Vodafone House
21 Pitt Street

i ) Private Bag 92 012
- F ' Auckland
| | Auckland Regional Council  new zeatana -

. bx . CP 28008 Pitt St
tel 64 9 379 4420

27 May 1999

fax 64 9 366 2155
Brian Morrison A File Ref: . 783
C/o Colin Ashby Consulting Ltd :
P.O. Box 124
Warkworth

Attention: Colin Ashby

Dear Sir
RE: DRAFT PROPOSED CONDITION - SANDSPIT MOTOR CAMP

Further to our telephone conversation on Monday 24 May regarding the draft conditions for
Sandspit Motor Camp the following changes have been made.

1. Date of expiry - the proposed date of expiry is 30 June 2014.

2. Quantity - it is not ARC practice to grant an average daily discharge volume as this may
result in significant exceedance of the capacity of the treatment and disposal field.
Generally consents are granted for the maximum daily discharge volume, and the system
sized accordingly.

In this case the ARC has considered your arguments that the current system (which in the
ARC’s opinion is under sized) is working effectively with no problems; that the specific
environmental conditions of the site assist in the treatment and disposal process; that the
‘quality of the effluent has improved; and your acceptance of specific review conditions.
In view of the concerns raised by the ARC and by Ian Gunn, we consider that significant
concessions have been made with regard to this application on our behalf to avoid further
significant costs to your client.

However, we note, following our discussions, that the new maximum daily discharge
volume proposed is 25m*, not 18m? as previously applied for. Given the ARC’s previous
concerns with regard to the sizing of the disposal field, and the increase in daily
discharge volume, we strongly recommend you re-consider the use of additional dripper
lines to facilitate the even distribution of the effluent over the disposal area. The cost of
RAAM line is not significant.

Notwithstanding the preceding comments, it is accepted that a better understanding of the
discharge volume will be achieved with the installation of a water meter on the discharge
point. '
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Discharge to Estuary - the ARC have previously advised that the current resource
consent, for discharge to the estuary, was unlikely to be granted as a result of a greater
awareness of both cultural and environmental concerns with regard to this disposal
technique.

The ARC recommends that 24 hour storage is provided for all systems in the event of
pump failure. In this case, you have proposed 2 hours of storage, with the provision for
pumping out and tankering the waste off-site. This practice has been accepted with other
systems within the region, but with much higher storage capacities (e.g 12-16 hours).
However, there is some concern that during peak flow generation this system is unlikely
to be able to cope with the proposed maximum daily discharge volume of 25m>.

If provision is made for 2 hours of storage, the tanks would require pumping out every 2
hours, during peak flow periods, notwithstanding that you may be able to manage the
camp output to reduce the discharge volume, as proposed. Therefore, while the risk of
failure may be low, and the provision of standby pumps has been proposed, the risk of
discharging to the environment should a pump failure occur is considered high. It is

~ therefore considered that additional coniingency should be provided (such as that

proposed in your condition 12(iii)) rather than use the receiving environment as a fall
back.

Accordingly, it is considered that a variation to the application to provide for the
emergency discharge of waste water to the estuary is not appropriate, and that further
alternative emergency measures should be investigated.

Condition 2(v) - the proposed variation to the wording of this condition is accepted.

Special Condition 3 (new) - further to our discussions it is proposed to include the
following condition specifically relating to the review of the discharge volume.

“The maximum daily discharge volume permitted by this consent will be reviewed 12
months from the granting of this consent and may be varied, with the agreement of the
Council and the Consent Holder, according to the results of water meter readings taken
Srom the water meter specified in condition 18.”

Condition 8 - the proposed variation to the wording of this condition is accepted.

Condition 12 - the proposed wording of the condition is generally acceptable to the ARC.
However, please refer to the comments made in 3 above.

Condition 18 - the proposed changes to the condition are not accepted for the following
reasons:

1. Specific concerns have been raised regarding the actual maximum daily discharge
volume. Accordingly the ARC has proposed, and your client has accepted, the
installation of a water meter to monitor the volume of wastewater discharged. The
reading of this meter on a daily basis is essential to determine the actual discharge
volumes. Average daily volumes measured over a 7 day period will result in too
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much variance, and it will not be possible to accurately determine the maximum daily
discharge volume, on which a review of this consent is based.

1. The proposed change to condition 18(i) pre-supposes that sufficient information is
obtained over the period 1 December - 28 February 1999-2000. However, there is a
risk that, for as yet undetermined reasons, the motor camp will not reach its usual
peak occupancy over this period. Accordingly, an accurate estimate of the maximum
daily discharge volumes may not be achievable over a 1 year period. Specific
provision is made in condition 2 for any of the conditions of the consent to be
reviewed. Accordingly it is considered that, should it be appropriate to vary this
condition, sufficient provision is currently made for this.

10. Condition 20 (new) - it is proposed to include the following additional condition:
“The samples required by condition 19 shall; be analysed for the following parameters:

o Suspended Solids
' e Faecal Coliforms

e Enterococi”
11. Condition 22 - the wording of this condition shall be modified as follows:

“The quality of the wastewater discharged to the irrigation system shall conform with
the following standard:

e Suspended solids better than 20mg/l.”
12. Condition 26 - shall be deleted

13. Condition 27 - the wording proposed by yourself is considered unnecessary as this has
previously been provided for in condition 16.

The ARC proposes to continue with the processing of this consent on the basis of the
. discussion above.

Should you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfully

Juliarf Roberts
Pollution Control Officer

c.c Brian Morrison

IS Ref: I:\rg\may\q5ehvpgp.doc



Vodafone House
21 Pitt Street
Private Bag 92 012
Auckland
Auckland Regional Council  New zealand

Dx . CP 28 008 Pitt St
tel 64 9 379 4420

14 May 1999
fax 64 9 366 2155

Mr B. Morrison : File Ref: 7835
Sandspit Motor Camp

1334 Sandspit Road

RD2

Warkworth

" Dear Sir

RE: EXTENSION OF TIME DISCHARGE PERMIT NO.7835

Section 37 of the Resource Management Act 1991 allows the Auckland Regional Council to
extend, by not more than double, a time period specified in the Act, in relation to the
processing of consent applications. Accordingly, the Auckland Regional Council has
extended the time period within which it is required to notify you of its decision regardmg its
application for a-consent to discharge contaminants at Sandspit Motor Camp.

The date by which the decision will be advised is now 8 June 1999. The time limit has been
extended to allow the ARC to consult with you with regard to the proposed conditions of
consent. i

Accordingly we have attached a draft copy of the propos,éd conditions for your information.
Should you wish to make any comments on the proposed conditions, please contact the
undersigned no later than 25 May 1999. Should we not'receive any comments from you by
that time we will assume you have no concerns and Rr"ocess the application accordingly.

/

Yours faithfully /

Julian Roberts
Pollution Control Officer

c.c Colin Ashby

Enc.
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AUCKLAND REGIONAL COUNCIL

SUBJECT: Discharge permit application to discharge up to 18m’ of treated waste
: water to ground soakage.

FROM: Julian Roberts FILE: 7835
PERMIT: Discharge 22315
to ground
TO: The Manager DATE: 12 May 1999

Land & Water Quality Section

(This report is confidential until it has been considered and is not to be construed as
Council policy until adopted).

- APPLICATION

Applicant

B & V Morrison.

Proposal

To discharge up to 18m3/day of contaminants to land for the purpose of disposing of
treated wastewater to ground soakage in accordance with- Section 15(1) of the
Resource Management Act 1991,

Location

NZMS 260 R09 655327 — Sandspit Motor Camp, Sandspit.

LAROWMANQDSegIpwd Page 1 05/12/99
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g Colin Ashby Consulting

Structural, Civil & Geotechnical Engineering

PO Box 124 Warkworth
Rodney District. N.Z.

Ph 094259422, Fax 09 4259431
Mobile 025 94 96 94
E-mail: cashbyc@wk.planet.gen.nz

Job No 1939-B FILE No: -
UNIQUE No: [ {56
ca/le *—RECENED ©
10 May 1999
§ 7 MAY 1999
Mr Julian Roberts . ,
Pollution Control Officer Auckland Regional Council
. : {ON:
' Agckland Regional Council ﬁ\lT g ggg/‘ ATION.
Private Bag 92-012 ACTIONED:
AUCKLAND
Dear Julian
Re: DISCHARGE PERMIT 7835
Proposal

Following discussions with both yourself and the client it is hereby proposed that a discharge permit
be granted for 15 years overall, with review after 3 months with regard to filtration and review after 2
years with regard to the irrigation system.

Monitoring

'1.

2.

It is proposed to install a water meter so as to monitor effluent flow rates directly and record
these regularly.

At the next 3 monthly effluent quality test, once the Biotube Filter recently installed has had a
chance to bed down and the system purge itself of solids, it is intended to review the effluent
quality to ensure that suspended solids are equal to or better than 10 parts per million, so as not
to cause blockage in the dripper line system longer term.

If however this criteria cannot be achieved then Arkal Disc Filters or similar will be considered
for installation to reduce the amount of suspended solids. The ultra violet light filter shall be
placed after the filters, where it is envisaged that it will be more effective, providing flow rates
are controlled to ensure adequate contact time.

That the effectiveness of the surface drip irrigation scheme be reassessed after 2 years and at
that time upgraded if necessary. '



General Comments
Effluent Quality

The effluent quality has improved dramatically since Mr Morrison implemented the recommendations
of my report dated November 1998. However, although the suspended solids are below 20 parts per
million at the last test at Easter, it is considered that there may be some further improvement in this
result given another 3 months when the bio filter recently installed has had a chance to build up bio
mass and the system downstream of the filter has had a time to purge itself of any build up of solids.
Before spending any further money, Mr Morrison would prefer to wait the 3 months and reassess the
quality of the effluent at that time before encurring further expense with additional filtration and plant

upgrading.
Filtration

I have spoken to Mr Ian Gunn and he has recommended that if a filter is required, that Arkal Disc
Filters, rather than a sand filter, be considered due to efficiency and cost. I have contacted Irrigation
Technologies Services and appendix to this report, an outline of their equipment.

Metering

At present the system is metered off the bore for water supply. Much of the water is used for washing
down boats etc and the meter is read on a 3 monthly basis. The installation of a meter in to the system
so as to measure effluent flow rates directly would prove more helpful in monitoring the system and

flow rates etc which in turn will assist in assessing how affective the treatment and disposal system is.

Disposal Systems Options

Although Mr Morrison had a water right to discharge to the estuary, of his own initiative he did
construct and install a Raam Drip Irrigation System. Everyone would agree that such a system would
be far preferable than discharging effluent straight to an estuary. Mr Morrison is to be commended on
his initiative. This system was not designed in accordance with TP58, but never the less “The proof of
the pudding is in the eating” and the system has worked well over the past 2 years, inspite of poor
quality effluent (which has since been improved).

Mr Morrison foresees no need to upgrade this system at this time and from my own on-site inspection,
I would agree with him. It is requested that a license be granted to operate this system, using the
higher grade effluent, for a further 2 years and then reassess the system at that time, upgrading it if
necessary. In support of this proposal I outline the following:

1. The Resource Management Act purposely stays away from been prescriptive
legislation, allowing room for solutions outside the norm, to be implemented. The Act
is looking at end result and off site affects.

2. While TP58 is accepted as a means of compliance it is in itself not the end all and b all,
to providing satisfactory solutions.



Taking the loading rate as an example; Appendix F of TP58 sets out the design size and disposal area
requirements but in all the headings with respect to design size, the comment is that it is the most
conservative design loading. Further, for the soil category for the topsoil on this site would be perhaps
3 or 4 instead of 5 or 6 thus having better absorption and drainage characteristics. Other factors to be
considered, are that under dose loading situations, it has been found overseas that the quality of the
soil and its ability to absorb effluent actually improves with time. So if we can get a good quality
effluent and the system is already working well it is considered that the absorption ability of the soil
will not deteriorate. Other factors with this site which need to be considered, are that the maximum
loading is during the summer period when evapo-transpiration rates are high. The site is well raised
and facing north with moderate slope and has limited rainfall catchment above it. The effluent is
surface supplied which would improve absorption by plants and evapo transpiration over and above
the case of a varied drip line. Ultra violet light exposure will also be very good enhancing treatment.
Although the drip lines run down the hill rather than parallel to the contour, visual inspection of the
site indicates that where the line stops, the lush green grass also stops in close proximity and there is
no trail of nutrient further down hill than one would expect if the loading rate and stormwater flushing
characteristics were too high.

A further factor with regard to the site is that Mr Morrison has established an Olive Grove with trees
in rows running downhill. The layout of the rows of trees down the slope does not suit a horizontal
layout of distribution lines, but rather the lines running down the slope. His existing system of
movable above ground lines suits his planting layout well. It is also not in Mr Morrisons interests for
his trees to get wet feet. The system has been in and operating for two summers with no adverse
effect on the trees.

Conclusion

In conclusion the effluent distribution system although a little unauthordocs, appears to be working
adequately and serving its purpose without causing nuisance either on-site or off site and in my
opinion meets the requirements of the Resource Management Act. It is considered worth while to
monitor the system over a further 2 year period and if at that time it is found to not be adequate to then
upgrade it.

With respect to management of this system, Mr Morrison is running a Motor Camp and management
of the effluent disposal system is as much a part of the routine and management of the camp as
cleaning the toilets and mowing the lawns. It is an acceptable part of management practice in this
case which might not otherwise be so.

I would trust that the Auckland Regional Council would support and approve the continuation of the
Discharge Consent as outlined above.

Yours faithfully

o W. Ashby
MIPENZ. BE. NZCE. Reg. Eng.



BellSouth Centre
21 Pitt Street
Private Bag 92 012

;Ai\ \ ) Auckland
F I LE Auckland Regional Council = newzealans
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el 649379 4420

© 20 April 1999 _
fax 64 9 366 2155

Colin Ashby Consulting File Ref: , 7835

" P.O.Box 124

Warkworth

Attention: Colin Ashby

Dear Colin
"RE: RE'QUEST FOR ADf)ITIONAL INFORMATION - DISCHARGE PERMIT 7835

Thank you for your letter dated 1 April 1999 and the comments you have made with regard to
the operation of the wastewater treatment and disposal system at Sandspit Motor Camp.

At the outset I would like to stress that we recognise Mr Morrison has been very co-operative
with the ARC regarding the treatment system, and that he has made significant improvements
to address the previous poor performance of this system. It is not the ARC’s wish to be
obstructive in this matter, nor to require information that is unnecessary. However, there are a
number of significant issues concerning the proposed wastewater disposal option that must be
addressed prior to any consent being granted.

I have spoken to Ian Gunn this morning with regard to this application, and am satisfied that
the concerns previously raised have not been adequately addressed. Therefore I have outlined
below the specific concerns of the ARC and the reasons for these concerns.

_Dispbsal System Option

The use of Raam irrigators is well documented for the on-site disposal of domestic
wastewater. Typically these systems require minimal maintenance and perform well.
However, it is not common practice within the region for systems to be installed that require
the dripper lines to be moved constantly in order to achieve 100% coverage of the disposal
ﬁeld The main concern with this approach is that in order to ensure 100% even coverage of
the disposal site, the correct management of the system is essential. This is likely.to require
daily management and maintenance of the system, and if the irrigation lines are not moved
accurately (to within 100mm) then some areas of the disposal field will be loaded at higher
rates than others.

Loading Rates

We have previously raised concerns over the proposed loading rate of 25mm/day/ This figure
seems to be based on the premise that the system is operating without problem at the moment.
However, guidelines for loading rates for dripper irrigation systems indicate that loading rates
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should be 3-5mm/day depending on soil type (TP58). A maximum of 16mm/day is noted
from one source (Crites & Tchobanoglous 1998). A loading rate of 25mm/day is therefore
quite unacceptable and would be considered high even for a trench.

While the system may be operating correctly at present, there is no evidence to indicate that
the long term loading rates of the soil will be able to assimilate such high loading rates over
time. Furthermore, given the quality of the effluent, it is considered even more unlikely that
the disposal field will be able to assimilate such volumes for extended periods of time.

Given the topography of the site, and the concerns raised above, Ian Gunn agrees with our
opinion that such a loading rate is inappropriate, and that such a loading rate, coupled with
the proposal to move the dripper lines will ultimately lead to a failure of the system.

Quality of the Effluent

We have received copies of the analysis of samples taken over the Easter period.
Notwithstanding the continued high bacterial values of the samples, the levels of suspended
solids present in the samples leads us to the conclusion that over time, the dripper lines are
likely to suffer from clogging, resulting in localised failure of the disposal bed. This view is
also shared by Ian Gunn.

Typically the ARC requires effluent quality to achieve at least the following parameter values
consistently: =

e -Biochemical Oxygen Demand - better than 20 mg /1; and
e Suspended Solids - better than 20 mg /1.

In Ian’s opinion levels of suspended solids gfeater than 10ppm may cause blockage of the
dripper lines.

The engineering report prepared in November 1998 suggested that a sand filter may be
required to address the poor quality effluent. In our opinion such a filter would most likely
address all remaining quality issues.

Given the concern’s raised above and based on the current information provided in support.of
this application it is considered that the following options are available to the ARC:

1. . Decline the application in its present form on the basis that there are significant concerns,
. that have not been adequately addressed, that granting of this consent may result in
“adverse effects to the environment. In this case all discharges must cease, and all

wastewater will be required to be removed from the site by tanker for offsite disposal;

2. Grant the consent for a short duration 1-2 years as there is no evidence to suggest that the
disposal field will be able to assimilate the loading rates proposed for any greater length
of time. This will require the consent holder to apply for a consent within 2 years
therefore increasing the overall costs. Furthermore, any consent granted will require
significant additional monitoring conditions to ensure the system operates effectively;
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3. The applicant provide an independent review of the current system by a consultant
engineer, who in the opinion of the ARC is an expert in the field of waste water treatment
and disposal, in order to satisfy the ARC that the concerns raised above are not relevant in
this case;

4. The applicant re-design the disposal field and loading rates in accordance with the ARC’s
TPSS.

I hope this clarifies the ARC’s concerns with regard to this matter, and the reasons for those
concerns. However, should you wish to discuss the matters raised above please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfully

Julian Roberts /* -
Pollution Cogitrol Officer

cc Brian Morrison ™

n
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&\ Colin Ashby Consulting.

Structural, Civil, & Geotechnical Engineering.

PO Box 124 Warkworth Ph. 09 42594 22, Fax 09 4259431
Rodney District. N.Z. Mobile 025 94 96 94
Job No 1939A
ca/lc FILE No. -
UNQUENG 3 e —

1 April 1999 FECENY
Mr Julian Roberts W -7 APR 1999
Pollution Control Officer ﬁ . )
Auckland Regional Council Auckland Regienal Council

i - ATTENTION:
Private Bag 92-012 INFORMATIOM:-
AUCKLAND ACTIONED:
Dear Julian

Re: SANDSPIT MOTOR CAMP ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
DISCHARGE PERMIT 7835

I write to advise that I have inspected the site on Tuesday the 30 March 1999 and report that the Bio-
tube filter has now been installed and is working properly. The revamping of the plumbing to the
aeration tanks has also been undertaken and completed. Visually and smell wise there is a vast
improvement in the quality of effluent been produced. The Camp Owner Mr Brian Morrison intends
carrying out further testing and sampling over the Easter period, when the camp is heavily loaded.

With respect to the dripper 1rr1gat10n system I have measured the 51te andvconﬁrm that the area'(»;‘
irrigated is some 4,000 sq metres i i : - : ; y

Hand augers over this site have revealed top soil depth from 300 400mm ‘The topsoﬂ isa frlable
sandy silty organically material with very good moisture absorption characteristics and is ideal for the
intended use. The underlying material is residential Waitemata Series clay to a depth of
approximately 0.9m, overlying a reddy brown clayey silt to a depth of approximately 1.3m before
sandstone was encountered, which was too hard to auger at 1.5m depth. All the soils were dryish and
well below optimum moisture content. The disposal field site is north facing at a slope of
approximately 1 in 6, with good wind and sun exposure and is ideal for use as an effluent disposal
field. The area is not a public garden.

The present scheme of moving the dripper lines and laying them out on the surface appears to work

very well. There is no evidence of ponding or any problems occurring and the soil appears well able
to absorb the loading rates imposed.



2

I would maintain that with this setup remote from the public, the surface application of effluent would
be superior to sub-surface irrigation for the following reasons:

1 The effluent is exposed to wind, air, and sunlight including ultra violet light. It is in very small
drip doses, enabling the natural elements to act upon it effectively.
2 The dripper lines at present run down the hill, which in the longer term is superior to ensure

that lines do not silt up. As from time to time the end fitting can be released and the line
purged, with any sediment gathering at the bottom of the line.

3 In an underground situation, the lines would need to run parallel to the contour, so as the mole
ploughed holes do not form a conduit in which effluent would concentrate and run down to the
bottom of the hill. In laying sub surface lines horizontally around the contour, it is a certainty
that the line will silt and clog in due course, unless highly prefiltered and regularly purged.

Treatment via Bacterial reduction is the soil is part of process and information from
ON-SITE New?Z Issue 97/2 April 1997 suggests that after effluent has passed through 300mm of
unsaturated soil, significant removal of bacteria in moderate draining soils will have occurred.

Surface irrigation systems are nothing new, there are many such with sprinkler sprayed irrigation
systems within pine forests. This system is a little different in that drip irrigation line is laid out on the
ground, which is not going to create the spray drift problems usually associated with spray irrigation.

I am satisfied that the system as setup does work very well and that no pollution of the ground water is
occurring or is likely to occur in this instance. It is noted that groundwater was not encountered
within the 1.5m deep hand auger hole. From the lie of the country and the dryness of the materials
encountered, I would expect ground water level some 6m or more below the surface.

The topsoil was of a sandy friable nature and I would anticipate would easily take a loading rate,
particularly if applied via surface irrigation, of in excess of 25mm per sq. metre per day.

It should further be noted that the maximum discharge Volume would only be achieved during summer
peak, when evapo-transpiration rates are high. ¥ A

The whole intent of the Resource Manag
prescriptive solutions to problems and to permit some innovation in design with a view-to ead result.

Conclusion

I am satisfied that the setup as it presently is would meet the requirements of the Resource
Management Act and is working and will continue to work well.

I am satisfied that the above ground drip irrigation system as currently constructed and operated is fit
for purpose and will provide a good end result solution.

Yours faithfully

olin W, Ashby
MIPENZ. BE. NZCE. Reg. Eng.



Vodafone House
21 Pitt Street
Private Bag 92 012
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27 March 1999

Sandspit Motor Camp ' File Ref: 7835
1334 Sandspit Road ' '

RD2

Warkworth -

Attention: Brian Morrison-

Dear Sir

RE: REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION - DISCHARGE PERMIT 7835

I refer to your letter dated 10 March providing the additional information requested by this
office.

We note you proposal to install a biofilter and consider that this will indeed be an
improvement to the system. We also note your intention to sample the effluent over Easter

" and confirm our agreement to your proposal.

1. With regard to the effluent quality, the Ministry of Health has established clear guidelines
as to the quality of wastewater to be discharge to public gardens. Given the previous
monitoring results it seems unlikely that you will be able to meet the Ministry’s criteria. It
is accepted that your disposal field lies some distance from surface waters and is no
longer discharging to the estuary, and that it is located on a site inaccessible to the public:
It is also accepted that the existing effluent quality is significantly better than previously.
However, it is current practice with the Council to require quite stringent effluent quality
parameters to be met in order to achieve both the Ministry of Heath criteria, and to ensure
the disposal system functions correctly. With the use of surface dnpper disposal, the
quality of the effluent is of paramount importance if the system is to function correctly.

2. With regard to the dripper irrigation system, as explained in my letter of 4 March, the
recommended loading rates for such systems is 3-5Smm day, with dripper lines being
'posmon parallel to each other at not more than 1m intervals. The design loadmg area for
your proposed maximum discharge rate would require a disposal area of 3600m? based on
dripper lines spaced 1m apart. We accept that your maximum discharge volume will only
be achieved during summer peak when evapotranspiration rates are high, but it is Council
practice to require systems to be designed for the maximum permitted volume. In this
case we are unable to accept the proposal to move the dripper lines periodically, and
require that a permanent disposal field be established which remain undisturbed. You may
wish to consider the option of sub-surface dripper lines.

\
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3. Your proposal to utilise a contractor in the event of a system failure is acknowledged.
However, you should be aware that in the event of a discharge due to power failure the
ARC will take enforcement action if it is demonstrated that this system was unable to be
utilised.

4. As per my previous advice, the ARC does require that you undertake soil analysis of the
site. :

The reasons for this are outlined below: -

i. To determine the depth of topsoil on the site. This is important considering the
method of disposal you have selected. Dripper irrigation depends on topsoil to
provide a final polishing of the discharged effluent.

ii. To verify the depth of groundwater in the area. The ARC accepts that it is extremely
unlikely that groundwater will be encountered close to the surface at this site.
However, in assessing applications for effluent discharge the ARC requires that it be
clearly demonstrated that groundwater will not be impacted by the effluent.

iii. To allow the classification of soils in accordance with the ARC’s TP58 Guideline.
This is not a requirement for trenches only. The aerial loading rates for dripper
irrigation are also based on soil characteristics, although this is to a lesser extent that

. for trench disposal.

In view of the comments made above, the ARC requests that you review the disposal field
option, particularly with regard to the permanence of the dripper lines, and provide the
additional information requested. We will await the results of future monitoring before we
make any further determination regarding the efficiency and suitability of the treatment plant.

I apologise for this additional delay, however, the ARC is keen to ensure that the system
operates within the specified environmental and health guidelines, and that its operation is
sustainable. '

To this end, your application will remain on hold until the further information is provided.

Yours faithfully

yd
Pollution Control Officer Z [ .
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Sandspit Motor Camp

1334 Sandspit Road

R.D.2. FILE No. .
Warkworth UNIQUE No: Ré%glbag)
Ph/Fax 09 4258610

10.3.99

Julian Roberts

1 2 MAR 1999
,.

Auckland Regional Council

ARC. R
Private bag 92012 |Ar\T ggmlAA'rle:
Auckland ACTIONED:

Dear Julian,
Replying to your letter 4.3.99
Re (1) Waste Water Treatment

I will do further sampling over Easter as requested and forward the results when
received. I note that you refer to the levels of pathogens in our previous consent.
Part of the reason for discharging to land rather than directly to the mangroves was
that I understood the level of bugs was not so critical with this method. Is this
Correct? Note the application differs from the previous consent in this respect.

I would be happy to install a biofilter if it is needed to reach the required level but
would prefer to avoid spending more money on the system than necessary at this
stage. We have already spent a large amount of money upgrading the plant over the
last 18 months in an attempt to get the levels of bacteria down. This was a fruitless
battle as the main cause of the problem was a simple flaw in the original plumbing
installation as you know. The improvement after this was remedied was obvious in
the improved clarity of the outflow. '

Money spent on improvements include

A larger aerator pump $7000.00

A higher capacity U.V. Lamp, approx $2000.00

On top of this was the cost of tank, pump and raam system for distribution which
came to several thousand dollars.

Re (2) Waste Water Disposal

With the regard to the aereal loading rates for the dripper irrigation. The engineer
failed to note in the report that the irrigation lines are not fixed in place but are
shifted at regular intervals to give full coverage of the disposal area. Thus although
the lines are set at S metres apart they would equate to 5 lines at one metre apart.
The lines are shifted every couple of days when the camp is busy, or less frequently



when we are not so busy, usually when I mow the grass between the trees. It is a
simple matter to run the line through your hand as you mow down the lines with the
ride on mower and so shift the line to the previously mown strip. This also has the
advantage of allowing the soil to dry out between times. I am concerned as you are
with the possible over -saturation of the soil as Olive trees don’t like wet feet.

I also found that I obtained more even distribution by operating 1/2 of the field at a
time. This is because when the siphening action started from the top tank I found
that some of the lines would not operate at all due to a spiralling of the water inside
the main feeder line as it flowed down the hill causing it to miss the outlet to these
particular lines. By using half of the field at once this problem was solved. The
siphon tank takes about 20 minutes to empty and this will happen randomly
depending of course on the amount of water fed to it, i.e. usage at the camp. This
alternates the areas being irrigated and allows each half to dry out further between
application which can only be advantageous to the aeration.

The engineer was very impressed with the system I had set up and agreed with me
on these points. I think he mentioned in the report that only 1/2 of the field was
operating at the time of his inspection but didn’t note that this was done
intentionally for the above reasons. I have through careful observation over the
summer period ironed out any problems by trial and error. The results are obvious
to me by the even green-ness of the grass over the whole field. This is how I
discovered that some line were not operating when the full field was being used.
The Raam system is indeed operating efficiently as I have observed it while
operating and the dripping is obviously even and the grass response is the same all
the way down the rows. The suggestion that there was a problem refers to the
problem mentioned above which was corrected by using half the field at a time. I
hope this clears up the misunderstanding.

Re (3) Contingency Measures

We do have a contractor that we have used a number of times to remove excess
sludge from the septic tank. He has always responded promptly to our needs. We
have already booked him in to empty the system on the 31st of December 1999 in
case there is a problem with the power supply due to the millennium bug. This
booking was done two months ago. He has assured us that we will be first on the list
to be serviced on that day as we were the first clients to take the precaution of
booking him in early. We have also booked 2 generators for the 31st December for
as-long as necessary-for the same reason. You can be assured that we do not want
disruption to our business through breakdowns just as you do. The effluent
removal contractor is;

McJimray Septic Tank Cleaning Services
R.D.3.

Wellsford

Phone 09 4237014



You are welcome to contact him for verification of the above or do you need it in
writing?

I have contacted Watercare Lab Services to ensure that they will be operating over
the Easter period as samples need to be received at the lab the same day as they are
taken. They are operating on a skeleton staff but I will have to deliver them myself
as there will be no Courier services operating. I intend to sample on Easter
Saturday and Monday. Is this O.K.

Note the results will not be available from these test until up to two weeks later so
the decision date would need to be extended a further month to accommodate this.
In your letter of 25th Feb you had indicated 25th March as a date.

I hope this clears up some of your concerns

’ Yours faithfully

lyrr =

Brian Morrison




BellSouth Centre
21 Pitt Street
Private Bag 92 012

; . . Auckland
Auckland Regional Council = new zestand

px  CP 28008 Pitt St

4 March 1999 ol 649379 4420
' ' fax 649 366 2155

Mr Brian Morrison _ File Ref: 7835
1334 Sandspit Road '
RD2

Warkworth

Dear Sir L ‘ -
RE: REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION - DISCHARGE PERMIT 7835

Thank you for your facsimile dated 2 March 1999, responding to our request for additional
information. With regard to the information you provided, I make the following comments in
the order in which they were addressed in your facsimile.

‘1. Wastewater Treatment
~ We understand that the recommendations made by the engineer have been implemented, and
that these have resulted in a significant improvement in the effluent quality. Nonetheless, the
“post-alteration” monitoring results still demonstrate a 51gmﬁcant exceedance of the trigger
levels specified for pathogens in the special condition 4 of your previous consent. In order for
the ARC to be satisfied that no further modifications are required to be made to the treatment
plant, we request that you provide additional monitoring. results taken on two separate
occasions during a peak occupancy period (e.g. Easter weekend).

Unless it can clearly be demonstrated that the existing system is able to meet the minimum
discharge standards acceptable to this Council, we w111 be'unable to grant your consent to
discharge wastewater.

Please find enclosed a copy of the relevant page of the engineer’s report referring to the
installation of sand filters.

2. Waste Water Disp_osal

I apologise for this oversite, the information was, as you correctly stated, included in the
report. I have reviewed this information and have a number of concerns w1th the design
approach taken

The ARC’s Technical Publication “New Zealand Manual of Alternative Wastewater
Treatment and Disposal Systems - On-Site Wastewater Disposal from Households &
Institutions” (TP58) provides indicated aereal loading rates for dripper irrigation systems.
These guidelines are generally accepted for the design of such systems throughout the region.
The recommended loading rate for such systems is 3-5mm/day, or up to 7mm/day with
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certain soil types (hence my request for bore log analysis of the soils). The information
provided by Mr Ashton indicates that the existing disposal field is sized for a loading rate of
25mmy/day, which, even taking into account the evapotranspiration potential of the disposal
field, is considered too high for the effective disposal of the wastewater. Furthermore
irrigation line spacing should not exceed 1m centres for effective operation. In this case 5m
centres are not an efficient use of the system, and is not considered appropriate.

There also seems to be some confusion over the operation of RAAM irrigation. This system
is designed to compensate for pressure fluctuations within the line, thereby ensuring even
distribution-of wastewater over the entire disposal bed. The suggestion that the irrigation line
is not achieving this indicates that it is either not installed correctly or that it is not RAAM
irrigation line. :

Given the concerns raised over loading rates above, we consider bore: log analy51s an essential
component of the application in order to verify the actual soil type present at the site. While

* we do not recommend consultants, the following consultants regularly submit apphcatlons of
this nature to the ARC:

Ormiston Associates: Phone (09) 378 1081 - Attn. Sandy Ormiston
Riley Consultants: ~ Phone (09) 489 7872 - Attn. Brett Black

These consultants may:also be able to assist you in the modification of the disposal field to
suit the specific conditions of the site. :

3. Contingency measures

It is acknowledged that there is sufficient contingency for 24 hours storage during off-peak
periods. Unfortunately, despite the previous operation of this system, an overflow of -
wastewater to the nearby mangroves is not acceptable as a contingency measure. In
particular, the wastewater that has been discharged prev1ously was at least treated to a degree.
An overflow from the aeration tanks or even the septic tank would not be treated.
Furthermore, we assume that the previous discharge was not overland. An overflow of the
treatment system would be likely to flow overland, thereby presenting a serious health hazard.

In the absence of adequate storage, other contingencies could include the provi‘sion' ofa
backup pump (diesel) or evidence of a contract with a local contractor that they could remove
the effluent by tanker within a specified time of a failure of the system.

In accordance with the provisions of the Resource Management Act 1991, the ARC will defer
the processing of this application until the information specified above is provided.

IS Ref: I:\rg\mar\q3dzj6ev.doc
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92-03-1999 12:27 FROM: SANDSPIT MOTURCQMP 64 39 4258610 TO: +64 9 3662155 PAGE:2

7

://ater C are

/' services limited
.»/ )

Page: | ‘
Distribution List
COPY TO 1: BRIAN MORRISON

2: FILE/11S

SANDSPIT NDTOR CAMP Q331
1336 SAKDSPIT RD

RDZ WARKWORTM

ATTENTION: BRIAN MORRISON

Watercore Services Ltd
Leboratory Services Section -
$ Westewater Trestment Plent
\ tslsnd Rosd
Mangere, Aucklend, New Zestsnd
Phone: (09) 2362 B22
Facsimile: (09) 2751 550

Betch Nurber: 98712020 SAMPLING/NO
. Received....: 02/12/98 16:43
Sample No Dete Dsccription Testcode Identificetion Units
T TS ST eeTet e e ioemes wheesete memesemieeevevesveveereesessreeeeeon A —en e
NDSPIT MOTOR CAMP DISCMARGE @00 Biochemicel oxygen demend (CBODY) mg/L Q
Enter-mE Enterococci ~/100ml
MPN-feec Faecal coliforms by NPN /100m1
. HPN-Pres Precumptive coliforms by MPN 7100ml
ss Suspended solids mg/L
Somple No. 01
8a0 110.0
Enter-mk 14000 )
MPN- faec 300000
MPN-Prec »1600000
124 : 236.
Sempling/Yec:= Au per Lasboratory Services vompling menual.

Sampling/No := Results are reported on an as recejved basls.

‘ This report may not be reproduced except in full.

Methodology: 18th-1992,19th-1995 editions APHA AWA unless specified.

Section Nead:

Dote:_/lt/_lzlﬁ

LABORATORY SERVICES - Watercare Services Limited  island Road e Mangere * Auckland « New Zealand
PO Box 59-077 Mangere Bridge Telephone 0-9-256-2822 Facsimile 0-9-275-1550



©2-03-1999 12:27 FROM:SANDSPIT MOTORCAMP €4 9 4258610

4

<aterCare

/r"'services limited

Pege: 1
Ofstribution List

COPY TO 11 BRIAN MORRISON

2: FILE/NS

SANDSPIT MOTOR CAMP

1334 SANDSPIT RO

RD2 WARKWORTH

ATTENTION: BRIAN MORRISON

TO:+64 9 3662155 . PAGE: 3

. Wetercare Services Ltd
Leboratory Services Section
Wsetewster Trestment Plent
Islend Road
Mangere, Aucklend, New Zeslasnd
Phone: (09) 2562 822
Faceimile: (09) 2731 550

. Batch Nurber: 98/12186 SAMPLING/NO
Received....; 07/12/98 11:00
Sample No Date Description Testcode ldontifigouon Units
........... M T YT TYYe e e s ee e i uacessees sereeivs eeveeeseeaeann sty et ee et e n ey seveoeeeeens
0t 07/12/98 JSANDSPIT MOTOR CAMP DISCHARGE  BOD Biochemicel oxygen demend (CBODS) mg/L O
’ Enter-m€ Enterococci ’ /7100ml
2 d MPN-fasc Faecol coliforms by MPN 7100ml
n MPN-Pres Presumptive coliforms by NPN /100ml
ss Suspended solids me/L

................................................................................................................

Serple No. ()
BOO 21.0
Enter-mf 2300
MPN-feec 500
WPN-Pres 5000
88 ' 9.5

Sempling/Yes:e Ag per' Leburstory Services sampling menuel.
‘ Sarpling/No := Results sre reported on en es received besis.

Thic repert mey not be reproduced oacept in full.

Methodology: 18th- 1992, 19th-1995 editions APMA AWA unless specified.

Seet'i on Hesd;

vate: (2 121 78 |

LABORATORY SERVICES - Watercare Services Limited » Island Road e Mangere « Auckland « New Zealand
PO Box 59-077 Mangere Bridge ~Telephone 0-9-256-2822  Facsimile 0-9-275-1550



REQUEST TO SCIENTIFIC SERVICES LABORATORY
From Regional Water Board

Survey/Location Identifier: - — ——— — — —————————————— ————— — — —

SampleDate: _ _ __ __ o —

Charge to Centre/ConsentNo.: __ __

Sample Recieved: _ _ ____ e

Copy To: C. Hatton, Principal Officer, Water Quality Section.

Sample/Bottie No., Site No. Lab sample No.
X for I
Test
. Analysis
Presumptive coliforms mpr/100mi
Faecal coliforms mprv100mi
Faecal coliforms (mf) cfu/100ml
Entrococci - (mf) cfu/100ml | ><
Colour .
Odour . -
pH . . R
Turbidity | . NTU.
Conductivity @25degC mS/m | :
Non-filtrable Residue : mg/ D><T] &
Dissolved Oxygen ' mglo|: |- e
Dissolved Oxygen Saturation. .. %O.J".. . .| - ~
Biochemical Oxygen Demand - mgh'O e S .
mical Oxygen Demand  mgf O |
CMoride : mghCl... | .- -
Nitrite Nitrogen . MmN ]| n
Nitrate Nitrogen .mg)TN"; T L
Ammonia Nitrogen (NH, + NH ) sl
Total Phosphorus 3= e
Soluble Reactive Phosphorus “mgh P - >< R
:
*




AUCKLAND REGIONAL WATER BOARD .
FIELD SHEET . = -

DATE: SAMPLED BY: {CENTRENo:

“CONSENT

WEATHER Last 24 hours
RECENTLY Last 7 days

© FIELD OBSERVATIONS
SAMPLE/SITE

IDESCRIPTION

%WLE/SAMPLE No.

TIME

\NEATH ER Appearance:

,LBeaufort scale) Precipitation:

s

'WIND Speed: /

(;If_anm.sszLL Direction:
WAVE HEIGHT _(m)

GAUGE HEIGHT (m)
EQW (gﬂmated[me'asured)
SAMPLE DEPTH
COLQUR

CLARITY

QDOUR
TEMPERATURE (C)
H  (Paperfmeter)

D.0O. (ppm)

SALINITY (Yo0 )
CONDUCTIVITY_ ( )
SECCHI DEPTH (m)

2

SAMPLING DIAGRAM/SITE PLAN_

PR Semmyang
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BellSouth Centre
21 Pitt Street

; ﬁ . Private Bag-92 012
E ' Auckland
, Auckland Regional Council  new zealand
px  CP 28008 Pitt St

| March 1999 : - . ol 649379 4420
) ) fax 64 9366 2155

Mr Brian Morrison File Ref: 7835
1334 Sandspit Road -

RD2 ' ‘

Warkworth

Dear Sir -,
RE: REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION - DISCHARGE PERMIT 7835

Thank you for forwarding a copy of the engineer’s report for the Sandspit Motor Camp
wastewater treatment and disposal system. I will ensure the report is returned to you.

We have reviewed-the-information, and under section 92 of the Resource Management Act
1991 request that additional information be provided in support of this application. The
specific information is detailed below, and is required to enable the ARC to fully assess the
appropriateness of the proposed disposal option, and the effects of the activity on the
environment. '

1. Wastewater Treatment

The report prepared by Colin Ashby Consulting Ltd makes a number of
recommendations including:

a) Make changes to the existing plumbing arrangement of the wastewater treatment
system to avoid “short circuiting” of the system by untreated effluent.

b) Installation of a “Biotube” filter on the outlet of the septic tank;

¢) The installation of a grease tra‘f) upstream of the wet well;

: d) The installation of a sand filter.

No information has been provided to indicate which, if any, of these recommendations
have been implemented. Could you therefore please clarify this issue, and where
appropriate provide updated plans of the system reflecting the changes.

2. Wastewater Disposal

The application proposes to change the method of disposal from discharging directly to
the estuary to dripper irrigation to land above the disposal field. This proposed change is
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entirely appropriate, and the ARC supports this approach. However, a number of aspects
of the proposed disposal option require further clarification.

No information has been provided with regard to the soil type at the disposal field, or the
proximity to groundwater. Therefore, the ARC requests that you undertake bore analysis
of the site, and prqvide results of this geotechnical analysis to the ARC.

No information has been provided for the sizing of the proposed irrigation field. This
factor is critical to the effective disposal of the wastewater. Therefore, could you please
provide full design calculations for the size of the proposed irrigation field, including
loading rates based on the bore logs discussed above. :

3. Contingency Measures

The ARC’s design criteria generally recommend that at least 24 hours storage '
contingency be providéd for any systems operating with a pump. In this case it is not
clear what, if any, contingency is available for this system. Could you please therefore
clarify what contingency is available in the event of a pump failure.

In accordance with the provisions of the Resource Management Act the ARC will defer the
processing of this application until the additional information has been provided. Should you
wish to discuss any of the matter discussed above please do not hesitate to contact me on 366
2000 ext. 8460.

Yours faithfully

Pollution Confrol Officer

IS Ref: I:\rg\mar\q3dwlig37.doc




BellSouth Centre
21 Pitt Street
Private Bag 92 012

. . Auckland
Auckland Regional Council  new zeatand

"px  CP 28008 Pitt St
tel 64 9 379 4420

25 February 1999 F I L E
‘ _ fax 64 93662155

Sandspit Motor Camp File Ref: 7835
1334 Sandspit Road :

RD2

Warkworth

" Attention: Brian Morrison

Dear Sir
RE: EXTENSION OF TIME DISCHARGE PERMIT NO. 7835

Section 37 of the Resource Management Act 1991 allows the Auckland Regional Council to
extend, by not more than double, a time period specified in the Act, in relation to the
processing of consent-applications. Accordingly, the Auckland Regional Council has
extended the time period within which it is required to notify Brian and Vanessa Morrison of
its decision regarding its application for a consent to discharge contaminants at Sandspit
Motor Camp. '

The date by which the decision will be advised is now 25 March 1999. The time limit has
been extended to allow the ARC to further assess the information provided in relation to the
change in disposal option for wastewater at the site.

Yours faiithfully

Pollution Control Officer | 5\
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