SH1 indicates
these vehicles will likely need to slow considerably in the through traffic lane on SH1.
Please provide an assessment of the effects of this slowing upon the safety and
efficiency of the State highway.
b. Vehicles accessing the service station are likely to slow in the through traffic lane on SH1.
Whilst we acknowledge there are other accesses and intersection along this segment of road,
they appear to be of a higher standard that enables vehicles to negotiate the access /
intersection at higher speeds. In particular, traffic turning into the service station and fast food
to the east of Tennyson Street have longer diverge lanes, meaning these vehicles are able to
exit the State highway at higher speeds than is anticipated for the application site. In contrast,
vehicles exiting the State highway to access the application site will likely need to do so slower
because of the proximity of the pumps and vehicles within the site. Please provide further
justification of the effects on slowing through traffic on the State highway associated with the
application site.

6. We note that the eastern access to SH1 is proposed to be ingress only (i.e. no exit). Although
there are signs proposed to indicate no exit, we consider this could be further reinforced
through white-line markings on the ground (such as directional arrows and “no exit” text).
Please consider the merit of further reinforcing the no exit arrangement at this location.

Response:

Please refer to Attachment 3 from Andrew Leckie, Project Transportation Engineer, Stantec New
Zealand.

AA5158 S92 Response
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We have read Mr Leckie’s response and can confirm that we do not consider any changes are required
to the effects assessment as submitted.

We further note that with regard to white-line markings on the ground, we would be opposed to
marking for the sake of it as it would potentially add clutter. The entry and exit points along the SH are
clear and in reality, most service stations adopt this sort of circulation pattern without incident. This
site is not expected to be any different so imposing an upfront requirement for such marking is not
supported in the first instance.

If there was appropriate justification for it, a condition could be considered requiring white line
markings (such as directional arrows and/or “no-exit” text) to be painted on the ground in the event
that these are shown to be necessary once the service station becomes operation (effectively a review
clause for a specific action).

7. Eight staff car parks for the Rolly Inn are proposed at the service station site. Please confirm
that these will be signed appropriately.

Response:

Please refer to Section 2.2 of the AEE which states that (emphasis added):

As noted in respect of the service station proposal, a further 8 spaces are available to the Rolly Inn to
the south of the service station shop. These spaces will be reserved for use by Rolly Inn staff and to
provide parking for the Rolly Inn shuttle vans between use: the Rolly Inn operates 2 shuttle vans for
customer pick-ups and drop offs. These spaces will be clearly marked for Rolly Inn staff parking only. If
necessary, it will be possible to enforce this by adopting a (Rolly Inn) “staff sticker” attached to the
windscreen and vehicles parked in an unauthorised manner can be towed.

We do not consider any changes are required to the effects assessment as submitted.

8. The routing of the fuel delivery trucks away from the application site has been identified as
being acceptable so long as these vehicles do not turn left from Brookside Road into Byron
Street. Please confirm the applicant is willing to accept a condition that requires a fuel delivery
management plan that sets out the required routing? In addition, it is anticipated this
management plan would also address the timing of fuel deliveries (i.e. avoiding peak times at
the service station).

Section 7.4 of the ITA confirms that:

The left turn from Brookside Road to Byron Street would not be suitable for large vehicles due to the
geometry of the intersection and the acute angle between the two roads. Accordingly, tankers leaving
the service station along Brookside Road to the south will be required to continue along Brookside Road
to the southwest to access the arterial road network.

Z Energy implements a site-specific Journey Management Plan for tankers and can use that to require
fuel delivery truck drivers not to turn left from Brookside Road into Byron Street.

While a Journey Management Plan can be used to control timing of fuel deliveries, any such restriction
would need to be imposed to control an actual or potential adverse effect. There has been no such
need identified in the AEE. If the Council intended to impose such a restriction, then it would need to

clearly identify the reasons for that, for Z Energy’s further consideration.

We do not consider any changes are required to the effects assessment as submitted.

AA5158 S92 Response
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A minor relocation is required of the InterCity bus stop. Please comment as to whether this has
been discussed and found to be acceptable by the affected parties (i.e. the NZ Transport
Agency and InterCity).

The Rolly Inn car parking demand and supply has been assessed largely on the basis of the
existing activity. Although events at the Rolly Inn function centre are anticipated to be
infrequent (twice per month), please provide an assessment of the likely car parking demand
at the time of an event, whether this can be accommodated on-site and (if not) the extent to
which there will be on-street car parking.

The assessment of the cycle parking non-compliance at the Rolly Inn indicates there is no
change in activity, whereas the application includes a function centre that is not currently at
the site. Please provide commentary on the potential additional cycle demand associated with
functions and whether there is a need for additional cycle parking.

Response:
Please refer to Attachment 3 from Andrew Leckie, Project Transportation Engineer, Stantec New

Zealand.

We have read Mr Leckie’s response and can confirm that we do not consider any changes are required
to the effects assessment as submitted.

With regards to the InterCity Bus Stop, in any event a minor relocation of the bus stop per se does not
generate adverse effects that need to be addressed or trigger a need to consult with InterCity, and nor
does it automatically render InterCity to be an affected party. A bus stop would still be retained in a
similar location, the proposal does not affect the use of the bus stop and any potential adverse effects
would be less than minor.

With regards to cycle parking for the Rolly Inn, Section 5.1 of the AEE identifies that no cycle parking is
proposed at the Rolly Inn and acknowledges that this triggers the requirement for discretionary activity
consent pursuant to Rule 5.5.1.7. As such, consent is sought on the basis that, inter alia, no cycle
parking is provided for the Rolly Inn. That said, cycle parking can be provided, and the two bicycle rails
can be located as follows (refer to the orange square in the plan excerpt below):

AA5158 S92 Response
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The shared space next to the disabled space would provide a sufficient gap for cyclists to be able to
access the area and there is enough space there to accommodate the necessary dimensions. We

confirm that we have checked with Andrew Leckie (Stantec) regarding this location and he has
confirmed it as being appropriate from a traffic point of view.

Noise

12. In the Marshall Day Acoustics Assessment of Noise Effects, section 5.3 MDA note that the
District Plan night-time noise limit of 70 dB LAmax could be exceeded when a heavy vehicle
accesses the site and uses its park brake. This would also exceed the provided WHO criteria of
60 dB LAmax, and may exceed the NZS criteria of 75 dB LAmax, therefore may cause disruption
to sleeping. We note the noise survey showed existing maximum noise events per 10 min
measure in the order of 78 dB LAmax. Please state the likely incidence and maximum level of
loud night-time noise events generated by the proposed service station activity and provide a
comparison to the incidence and maximum level of existing loud night-time events. Consider
the reasonability of facilitating exit of refuelling tankers direct to SH1.

Response:
Please refer to Attachment 4 from Aaron Staples, Acoustic Engineer, Marshall Day Acoustics.

We note that site design and State highway restrictions have meant that the site has been designed to
exit to Brookside Road and as such it is unreasonable to consider exiting of refuelling tankers direct to
SH1.

We have read Mr Staples’ response and can confirm that we do not consider any changes are required
to the effects assessment as submitted.

13. Please confirm that the maximum number of heavy vehicles entering the site per day — it is
noted that the Traffic Assessment refers to 1-2 tankers per day, please advise if any other
heavy vehicle movements will occur.

AA5158 S92 Response
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Response:
Heavy vehicle movements are addressed in the AEE as follows:

e The proposed service station site is not set up for heavy vehicles (aside from fuel deliveries)
and heavy vehicles will generally favour the truck stop located at 25 Hoskyns Road, which is
around a kilometre away on the opposite side of State Highway 1 (refer Section 6.2, AEE);

e Itis anticipated that at peak use a tanker would visit the site 1-2 times a day, but generally
delivery would be less frequent (refer Section 2.1, AEE);

e  For the service station, waste disposal will be managed so that it occurs during daytime hours
(as defined by the noise standards). Other deliveries are anticipated to generally occur via
small to medium sized truck or van (refer Section 2.1, AEE).

e  For the Rolly Inn, access via the drive through provides for a maximum of a 7.4m long rigid
truck, which would provide for the variety of vehicles currently gaining access via the drive
through, including loading vehicles. Loading and unloading of vehicles can otherwise be via
the parking spaces as this activity is rarely undertaken during peak periods (refer Section 2.2,
AEE).

We do not consider any changes are required to the effects assessment as submitted.

14. Further to my comments above relating to existing use rights, should the applicant be unable
to provide evidence of the outlined hours of operation, further acoustic reporting may be
required. Please provide further information relating to people leaving and car parking
movements in the night-time period.

Please refer to Attachment 2 which establishes existing use rights for all but the smokers’ area.
Consent is now being sought, on a without prejudice basis, for that particular aspect of the operation.

We do not consider any changes are required to the effects assessment or acoustic report or follow up
as submitted.

NESCS
15. Itis noted that the AECOM report states that the existing “hotspot” will be outside the area of
disturbance, however the plans indicate that the area is likely to be disturbed. Please provide
comment.

16. Please note that if the area is to be disturbed, | consider that the NES would apply. The soil in
the hotspot area does need to be dealt with appropriately. Because lead concentrations in this
area exceed the commercial/industrial guidelines the disturbance would most likely be a
restricted discretionary activity. Depending on the plans for dealing with the hotspot, either a
management plan or validation report should be provided detailing what works took place to
manage, or remove the hotspot.

Response:
Please refer to Attachment 5 from Josh Girvan, AECOM.

We do not consider any changes are required to the effects assessment as submitted.
Amendments to the Application:

Quantity of Hazardous Substances Stored

Z Energy has requested that the application be amended to provide for the option to increase the

volume of the x3 underground tanks to 60k each (from 50k). The reason for this is unrelated to

AA5158 S92 Response
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demand but is simply for economic efficiency - Z Energy has x2 60k tanks in storage from a job that has
not been proceeded with and so it would only need to purchase x1 additional tank.

From a resource consent view the implications are:
e Increase in total volume of hazardous substances stored from 150kL to 180kL
e Increase in earthworks volume due to the tank pit being an additional 2m in length so given 4
—4.5m depth would increase earthworks volume by some 90m3 to 100m?.

The assessment of the risks associated with the use and storage of hazardous substances are addressed
in Section 6.5 of the AEE. We do not consider any changes are required to the effects assessment,
except insofar as the activity descriptions and assessment of compliance against the rules refer to
volumes of hazardous substances and earthworks. In practice this option would potentially provide a
buffer for fuel storage and on average, cumulatively reduce the number of tanker deliveries to the site
over a period of time, however apart from that, the actual and potential effects of such a change are
considered to be otherwise neutral.

With regards to the status of the activity, as set out in Section 5.1 of the AEE, Non-Complying Activity
consent is required pursuant to Rule 8.1.1.1 - Storage of Hazardous Substances - Failing to comply with
the hazardous substances criteria. Appendix 9 Table E9.2 provides for an upper limit of 1,000 litres of
diesel, triggering non-complying activity consent. There is no upper limit for petroleum in underground
storage or for LPG in the Living zone and underground storage of those fuels and of LPG requires
Discretionary Activity Consent. Overall, the application remains non-complying in status.

Z Energy asks that this be considered as an option only if it does not adversely affect the processing of
the application.

Rolly Inn Smokers’ Area

A detailed review of the Rolly Inn consent history has indicated that resource consent for the
smokers’area may not have been obtained. Building permit 041615 was issued on the 30 November
2004 for the following type of work: commercial building additions — covered terrace (for use as a
smokers’ area). The permit was subject to an RMA restriction on its implementation because the
building did not comply with the setback of 4m from the road boundary (Brookside Road only) and was
therefore not considered to comply with the provisions for Existing Uses in Section 10 RMA. It is
important to record that correspondence from the Council at the time clearly states that EUR did not
apply to the smoker’s area because it constituted a proposed extension to an existing building where
that extension did not comply with the requirements of the District Plan, and not because of the
activity per se — see excerpt from the Permit records within Attachment 2 for confirmation of this and
discussion of EUR.

The application seeks all necessary resource consents from Selwyn District Council (SDC) for the
proposed works detailed within the application. The smokers’ area is included on the site plans and
has been included in the floor area requirements for the purpose of the parking calculations. For the
avoidance of doubt and on a without prejudice basis, it is requested that it also be sanctioned by any
consent issued for the Rolly Inn.

The smoker’s area structure is approximately 6.8m by 8.5m and adjoins the eastern facade of the Rolly
Inn. The structure is set back approximately 2m from the Brookside Road boundary and 4.5m from
Main South Road (SH1) and simply provides a covered smoking space for customers. The southern
facade of the structure screens the smokers’ area from Brookside Road with a corrugated iron cladding
and wooden slat screen. A black painting of the Tui Building on the southern fagade provides some

AA5158 S92 Response
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visual interest. The eastern and northern facade of the structure is open. The structure has a curved
barn style roof. Photos are included below for your information.

The structure is considered a ‘building’ (and was at the time of its erection) and Restricted Discretionary
Activity Consent for this ‘building’ is required pursuant to Rule 4.9.2 Buildings and Position as it is located
within 4m of the Brookside Road boundary, thus failing to comply with the setback criteria. The Council’s
discretion is ordinarily limited to those matters outlined in Rule 4.9.46.2 Road Boundary (the character
of the street and safety and visibility of pedestrians, cyclists and motorists), however in this case the
overall status of the activity is non-complying and so the SDC’s discretion to consider effects and impose
conditions is not limited by that.

In terms of effects, whilst the structure is located within the Living 1 zone, the character of the immediate
area of the structure is predominantly commercial, and the visual impact of the structure must be
considered in the context of the Rolly Inn. Directly opposite Brookside Road to the south is the Rolleston
Vet Services and a vacant site. Written consent has been obtained from the owner of 5-7 Brookside Road
(Rolleston Vet Services); as such any effect on this property can be disregarded. Brookside Road wraps
around this area of the site and land to the east is vacant. The encroachment of the structure 2m within
the Brookside Road boundary has nominal effect on the amenity of the area or the character of the
street. The structure is viewed as a seamless and simple extension to the Rolly Inn. It is physically
separated from residential properties and appropriately screened from public view. This application
proposes to enhance this particular area significantly through formalising the drive through and
landscaping the berm with a dense planting of grasses which will soften the appearance of the structure
from the street. Even without the planting (acknowledging that it is subject to separate approval of SDC),
the structure is complementary to the Rolly Inn, is low and well screened, still achieves a reasonable set
back and provides visual interest. The structure does not compromise the safety or visibility of
pedestrians, cyclists or motorists as it is relatively open and you can see through the screen on the
southern facade (ensuring a degree of passive surveillance when there are people in the smokers’ area.

With regards to other effects, the smokers’ area provides an outside space for smokers’ as required by
law. Being on the eastern side of the Rolly Inn and some distance from existing residential development,
noise effects would be adequately mitigated. Again, written consent has been obtained from the owner

of 5-7 Brookside Road (Rolleston Vet Services) and as such any effect on this property can be disregarded.

The effects of the structure are considered less than minor.
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Kind Regards,

Michelle Kemp
Senior Planning and Policy Consultant
4Sight Consulting Ltd
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