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Statement or Regional Plan under Clause 6 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 

Return your signed submission by 5.00pm, Friday 1 May 2015 to: 
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Freepost 1201 
Proposed Canterbury Air Regional Plan. 
Environment Canterbury 
P 0 Box 345 
Christchurch 8140 
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Organisation*: Phone (Wk): ______ _ 
·the orgarm;ation that this submission is made on behaif oi 

Postal Address: 

3{ l ~\ E\ i-e~miQ.r'f- kba.d,., R 'D :1~ LH C.H 
Phone (Cell}: tiL.\ '2'l\-5.:)Q.S' 
Postcode: 7 G 12 
Fax: 

Contact name and postal address for service of person making submission (if different from above): 

. Trade Competition 

Pursuant to Schedult1 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 , a person who could gain an advantage in trade 
competition through the submbsion may make a submission only if directly affected by an effect of the proposed 
policy statement or plan that: 

a) adversely affects the environment; and 
b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition . 

Please tick the sf:ntence that applies to you: 

ff I could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission; or 

0 l couid gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission . If you have ticked this bo)( please 
select one of the following: 

0 I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission 

0 I am not directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission 

Signature: ~R ~~Y Date: 2.\ -l\= \S' 
!Signature of person mgi<.mg subm:ssio'"l or person avtl1o;ised to sign on behai! of person making the s~b;n i ss:or.) 

Please note: 
i 1 i all Information cont:uned m a submission uncer the ~esource f\.1anagement Act 1991 . 1ncfudi'ig P.ames and addresses for service. becomes pub!ic !nforiT'at!on. 

' 8 
D 
u 

I do not wish to be heard in support of my submission; or 
I do wish to be heard in support of my submission; and if so, 
I would be prepared to consider presenting your submission in a joint case v,;ith others making a similar 

· submission at any hearing _u_ ------ - - ----·-------



l Page and Subsection 
My submission and supporting 
reasons 

.______ ________________________ _ 
Page 7-18 I oppose subsection 7.57 for the 

Subsection 7.57 following reasons: 

• Air pressure release valves 

can and do emit a strong and 
offensive odour 'vvhich can 

cause odour nuisance to 

neighbouring properties. 

Affected parties should have 
the right to object and be 

heard through the resource 
consent process OR 

• Have the guaranteed 
a<;~qr anc.e of a mandatory 

zero odour mitigation method 
wi:h low visual imp<H.:t on all 
air pressure release valves 

which disch:lrge to air. 

• Hydrogen Sulphide is a highly 
fiammable gas and has no 

place being pumped onto 

residential streets. 

o 1he wording around "not 
intended for residential use" 

in rf•lation to public land in 
7.57 is not clear and needs to 
be dearly defined as to its 
intention. 

• Odour/Du:;t management 
plans do not offer full and 
clear prote<tion to residents 
<md affected parties_ Case in 

point w,'JS H•e devf.•lopment of 

Barton Fields !.ubdivision in 

Lincoln which caused :-evere 
du~.t problems tor 

ne!ghnouring properties. The 
dust c:aused ht.?alth issues in 
:;everal n~5idcnts (a:;thrna) 

and c.Jtlsed damage to 
properti.?s. Ecan receiVt:'d 
rnany cornplamts over !>everal 

months and conducted s1te 
visits bu1 nothing was rlone to 
mitigate thP dust by t.um or 
the develo per. 

I seek the following decisions from 
Environment Canterbury 

Either 

• All sewerage air pressure 

release valves discharging to 
air on publicly owned land 

shouid be a restricted 

discretionary activity 
requiring resource consent to 
the same level and conditions 

<1s AQL59 in the pr"'vious 
Canterbury Air Plan. OR 

• All $ewerage air pressure 

rel~ase valves discharging to 

air must by IC1w be fitted with 
a mitigation device (such J S a 
11Green Dome" by Armatec 

Environmental ) which 
ensures zero odour and low 

visual impact. Including ali 

previously installed air 

pres<>ure release valves 

discharging to air on publicly 

owned land, i11sta!led 
between 1 June 2002- 27tn 
February 2015 which were 
installed ln breach of the RMA 
with no resource cement. 
Devices such as Green Dome 
also elrminate the hydrogen 
sulphide from the 
environment. 



Page and Subsection 

----------·-------·-···------
1 PAGE 7-19 

i Subsection 7.58 

My submission and supporting 
reasons 

--~-------------------------

I seek the following decisions from 
Environment Canterbury 

1 I oppCJse .:;ubsect inn 7.58 for the /\II di ~~charge to air from <;eweraw' clir 1 

! following reasons: release valves that do not rneet the 
i r€quirements of 7.57 ~hould be i 
! restricted discretionary activities to 
I l the same level and conditions as 
l AQL69 in the previous Canterbury Air 

_________ _j_ _____________________ ------------+-P_Ia_n. 

~--------------

[ 

• 7.58 will allow council:-; to 
install sewerage air pressure 
release valves on privately 
owned property. 

• Home owners have the right 
to protect their homes and 
property. 

• 7.58 takes away the property 
owners rights to object on 
location, devaluation of 
prop(~rty values, visual 

impact1 potentraf odour or 
r any other ISSUe. 
+--------~--------------------
1 • 7.58 is too biased in favour of 

councils and not the property 

------ -------- ····-· · 

- --------- ------·-- ·--· 
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------------- ----------- ----'--

Discretion on 7.58 is limited 
to mitigation/remedy 
methods only and leaves no 
avenue for any aff~cted 
parties to object on any other 
issue, which in effect makes 
the resource consent a 

foregone conclusion. 


