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1.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Passive Discharges from Contaminated Land: Rule 5.187

1.1

This evidence supports a number of ECan changes to the passive discharge
Rule 5.187 but seeks that two key additional matters be included:
(a)

it opposes the proposed removal (in the s42A report) of the linkage to
the investigation report as the mechanism by which compliance with
the trigger values are assessed; and

(b)

it supports the inclusion of a two tier groundwater trigger value based
on Schedule 8 values where there is a sensitive groundwater receptor
(e.g. bore and community drinking water supply) and NZ Drinking water
Standards where there is no sensitive receptor.

1.2

The technical basis for the position is addressed in the evidence of Mr K
Tearney. The proposed amendments are considered to remain appropriately
protective of the environment and consistent with the policy framework of the
RPS and Land and Water Plan.
Stormwater

1.3

This evidence supports the Oil Companies' submission seeking deletion of
Policy 4.16A and the approach promoted by that Policy (that ECan will stop
issuing resource consent into reticulated networks post 2025). Based on other
submissions received on PC4 it is clear the approach is not agreed to by a
number of network operators (namely district councils). The processes and
procedures around the approach to Stormwater are, in my opinion, unclear and
create uncertainties for applicants.

1.4

I consider that the changes to the stormwater provisions should be withdrawn
and promoted via a Plan Change once there is a clear and agreed
implementation pathway between the Councils. The current regime is already
very difficult for applicants and there needs further certainty around it in the
interim (pre 2025) as well as after that date. Moving to a new regime in the
absence of agreement with the other Councils is likely to impose greater costs,
delays and uncertainties.
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1.5

Clarification is sought on whether jurisdictionally the changes post 2025 can be
resolved by policy alone.

1.6

The approach of using potentially contaminated land to address operational
quality discharges from impervious areas is questioned and a regime that
specifically targets water quality from operational sites is considered a
potentially more appropriate means of triggering operational stormwater
considerations.

1.7

Provisions relating to construction phase stormwater are not opposed although
the matters around post 2025 remain to be clarified. However the evidence
raises an issue with the definition of construction phase stormwater and
practicality of controlling it for very small areas of exposed land and questions
whether there should be some form of minimum threshold established.

1.8

Removal of the heading “post – constriction phase stormwater” is discussed as
that appears to raise a number of administrative issues and potential obligations
that are unnecessary. It being better to address operational stormwater
requirements in parallel to construction activities rather than sequentially as
there may be numerous construction phases and, in my view, there should be
no need to create an iterative obligation.

1.9

Further clarification is also sought in relation to the intent on

how other

discharges into the networks, such as dewatering water, are to be addressed or
if the intent is to only address stormwater in all its forms.

1.10

The process of introducing community water supply protection zones via
consent is raised. Such zones have the potential to impose significant
constraints on existing users relying on permitted activity conditions in the Plan.
A Plan change process is preferred for the introduction of such zones. If the
consent process is to be used then a consistent process is needed to ensure
affected parties are identified. The introduction of Schedule 1A needs further
clarification around its use and function to ensure those matters are not
misinterpreted. The Canterbury Maps Residential Land Repair Layer should be
amended to remove the outdated information relating to the protection zones.
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1.11

Floodwater Rule 5.142 as redrafted appears unworkable and should be deleted
and replaced with a rule that targets the effects and works of concern.

2.

INTRODUCTION

Qualifications and experience
2.1

My full name is David William le Marquand and I have practised resource
management for over 30 years. I am a Director of Burton Planning Consultants
Limited. I hold the qualification of Bachelor of Arts in Geography and Master of
Arts in Geography from Auckland University. Relevant qualifications and
experience are set out in Attachment A.

Scope of Evidence

2.2

My evidence addresses the following matters:

(a)

Passive Discharges from Contaminated Land:


Changes to Rule 5.187, with regards to the planning and
policy framework and context supporting the changes sought
by the Oil Companies to Rule 5.187, as detailed in the expert
evidence of Mr Kevin Tearney.

(b)

Stormwater:


Policy 4.16A and the requirement for network operators to
manage inputs from 2025.

2.3



Construction Phase Stormwater.



Post Construction Phase Stormwater.

(c)

Changes to Community Drinking Water Zones.

(d)

Floodwater and Rule 5.142.

Attachment B includes the changes that are supported and where no further
comment is to be made in this evidence. Attachment C includes the changes
sought through this evidence.
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3.

CODE OF CONDUCT: ENVIRONMENT COURT OF NEW ZEALAND PRACTICE NOTE
2014 – EXPERT WITNESSES

3.1

I have read the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014 as it relates to expert
witnesses. My brief of evidence was prepared in compliance with the Code of
Conduct and I agree to comply with the Code in giving my oral evidence. I am
not, and will not behave as, an advocate for the Oil Companies. I am engaged
by the Oil Companies as an independent expert and my Company provides
planning services to the Oil Companies collectively and separately along with a
range of other infrastructure, corporate and public agency clients. I have no
other interest in the outcome of the proceedings.

3.2

My qualifications as an expert witness are set out in Attachment A. The issues
addressed in this brief relate to the planning implications of Proposed Plan
Change 4 of Land and Water Plan (“Change 4”) and are within my area of
expertise.

3.3

The reasons for my opinions are set out in the subsequent sections of this
document and I confirm I have not omitted to consider material facts known to
me that might alter or detract from the opinions expressed.

3.4

In preparing this evidence I have reviewed ECan’s primary s42A report prepared
by Philip Maw and Matthew McCallum-Clark. I have also read and rely on the
evidence by Mr Tearney in relation to the matters pertaining to Contaminated
Land Rule 5.187. I have also considered the following documents:
(a)

the notified Change 4 (Omnibus) to the Canterbury Land and Water
Regional Plan;

(b)

ECan’s Section 32 Evaluation Report;

(c)

the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (2013);

(d)

the Oil Companies’ submission and further submission on Change 4;
and

(e)

3.5

the Resource Management Act 1991 (“RMA”).

My evidence is focused on the remaining points of difference, or matters in
dispute, having regard to the s42A report. The changes I seek through evidence
are detailed in Attachment C.

6
27296044_1.docx

4.

PASSIVE DISCHARGES FROM CONTAMINATED LAND: CHANGES TO
RULE 5.187

4.1

The Oil Companies supported some changes proposed by ECan to Rule 5.187.
They supported the reference to passive discharges and the structure of the rule
relating to the two standards, both of which have been retained.

4.2

With regard to the changes sought to the rule, the key matters raised by the Oil
Companies' submission that appear to be still in dispute are:

(a)

Whether the reference in the rule to the site investigation report
process should be retained; and

(b)

Whether the trigger screening level should be in accordance with
Schedule 8 where there are identified sensitive groundwater receptors
or where there is no such receptor, whether it should revert to the NZ
Drinking Water Standards.

4.3

The additional changes sought by the Oil Companies, and that remain in
dispute, are identified in bold underline text and strikethrough in the below
version of the Rule. The other ECan changes identified in non-bold underline
and strikethrough are supported:
5.187 The passive discharge of contaminants onto or into land from a
contaminated site land onto or into land in circumstances where those
contaminants may enter water is a permitted activity, provided the following
conditions are met:
1. There has been a site investigation report provided to the CRC in
accordance with Rule 5.185; and
2. The site investigation report identifies reasons for concluding that: The
site investigation report identifies reasons for concluding that Tthe
discharge does not result in the concentration of contaminants:
(1) The concentration of contaminants in groundwater meets at the
property boundary, or atfor any existing groundwater bore
(excluding any monitoring bore located on the property), or where
there is a community groundwater protection zone, breaching
the limits for groundwater set out in Schedule 8; or or otherwise
the New Zealand Drinking-water Standards; and
(2) The concentration of contaminants in the groundwater: at the
property boundary, at the location of any existing groundwater bore
(excluding monitoring bores), and at any point where the
groundwater exits to surface water does not breaching the water
quality standards in Schedule 5 for 90% of species; and
3.At any point where the groundwater exits to surface water the discharge
does not produce any:
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(a) Conspicuous oil or grease films, scums or foams, or floatable or
suspended materials; or
(b) Conspicuous change in the colour or visual clarity; or
(c) Emission of objectionable odour.
4.4

I support the additional changes sought by the Oil Companies. Neither the s32
report nor the s42A report indicate the basis or reasoning for moving away from
a risk based approach (i.e. reference to the site investigation report as the key
mechanism for assessment). In terms of the appropriateness of the threshold of
50% Maximum Allowable Value (MAV) (which is the standard in Schedule 8),
the s42A report invites further evidence on the matters. Further evidence is also
provided by Mr Tearney accordingly.

4.5

I support the intent behind ECan’s changes insofar as they seek to clarify that
Rule 5.187 sets out a compliance requirement at the property boundary (as this,
in my view, more appropriately aligns with the intent in policy 4.26 than the
wording of the existing rule). In a practical sense, such clarification is important.
After the rule was introduced, the Oil Companies questioned whether the “or”
should be interpreted as an “and” or as an “or”, given the consequences as to
determining the point of compliance with Schedule 8 for groundwater. In my
view the restructured rule proposed by ECan properly clarifies this matter.

4.6

I also support the Rule being clarified insofar as it is to only apply to “passive”
discharges. That is an important concept, which should be made clear in the
Rule.

4.7

The Plan properly recognises that “passive” discharges are different from other
discharges. The discharges that the Rule will apply to are existing “legacy”
discharges that are occurring irrespective of any consenting regime. The thrust
and intent of the contaminated land provisions in the RPS, and the Land and
Water Plan, is, in my view, to identify such legacy discharges, assess the risks
they pose and manage responses to that accordingly1. Those provisions are
complemented by the provisions of the Resource Management (National
Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to
Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011 (“NES”).

4.8

In my view the most appropriate

way these legacy discharges should be

identified and addressed is through risk assessment procedures undertaken in
1

RPS Chapter 17, land and Water Plan Policy 4.26; Rule 5.185 to 5.188.
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accordance with the MfE Guidelines2. Indeed the Land and Water Plan
encourages such investigations by permitting them through Rule 5.185
(compliance with which produces the site investigation report referred to in Rule
5.187) and by requiring consent for such investigations only where they do not
comply with the Guidelines, or where ECan is not provided with a copy of the
report.
4.9

I understand ECan now has over 11,000 sites identified as HAIL on its Listed
Land Use Register (LLUR) but only a relatively small proportion of those sites
have been investigated in relation to discharges. Not all sites need to be
investigated to the same level. A trigger provision that factors in the nature of the
receiving environment will result in potential costs savings across the region. In
my view the site investigation mechanism in 5.187 (2) should be retained to
facilitate risk assessment, and as the basis for compliance assessment. This
will ensure that such investigations adequately address discharge risk to the
receiving environment and are provided to ECan (in terms of Rule 5.185). If that
reference (to a site investigation report) is removed it raises uncertainties on
how the rule will be administered.

4.10

While the s42A report has indicated that the rule itself does not require a
monitoring obligation, there is no clear indication as to how ECan may seek that
activities on HAIL sites demonstrate compliance with the rule. As such, I am
concerned about what may develop as ECan’s practice as to what is accepted
as proof of compliance with the standards. If it turns out that the only way to
show compliance is by drilling, then that is likely to be very costly and in many
cases unnecessary (the Oil Companies' submission identifies costs of up to
$40,000 per well). By contrast a practice that relied on the opinion of a Suitably
Qualified Experienced Professional (“SQEP”) (as per the existing rule) could rely
on an assessment method that the SQEP considered appropriate to the
situation, with other assessment methods such as soil analysis, experience, and
modelling providing more flexibility. It would also complement, and be consistent
with, the agreed practice ECan already accepts with CCC in relation to the use
of SQEP’s to assess risk arising from stormwater discharges from residential
rebuild sites (see Attachment D paragraph 5). I believe it is to ECan’s
advantage to link the standard to the site investigation reporting as it will likely
result in more information and explicit assessment of the need for a discharge
consent.

2

Contaminated Land Management Guidelines No. 5: Site Investigation and Analysis of Soils (Ministry for the Environment, 2011) and
Contaminated Land Management Guidelines No. 1: Reporting on Contaminated Sites in New Zealand,(Ministry for the Environment, 2011)
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Trigger Levels

4.11

I recognise that the Land and Water Plan, as originally notified in August 2012,
did not include contaminated land discharge provisions and that the inclusion of
such provisions was opposed by ECan in its staff report at the time. The
provisions subject to this Plan Change were only introduced into the Plan via the
Panel’s decisions in relation to the Oil Companies' submission. The Oil
Companies were seeking increased certainty on managing passive discharges
through using risk based assessment. The use of trigger values for risk based
assessment has been used elsewhere. For example, such an approach has
recently been clarified in the provisions of the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan
(“PAUP”), although I note that those provisions have been agreed through
mediation and are still subject to final decision. The PAUP trigger values set
conservative trigger thresholds for consent for a risk assessment process and a
pathway for close out3 when the risks are confirmed as being acceptable in
terms of the receiving environment. They are not a discharge standard per se
but screening thresholds for risk assessment. The link to the MfE Guidelines
also means that differences in sensitivity of receptors is recognised (e.g. Rule
2.1.5) see Attachment E.

4.12

The trigger levels sought by the Oil Companies for Rule 5.187 are, as outlined
by Mr Tearney, conservative thresholds and if met, will not give rise to the
potentially significant adverse effects the section 42A report appears concerned
about (paragraph K25 page 133).

Compatibility with Policy Framework

4.13

Policy 4.26 is identified in the LWRP as being the key “passive” discharge policy
(e.g. refer policies 4.13 and 4.14). The key matter relating to contaminated land
is that adverse effects on public health and safety, and on human and stock
water supplies or surface water are to be avoided. Policy 4.26 is in my view a
recognition that “passive” discharges are different from other discharges,
consistent with similar recognition elsewhere in the LWRP and RPS.

3

This enables a process by which the effective remediation standards are agreed to (i.e. when risks are
acceptable) and enables a consent to be either surrendered or monitoring cease even though the residual
contamination level may be above the trigger values.
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4.14

I have assessed the relevant suite of higher order policy provisions in relation to
the Oil Companies trigger threshold proposals and this is included in
Attachment F. In my opinion the approach proposed by the Oil Companies is
consistent with the policy framework of the LWRP and the amendments can be
readily accommodated without changing the policy intent or achievement of the
objectives. Further, as outlined in the evidence of Mr Tearney, adopting the
trigger value approach will still ensure appropriate outcomes for the
management of contaminated land while ensuring groundwater is adequately
protected.

The changes that are sought in this evidence are included in

Attachment C.

5.

STORMWATER
Policy 4.16A and the requirement for network operators to manage inputs from
2025.

5.1

The Oil Companies sought deletion of Policy 4.16A until the Council addresses
its stormwater provisions through a comprehensive Plan Change. I support the
intent behind the Oil Companies' submission. There is clearly an issue with the
implementation of the existing provisions and the new changes appear to be
opposed by a number of the District Councils’ in their submissions. This to me
signals a likely increase in difficulties for applicants. The experience of my firm
to date is that the implementation of the existing provisions is frustrating and
complex, with the District Council’s expressing an unwillingness to give their
approval for stormwater discharges from HAIL sites even where it is effectively
an existing discharge and the nature and characteristics of such stormwater is
not really changing. This results in applicants getting caught between the two
Council’s (region and city), and generally ends up with the applicant having to
obtain non-complying activity consent from ECan even where, in my firm’s
experience, there are no real environmental benefits to doing so. My take on the
issue is that it appears to be one fostered by a risk averse and an inconsistent
approach between Council’s, rather than based on an assessment of the likely
environmental effects.

Given the number of HAIL sites in the region, the

cumulative costs of unnecessary consenting could be considerable. I consider
that the new changes in Policy 4.16A will not necessarily address that in the
short term.
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5.2

In my experience, the existing provisions in the LWRP have not worked as
efficiently and effectively as may have originally been intended, particularly in
relation to the CCC.

An example of the difficulty in getting consent from both

the network operator and ECan under these provisions in order to discharge
operational stormwater is demonstrated in the attached correspondence relating
to the redevelopment of Z Moorhouse (see Attachment G). This is an example
of where varying interpretations were placed on the global consent conditions by
parties. These conditions, consents and intra council understandings are
effectively operating as guidance for the exercise of discretion under the
permitted activity plan provisions. In relation to the relevant global consent (CRC
090292 included in Attachment H), operational discharges from the site were
already sanctioned by it. While works were proposed (and eventually did occur)
at the site, the nature and character of the discharge from the works did not
qualify as redevelopment as defined in CCC's stormwater consent (refer
condition 4e – Attachment H).
5.3

While CCC may see the outcome of refusing written approval may theoretically
reduce its liability for such discharges, the result to the applicant is that they
must seek a non-complying consent from ECan, often when there is no new or
additional environmental effect to be managed. The issues were further
compounded when ECan refused to progress the non-complying activity
application until CCC gave its approval. After much discussion and a significant
time delay and with associated costs incurred, that CCC eventually gave its
permission for the operational discharge and ECan granted consent for the
discharge of construction stormwater.

5.4

A further example is provided in correspondence in Attachment I relating to Z
Rangiora and Waimakiriri District Council (WDC). Despite initial support, there
was a difference of opinion over whether the site was medium or high risk. WDC
would not provide written approval to accept operational discharges to its
stormwater network until ECan issued its discharge consents. The result was
that the applicant was left in suspension between WDC's and ECan's differing
opinions. ECan in turn required WDC’s approval to process the application. Z
was required to obtain an operational consent from ECan to discharge to the
network (land). The operational discharge consent was issued as a discharge to
surface water.

5.5

The examples illustrate the difficulties of being caught up between the regional
and

territorial

authorities’

issues

regarding

delineation

of

roles

and
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responsibilities on these matters. While not within the scope of the Plan Change,
such experiences do, in my view, also raise doubt over the appropriateness of
the non-complying activity status for operational discharges into the CCC
network when the CCC appears to be applying a default position on all industrial
HAIL sites undergoing redevelopment. In many cases the nature and extent of
the discharges are not changing post construction and in examples like
Moorhouse are in fact leading to a reduction. As indicated before, it also draws
into question the efficiency and effectiveness of the process under the LWRP.
5.6

While I accept that Policy 4.16A signals a change in direction that will not be
implemented for some nine years, that is almost the life time of a plan, and it
appears to me that the management of stormwater discharges needs to be
resolved much sooner than that.

Further, I am most concerned that the

approach promoted by Policy 4.16A will continue to be pursued unilaterally by
ECan in the absence of any clear, agreed and transparent process between it
and the District Councils, thereby creating the potential for ongoing uncertainties
and difficulties for applicants..
5.7

In my opinion, greater clarity as to the implementation process needs to be
provided, including what it will mean and how it will work for existing consent
holders and existing dischargers and for future applications. A number of the
District Councils have in their submissions raised concerns relating to the issue
of resourcing, enforcement, skills and training. For example a greater
acceptance and wider use of SQEP analysis as to effects of discharges could
assist in that process should not just be limited to residential sites as currently
agreed between ECan and CCC (refer Attachment D para 5).

5.8

The s42A report acknowledges (paragraph B.34 and B.36) that there is
opposition from some territorial authorities to the approach to make them
responsible for all inputs into their systems post 2025, yet continues to
recommend the retention of the Policy. I am not opposed to the intent of
territorial authorities being responsible for controlling inputs into their networks.
However, from a planning perspective this can also be achieved via bylaws. In
addition to the powers afforded to it by virtue of its written approval being
required for any stormwater water discharge to its reticulated network, CCC
already has a bylaw4.

4

Water Supply, Wastewater and Stormwater Bylaw 2014.
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5.9

While I accept that many other regional and district authorities around the
country approach discharges into networks in similar ways, through bylaws,
district council approvals for discharges and through permitted activity status at
the regional level, my firm has not experienced the same administrative
difficulties as to process anywhere else in the country. For users, the process
needs to be clear and reasonable and implementation needs to be consistent.

5.10

In addition to my concerns about current implementation of the provisions, I
remain unclear what and how discharges will be dealt with post 2025. For
example, CCC has a number of global consents (e.g. CRC120223 and
CRC131249 refer to Attachment H) that expire post that date (i.e. 2047 and
2048 respectively). Those consents include a condition (see condition 3 in both
CRC120223

and

CRC131249

Attachment

H)

that

requires

express

authorisation from both CCC and ECan for any development area on the LLUR
unless analysis confirms that soil has been analysed at below background
levels. With such conditions, there is a real concern there will be no planned
pathway for how (resource) consent can be obtained for land that has soils
above background levels. Without a clear pathway it will be very difficult for
applicants to know how they can navigate between the Councils and a clear risk
there will continue to be process issues. As a consequence I would recommend
the provisions be withdrawn in particular Policy 4.16A, until such time as a clear
and agreed process is developed and brought forward via Plan Change (refer to
Attachment C).
5.11

Attachments I and J are examples of consents for operational stormwater
discharges from service stations (Z Rangiora and Z Curletts Road). It should be
noted that despite contaminated land being the reason that the consents had to
be obtained, there are, and properly so in my opinion, no conditions relating to
the management of stormwater from potentially contaminated land in those
consents. Rather what they do illustrate is that the LLUR exclusions from the
comprehensive consents are being used as an opportunity to address
stormwater quality improvements on sites through the imposition of conditions
that are not related to the trigger or rationale for the intervention (i.e. the
potentially contaminated land). While I am not opposed to water quality
improvements being required per se, those aspects would be better and more
appropriately addressed, in my opinion, with specific and targeted provisions in
the LWRP and/or through conditions in the global consents, and bylaws if
necessary, that relate to that issue, and not as an incidental opportunity. Other
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Councils do this, for example the PAUP has developed provisions for discharges
from industrial and trade premises.
5.12

The discharges from the service stations in the two examples are both into the
respective district/city council reticulated network, yet one consent is for a
discharge into the network and the other is for a discharge (via the network) to
surface water. This, in my view, raises a potential jurisdiction question. Are the
current consents being issued by ECan for discharges into the reticulated
networks being issued as discharges to land or to surface water? This is
important because it raises the question of whether the intention to separate out
discharge sanctions into reticulated networks (Rules 5.94B and 5.95A) from the
other discharge provisions has addressed all s15 RMA obligations. Does there
remain a technical s15 obligation arising from Rules 5.94A and 5.95 post 2025?.
ECan currently issue such consents because there is a requirement to do so
under the RMA, how does that change after 2025? Is the obligation really
satisfied by just including a policy that ECan will refuse to issue consents post
this date or might a transfer of powers be required?

5.13

The Oil Companies have raised in their submission a concern post 2025 of the
need for some form of permitted sanction into the network if indeed ECan is
going to decline to issue any consents in the future. This matter does not appear
to have been addressed in the s42A report. I therefore remain concerned for the
potential for applicants to be caught up in any on-going disjoint between ECan
plans and the response to them by other Councils. Further I remain unclear if
this 2025 cut-off date will mean that the likes of dewatering consents for
construction activities that discharge into the reticulated network will also be
refused to be issued after that date? For example there is no amendment
proposed to Rule 5.120 in PC4, it is only stormwater discharges that are being
addressed, yet dewatering discharges are another type of discharge into
reticulated systems. The Oil Companies currently rely on obtaining dewatering
consents for underground tank installations. There is a risk that issues between
the Councils over stormwater could further impact on how they view these
additional discharges, particularly if territorial authority global consents do not
allow for the respective Council to exercise discretion over such discharges.

5.14

In light of the above, I have concerns with the costs and benefits of proceeding
with the approach in Policy 4.16A in the interim and in the absence of unanimity
between Councils on how the process will work. At the very least I think the
LWRP needs to make a more explicit statement/provision other than just Policy
4.16A, that stormwater inputs into reticulated networks will not require regional
15
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sanction and clarify what status other discharges of substances such as
construction dewatering water, pipe and tank testing waters, spa and swimming
pool and other discharges that regularly discharge into such systems from time
to time, will have. I do think a comprehensive assessment of the issues and
LWRP provisions and amendments to be made dealing with inputs into
reticulated networks, along with the existing global consent system and the
nature and functioning of the conditions already in place, should be developed.
As a consequence, I would support deletion of Policy 4.16A in the interim, until
these matters are worked through in a transparent manner and with the input of
users who will be directly affected by it, and until the details can then be critically
and appropriately analysed through the Plan Change process.

Construction Phase Stormwater

5.15

The Oil Companies opposed rules 5.94A and B primarily on the basis there
should be a comprehensive Plan Change to address stormwater.

They

supported 5.94C in recognition that the pathway was a restricted discretionary
activity.

I am not opposed to there being a specific rule and pathway for

construction phase stormwater. For most situations, including contaminated
land, the risk of entraining contaminants is greater when one is disturbing the
contaminated soils (albeit construction is temporary) and therefore obtaining
consent is not unreasonable. I note for the oil industry there may be other
construction discharges, such as dewatering, occurring simultaneously which
will also require consent under the LWRP. I have already referred to the
uncertainty as to whether ECan intends to continue to issue consents for these
discharges post 2025.
5.16

Rule 5.94A addresses construction phase stormwater discharge to water or land
in circumstances where a contaminant may enter groundwater or surface water
but excludes, amongst other things, discharges from contaminated or potentially
contaminated land or discharges containing any hazardous substance.

5.17

There is a risk therefore any construction work on a site that exposes any
amount of soil that could be rained on potentially triggers the need for a
construction phase stormwater consent, irrespective of whether the discharge is
controlled. Examples of work on a service station that could trigger a regional
consent could include the installation of foundations for a sign, an investigation
of a potential leak, or the repair of a pothole. In fact, requiring resource consent
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for a localised excavation to investigate a suspected leak may only act to delay
the identification of a potential risk. In my opinion, some “low risk” activities on
contaminated or potentially contaminated land need to be permitted, perhaps by
adopting a threshold approach for earthworks (similar to the approach taken in
the NES or the approach taken by the PAUP which sets a 200m3 site threshold
for earthworks). Alternatively, an approach that the Independent Hearings Panel
is taking in Christchurch in relation to Natural Hazards is to look at some form of
certification process by a SQEP for certain matters relating to flood risk. In terms
of the risk of discharges and which really is an extension of the process ECan
and CCC appear to support in relation to residential sites.

5.18

I support the restricted discretionary activity consenting pathway in 5.94C. In my
view it is a targeted and an appropriately focused rule. I also note that restricted
discretionary status serves to demonstrate the incongruity (at least for
contaminated land) of the default to non-complying in Christchurch and
discretionary in other districts in Rule 5.97, for operational discharges that can
generally be considered ‘lower risk’.
Post Construction – Phase Stormwater

5.19

The Oil Companies sought deletion of Rule 5.95A. I support the intent of the Oil
Companies submission on this matter. The amendments to the stormwater rules
introduce a distinction between construction and post construction-phase
stormwater. As raised in the Oil Companies’ submission, the use of the heading
post construction-phase stormwater may have unintended consequences. Rule
5.95A, for instance, provides that the discharge of post construction-phase
stormwater is a permitted activity provided written permission is obtained from
the owner of the reticulated system.

5.20

As currently worded there is a risk that any and every construction activity would
lead to an ongoing obligation for a new post construction-phase stormwater
discharge consent. This would be regardless of the scale of the construction
activity and/or whether there is any net change to the nature and character of
the discharge. This would mean that in the interim, a District Council, may or
may not accept such discharge and if it does not then one would need to get
consent in terms of 5.97. In my opinion, (and in the absence of scope in PC4 to
address the default activity status for such discharges in Rule 5.97), this matter
is best addressed by simply deleting the heading of “Post Construction Phase
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Stormwater” and replacing it with “Stormwater”. This means the obligation would
sit in parallel to, and not in sequence with, construction activities.

6.

CHANGES TO COMMUNITY DRINKING WATER ZONES

6.1

The Oil Companies’ submission opposed Policies 4.23A, 4.23B and Rule 5.115
and sought their deletion5. The Oil Companies’ submission reflects concerns at
the application and implementation of the provisions in practice. In particular
there is concern that there is a potential for new community drinking water wells
to be established (via a potentially non-notified consent process) that bring with
them an automatic protection zone (as per Schedule 1). These new community
drinking water protection zones have the potential to affect and impose costs on
existing users. To overcome these concerns, the Oil Companies sought that any
new community drinking water protection zones be introduced by way of a Plan
Change process. Introduction via Plan Change would avoid the potential for
new or amended community drinking water protection zones to be introduced
via non-notified consent applications, without due regard to their potential to
affect existing land users.

6.2

I share the concerns of the Oil Companies, particularly in relation to the potential
for new community drinking water supplies to affect existing users. While there
are some new provisions that specifically and appropriately target consideration
of effects upon other users6 it would seem that a new supply could have
significant effects on other users.

In my view the provisions appear to

collectively mean that any new community drinking water wells will introduce defacto rezoning. The potential effect is on those activities that are relying on
permitted activity provisions, and then find themselves within such a zone, which
in turn will trigger the need to obtain consent and/or adopt a potential constraint.
In my view, any subsequent consent is likely to see additional constraints. There
are numerous rules which have conditions relating to avoiding discharges within
community drinking water supply protection zones which would mean a user
relying on permitted activity conditions would then need a consent and or have
other constrains imposed. This includes the following rules:
(a)

discharges of wastewater from an existing on-site waste treatment
system onto or into land in circumstances where a contaminant may
enter water (Rule 5.7);

5
6

Submission at pages, 11, 12, 19 and 20.
Provision 4.23B(c) and mater of discretion 9 in Rule 5.115.
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(b)

discharges of wastewater from a new, modified or upgraded on-site
wastewater treatment system into or into land in circumstances where
a contaminant may enter water (Rule 5.8);

(c)

discharges of drainage water from a drainage system to land or water
(Rules 5.75 and 5.76);

(d)

the use of land for a new cemetery or an extension to an existing
cemetery after 5 September 2015 and any ancillary discharge of
contaminants into land in circumstances where a contaminant may
enter water (Rule 5.82);

(e)

the use of land for a community wastewater treatment system would
become a prohibited activity (Rule 5.85);

(f)

the discharge of any liquid waste or sludge waste from an industrial or
trade process, including livestock processing, excluding wastewater,
into or onto land, or into or onto land in circumstances where a
contaminant may enter water (Rule 5.91);

(g)

the discharge of stormwater to water or land where a contaminant may
enter surface water (Rule 5.95);

(h)

the taking of groundwater for temporary dewatering and the associated
use and discharge of that water (Rule 5.119); and

(i)
6.3

passive discharge of contaminants (via the controls in Schedule 5).

The s42A report states in para D31 that the matter of effects on third parties can
be addressed through the normal s95RMA assessment of resource consents
and the consideration of affected persons. I accept this could be the case, but it
seems to me that the potential constraints and impacts may be such that they
should be introduced via way of Plan Change process rather than the consent
process. This is because the issue of a resource consent for a small community
water take becomes a de-facto trigger for plan rules even though their existence
is not identified in the LWRP. There is some risk that some parties may not
otherwise fully understand the implications if they are identified as an affected
party through the notification process.

6.4

If the resource consent pathway is to be retained for introducing such zones
then I anticipate that given the size of the zones, and the number of rules that
could potentially impact a third party if the activity was granted consent, the most
appropriate outcome will be to promote consultation with all parties and to
consider all landowners in a proposed protection zone to be potentially affected.
In my view, this level of consultation would reflect the wide ranging restrictions
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posed through the LWRP for sites located within such protection zones. ECan
should in my view adopt a consistent approach to this issue.

6.5

The Oil Companies opposed the Canterbury District Health Board (“CDHB”)
submission seeking the deletion of clause (c) to Policy 4.23B and matter 9 to
Rule 5.115, the effect of which would be to remove the explicit assessment of
effects on existing land users within proposed protection zones. I support those
further submissions by the Oil Companies to the extent that the approach of
introduction of such zones is to continue via the consent process.

6.6

In terms of Rule 5.115, the CDHB’s submission states that:
‘this requirement appears to be over and above those applied to water
users who can take more than 10m3 per property per day whereas
community drinking water supplies are first order priority according to
the Canterbury Water Management Strategy’.

6.7

With regard to Policy 4.23B the CDHB submission refers to the Canterbury
Water Management Strategy and in particular refers to two drinking water goals
in that Strategy which are as follows:
For those communities that currently have access to untreated and
safe drinking water, implement actions to ensure the source water
quality remains high enough to meet the current Drinking Water
Standards for New Zealand without treatment.

Prevent further decline in source water quality for those communities
that currently have to treat drinking water, such that this requires
increased level of treatment or monitoring requirements.

6.8

I acknowledge the importance of providing for drinking water, but unlike for other
permitted takes, takes for community drinking water supplies come with
protection zones that can significantly alter the rights, under the LWRP, of
existing land users. To suggest that effects on existing users should not be a
consideration is, in my view, not reasonable. In my opinion, these provisions
need to be retained, if the consent process for the introduction of new zones is
to remain.

20
27296044_1.docx

Schedule 1A

6.9

In my opinion, the inclusion of Schedule 1A as proposed in the s42A report
(recommendations on page 77) requires further explanation. Schedule 1A
appears to be a response to a submission from Mackenzie District Council (PC4
LWRP-329) seeking an avenue for recognising community drinking-water
supplies that do not meet the definition of community drinking water supply,
presumably based on the limited number of people they serve. In paragraph
D30, there it is suggested that the opportunity to schedule additional water
supplies on request through future Plan Changes in 1A. I understand that the
intent is the existing community water supply takes have protection zones (and
which are identified on the maps) and that new takes and corresponding
protection zones will require a resource consent process and presumably be
added to the maps through that process.

Without sufficient supporting text

explaining Schedule 1A, and given the NRRP previously included a full schedule
of all protection zones, I am concerned that there is a risk users of the LWRP
may interpret Schedule 1A as listing all new community drinking water protection
zones. Further explanation of the role and function of the schedule should be
included.

Mapping
6.10

Until recently the mapping layers associated with community drinking water
supply points and their corresponding protection zones were difficult to find
within ECan’s GIS mapping and therefore it was difficult to ascertain how they
may affect a proposal. It is noted that these zones have recently been made
available via the consent application resources map and the groundwater map.
Previously I had only been able to access them via the Residential Land Repair
Layer, where I note they are still included but are titled 'community drinking
water supplies' and 'community supply protection zones'. I bring this to the
attention of the Commissioners as these layers in the Residential Land Repair
Layer appear to be outdated and should be deleted to avoid any confusion for
users of the LWRP. Maintenance of up-to-date layers will be critical for users of
the LWRP to be able to ascertain the activity status of particular activities. The
basis by which these amendments can be made needs to be clarified.
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7.

FLOODWATERS AND RULE 5.142

7.1

The Oil Companies sought deletion of the definition of "floodwaters" and of Rule
5.142 on the basis that the rule is inappropriate and unenforceable7. Of
particular concern to the Oil Companies was the potential requirement to retain
any floodwaters on contaminated land while resource consent was obtained. I
support the Oil Companies' submission.

7.2

The rule is proposed in the s42A report to be amended to read as follows:
5.142 The diversion of surface run-off water caused by flooding is
discharge of floodwaters from a property to a river, lake or artificial
watercourse to alleviate surface flooding is a permitted activity, provided
the following conditions are met:
1. The activity is undertaken by or on behalf of a local authority in
accordance with a flood protection plan that has been certified by the Chief
Executive of the Canterbury Regional Council as being in accordance with
the CRC’s River Engineering Section Quality and Environmental
Management System Manual (March 2010) by the CRC. The discharge:
(1) is limited to a duration of 48 hours; and
(2) does not result in or exacerbate flooding of any other property; and
(3) does not cause or exacerbate erosion of any property or the bed or
banks of any surface waterbody; and
(4) does not result in the destablisation of any lawfully established
structure; and
(5) does not contain any hazardous substance; and
(6) does not originate is not98 from contaminated or potentially
contaminated land.

7.3

In my opinion the new rule results in inappropriate outcomes. I do not
understand the change from diversion to a “discharge”. The section 32A report
states:

This change occurs in recognition of the fact that an inconsistency exists
between the existing rule and the definition of 'diversion'. Under the existing
LWRP provisions any water that is taken from the bed, even for a short
distance, before being returned to the bed is considered a 'discharge' under
the Plan rather than a 'diversion'.
7.4

If it is floodwater there is no take involved: in most cases floodwater is received,
and largely unwanted. In my view, the Rule continues to be unworkable – it is
not clear who is supposed to get the consent, the person responsible for the
over topping of the banks or the one receiving the floodwaters? I consider that

7

Submission at pages 7 and 22.
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the matters which would

be captured by this rule are quite different from

someone doing works to divert flood flows back to a waterbody to alleviate their
inundation which in turn may cause other adverse effects.

7.5

The s42A report makes the following comment:

The Oil Companies concern is, in my opinion, valid, in that it is difficult to
contain and manage surface water flood flows that have resulted from the
breaching or overtopping of the banks of a watercourse. It is unrealistic,
should the floodwaters cross a contaminated site, to expect that the owner
of a particular site will be able to manage those floodwaters. That said, in
my opinion such a change to the rule would be at risk of not meeting the
Section 70 requirements for permitted activities. On that basis, a small
change is recommended that identifies that floodwaters that do not
originate from a contaminated or potentially contaminated site are not
captured by the conditions of the Rule.
7.6

The proposed change to condition 6 to amend the provision in my view does not
satisfy the relief sought by the Oil Companies. As identified in the section 42A
report, the rule as a whole does not work. There remains the suggestion that if
flooding on a HAIL site lasts for more than 48 hours, a retrospective consent is
required. In my view the rule should be deleted and further consideration given
to the issue that ECan is really trying to control. I am not clear what that is but if
it is intended to address the potential additional effects that may arise form a
person trying to deal with floodwaters by doing works to divert particular flood
flows then I consider that needs to be made explicit.

8.

CONCLUSION

8.1

The changes proposed by ECan to Rule 5.187 are supported in part but can be
improved further in terms of functionality and practicable workability by retaining
the reference to a site investigation report in 5.187(2) and by setting different
trigger levels for groundwater based on the receiving environment. In my view
the changes proposed by the Oil Companies are sufficiently conservative to
ensure the protection of the environment and are consistent with the policy
framework of the LWRP and the RPS.

8.2

I consider that the change in approach to stormwater as detailed in Policy 4.16A
should be reconsidered and the provision deleted and introduced via a Plan
23
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Change once there is agreement between Councils and there is a clear and
unambiguous pathway for applicants established. The existing issues and
complications still need to be worked through in the interim. A further change at
this stage risks further process complications and costs for applicants. In
addition, there is the risk that applicants could end up in the middle of Council
disputes.
8.3

The opportunity should be taken to review a number of aspects of ECan’s
stormwater management approach.

8.4

The heading of post construction phase stormwater should be deleted to avoid
creating ambiguity in the application of the rules. A restricted discretionary
activity pathway for construction stormwater is supported.

8.5

New community drinking water supply protection zones should preferably be
introduced by a Plan Change due to the significant potential impacts on existing
users relying on permitted activity rules. If the resource consent process is to be
the mechanism then the provisions relating to affected parties (4.23B (c) and
matter 9 to Rule 5.115) should, in my view, be retained. Further clarification over
the role and function of Schedule 1A is also required.

8.6

Floodwater Rule 5.142 is considered unworkable in its present form and should
be deleted or replaced with a provision that targets the effects of concern in
relation to works or activities associated with trying to divert flood flows back into
a river system or neighbouring properties.

David William le Marquand
29 January 2016
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ATTACHMENT A

RELEVANT EXPERIENCE AND QUALIFICATIONS
I am a Director of Burton Planning Consultants Limited and have over 30 years’ experience in the
planning system in New Zealand. This includes experience in the public and private sectors and in
consents, policy and compliance work across a range of developments.
QUALIFICATIONS AND PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS:
Bachelor of Arts (Geography) The University of Auckland 1978
Master of Arts (Geography) The University of Auckland 1980
My thesis was on The Dynamics of Some Waitemata Harbour Beaches
I am a member of the Resource Management Law Association
WORK HISTORY:
July 1995 – present
Associate then from 2003 Director Burton Planning Consultants
Various land use and regional consents for major clients. Analysis of proposed District and
Regional Plans, Plan Changes and Variations and submissions. Evidence preparation and
presentation in various fora. Strategic policy development and participation in various fora. Appeal
drafting and settlement.
1998 - May1995
Senior Environmental Policy Analyst, Ministry for the Environment
Environmental and resource management advice on Governments environmental policies to local
authorities, tangatawhenua, environmental and other groups. Input to RMA development.
Monitoring of RMA implementation. Analysis of proposed plans, plan changes and policy
statements. Preparation of submissions and evidence preparation. Monitoring regional
developments and response to Government policies identifying problems and solutions including
policy development.
1983-1988
Scientist, Planning Section, Water and Soil Directorate, Ministry of Works and Development.
Advice to National Water and Soil Conservation Authority (NWASCA) on effectiveness of
Government and NWASCA policy. Policy development on flood reduction, geothermal
management, water and soil management planning, coastal resources survey. Management of
$5m resource management grant programme to catchment authorities.
1980 -1983
Advisory Officer then Section Officer, Central Regional, Harbours and Foreshores, Ministry
of Transport.
Processing and approval of consents in the coastal marine area under the Harbours Act 1950.
Representation of Ministry at various Committees and other fora. Investigations, litigation and
prosecutions.

My principal role at Burton Consultants has been to provide planning and resource management
consenting and policy advice to clients in relation to various projects and planning instruments.
This has included preparation of consent applications, AEEs, designations, policy analysis,
submissions and appeals for a range clients including numerous infrastructure clients including
Mobil, BP, Z Energy, Chevron, New Zealand Oil Services Limited, Wiri Oil Services Limited,
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Powerco, Transpower, Enerco, Telecom, TVNZ, Liquigas, Eastland Energy, North Shore Events
Centre, AIAL and the Lines Company. I have 20 years specialist experience in relation to the oil
industry. This includes numerous resource consent applications (land use and discharge) and
planning issues, including risk matters, for oil storage terminals in Bluff, Timaru, Lyttelton,
Nelson, Wellington, Napier, New Plymouth, Tauranga, Auckland, Marsden Point and Wiri . I
also provide planning advice to the Oil Industry Environmental Working Group (OIEWG), which
currently comprises of Mobil Oil NZ Ltd, Z Energy Ltd and BP Oil NZ Ltd. It also includes
associate members from MTA (Motor Trade Association), Refinery NZ and NZ Oil Services
Ltd. OIEWG has been involved in the development of a number of guidelines, including the
following:




Guidelines for assessing and managing petroleum hydrocarbon contaminated sites in New
Zealand (revised 2011)
Environmental guidelines for water discharges from petroleum industry sites in New
Zealand 1998
Above-ground Bulk Tank Containment Systems: Environmental Guidelines for the
Petroleum Marketing Companies

OIEWG has submitted on a range of regional policy statements, regional plans and district plans
throughout the country in relation to matters that affect the oil industry operations, and in particular,
matters relating to hazardous substances, contaminated land, earthworks, air, freshwater,
stormwater, natural hazards, zoning matters and various performance-based provisions.
As a result of the above I have been involved in various fora that are of relevance in relation to this
hearing. This has included the MfE Policy Advisory Group for the development of the National
Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human
Health, submissions and hearings in relation to the PAUP provisions on Contaminated Land and
associated discharge provisions.
I was involved in the preparation of submissions and evidence for the Oil Companies on the
Proposed Land and Water Plan.
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ATTACHMENT B
Section 42A Recommendations supported

ATTACHMENT B – OIL COMPANIES’ SUBMISSIONS ON ECAN LWRP PC4 (OMNIBUS) WHERE THE RECOMMENDATIONS BY
THE REPORTING PLANNER ARE SUPPORTED

Submission Submission or FS
Point ID
PC4 LWRP- Retain the definition of ‘Bore’
400

Recommendation of Reporting Planner (amendments proposed through S42A
report shown in bold
Amend the definition of ‘Bore’ to read:
means a structure or hole in the ground constructed for the purpose of:
1. hydrological or geotechnical investigatingons or monitoring conditions below
the ground surface; or
2. abstracting liquid substances from the ground; or
3. discharging liquid substances into the ground;
but excludes any test pits, trench, and soak holes, piezometers, lysimeters or wellpointing device or other structure used to temporarily lower the groundwater table
for the purpose of dewatering.

PC4
402
PC4
404
PC4
405
PC4
406
PC4
407
PC4
408
PC4
409

LWRP- Retain the definition of ‘Community water supply’

No further changes recommended

LWRP- Retain the definition of ‘Dewatering’

No further changes recommended

LWRP- Retain the definition of ‘Drainage water’

No further changes recommended

LWRP- Retain the definition of ‘Earthworks’

No further changes recommended

LWRP- Retain the definition of ‘Recovery activities’

No further changes recommended

LWRP- Retain the definition of ‘Stormwater’

No further changes recommended

LWRP- Retain the definition of ‘Wastewater’

Amend the definition of ‘wastewater’ to read:
means liquid waste (and liquids containing waste solids) from domestic, industrial
or commercial premises, including, but not limited to, sewage, toilet wastes,
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ATTACHMENT B – OIL COMPANIES’ SUBMISSIONS ON ECAN LWRP PC4 (OMNIBUS) WHERE THE RECOMMENDATIONS BY
THE REPORTING PLANNER ARE SUPPORTED
Wastewater and grey water(household waste water from kitchens, bathrooms and
laundries), sullage and trade wastes and but excludes stormwater, trade wastes
and other industrial or trade process wastes including livestock processing.
PC4 LWRP- Amend the definition of ‘Drainage system’ to refer
specifically to agricultural or rural land to avoid any
410
suggestion that the definition may be applied to
other land where controlling or permanently
lowering the water table takes place. The following
wording was sought:
Means a surface or subsurface pipe or channel or
canal system for the collection, transfer and
discharge elsewhere of surface or subsurface
water: that has been constructed for the primary
purpose of:

Rejected
The reporting planner states that while there is an emphasis towards rural land, it
is not exclusive, in that drainage water from urban areas is not specifically
excluded. However, there is more of an emphasis toward water in urban areas
being treated as stormwater. ‘
On this basis, the reporting planner does not support the Oil Companies
submission.

1. collecting or draining water and contaminants
from agricultural or rural land; or
2. controlling or permanently lowering the water
table on agricultural or rural land;
and which conveys and discharges that water and
contaminants to land or surface water. It excludes
any system that has been constructed for the
primary purpose of collecting, conveying or
discharging stormwater.
PC4 LWRP- Confirm that the definition of ‘Sediment laden The reporting planner has confirmed that dewatering is separately defined in the
412
water’ does not include dewatering water
LWRP and the inference is therefore that sediment laden water does not include
dewatering water.
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PC4 LWRP- Policy 4.13 Discharge of contaminants to land or to The reporting planner notes that the terms ‘first priority’ and ‘second priority’
415
water
have caused concern and confusion for submitters and has clarified that the intent
was to accept that in some circumstances, where the existing water quality does
The Oil Companies’ submission sought retention of not meet the receiving water standards in Schedule 5, there is scope for a
this policy which recognises that it is not possible to discharge to meet the ambient water quality, without causing any degradation in
avoid contaminants and provides for minimisation water quality. In these circumstances, it would be appropriate to require the water
and reasonable mixing. The amendment is quality, after reasonable mixing, to meet the receiving water standards in Schedule
supported as it recognises that in some instances 5.
existing water quality may dictate that a discharge
cannot meet the receiving water standards in In light of the confusion, the reporting planner proposes the following amended
Schedule 5.
wording:
For other discharges of contaminants into or onto land where it may enter water or
to surface water bodies or groundwater (excluding those passive discharges to
which Policy 4.26 applies), the effects of any discharge are minimised by the use of
measures that:
(a) first, avoid the production of the contaminant;
(b) secondly, reuse, recover or recycle the contaminant;
(c) thirdly, minimise the volume or amount of the discharge; or
(d) finally, wherever practical utilise land-based treatment, a wetland constructed
to treat contaminants or a designed treatment system prior to discharge; and
(e) in the case of surface water, results in a discharge that after reasonable mixing:
(i) meets the receiving water standards in Schedule 5 as a first priority; and or
(ii) as a second priority, does not result in any further degradation in water quality
in any receiving surface waterbody that does not meet the water quality standards
in Schedule 5 or any applicable water conservation order.
PC4 LWRP- 4.18 Earthworks, land excavation and deposition of No further changes recommended
416
material into land over aquifers
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The Oil Companies’ submission sought retention of
this policy.
PC4 LWRP- 4.19 Earthworks, land excavation and deposition of Accepted
418
material into land over aquifers
Amend 4.19(b) to refer to contaminated land not
contaminated sites
PC4 LWRP- 4.76A - Site dewatering
421
Amend as follows:

Rejected

PC4 LWRP- 5.91 Industrial and trade wastes
422
Retain
PC4 LWRP- 5.92 Industrial and trade wastes
423
Retain

No further changes recommended

PC4 LWRP- 5.93 – Reticulated stormwater systems

No further changes recommended

The reporting planner considers that when these standards cannot be met it is
appropriate that they be assessed through the resource consent framework to
Adverse effects on surface water quality and enable the quality of the water in the receiving environment, and the effect of the
groundwater quality are minimised through limiting discharge on the values of that receiving environment to be specifically assessed.
as far as practicable the concentration of sediment
and other contaminants present in the dewatering
water prior to its discharge to surface water or land.

A new note is proposed as follows:
Note: If operating under a resource consent granted pursuant to Rule 5.92 for the
discharge of liquid waste from livestock processing, which includes limits on the
amount of nutrients that may be discharged, no resource consent is required
under Rules 5.41 – 5.64.
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424
Retain
PC4 LWRP- 5.119 Site Dewatering - Groundwater
No further changes are recommended.
434
Retain
PC4 LWRP- 5.188 Contaminated Land
No further changes are recommended.
4440
The passive discharge of contaminants onto or into
land from a contaminated site land onto or into land
in circumstances where those contaminants may
enter water that does not meet one or more of the
conditions in Rule 5.187 is a discretionary activity.
The Oil Companies’ submission sought retention of
this rule.
PC4 LWRP- Schedule 25 – Water Supply Strategy
The reporting planner considers that submitters appear to have misinterpreted
647
Schedule 25 which is intended to clarify what is to be included in a Water Supply
The Oil Companies’ submission sought the deletion Strategy as referred to in condition 1 and assessment matter 3 of Rule 5.115. The
of Schedule 25 as follows:
majority of the matters raised by the submitters are addressed in the resource
consent process and not through Schedule 25 which is intended as a management
Schedule 25 is referred to in Policy 4.49 and Rule tool for water supply operators.
5.115 which relate to the taking of water for
community water supply. While rule 5.115 refers in No further changes are recommended.
the matters of discretion to the need to assess the
actual and potential effects on any land users with
land located within the proposed community
drinking water supply protection zone, no such
requirement is set out in Schedule 25. As discussed
with regard to Policies 4.23A and 4.23B, the Oil
Companies have concerns at the potential for non5|Page
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notified resource consent applications to act as de
facto plan changes with implications for existing
users. The introduction of any new protection zones
should be by way of a plan change process. This
schedule should be deleted. If retained, it should be
amended to require an assessment of potential
impacts and constraints on other land uses with
written approvals of affected parties required (or
limited notification).
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ATTACHMENT C
Changes sought through evidence

Attachment C – Changes sought through evidence
Passive Discharges from contaminated land – Rule 5.187
Amend Rule 5.187 as set out below (I propose the amendments in bold underline text). The
amendments in non-bold underline and in strikethrough are proposed the Council. I support those.
5.187 The passive discharge of contaminants onto or into land from a contaminated site land
onto or into land in circumstances where those contaminants may enter water is a permitted
activity, provided the following conditions are met:
1. There has been a site investigation report provided to the CRC in accordance with Rule
5.185; and
2. The site investigation report identifies reasons for concluding that: The site investigation
report identifies reasons for concluding that Tthe discharge does not result in the
concentration of contaminants:
(1) The concentration of contaminants in groundwater meets at the property boundary, or
atfor any existing groundwater bore (excluding any monitoring bore located on the property),
or where there is a community groundwater protection zone, breaching the limits for
groundwater set out in Schedule 8; or or otherwise the New Zealand Drinking-water
Standards; and
(2) The concentration of contaminants in the groundwater: at the property boundary, at the
location of any existing groundwater bore (excluding monitoring bores), and at any point
where the groundwater exits to surface water does not breaching the water quality standards
in Schedule 5 for 90% of species; and
3. At any point where the groundwater exits to surface water the discharge does not produce
any:
(a) Conspicuous oil or grease films, scums or foams, or floatable or suspended materials; or
(b) Conspicuous change in the colour or visual clarity; or
(c) Emission of objectionable odour.

Stormwater
Delete Policy 4.16A and all the amended stormwater rules proposed through PC4, including the
requirement for network utility operators to manage inputs from 2025, until the Council addresses
its stormwater provisions through a comprehensive Plan Change.
Alternatively
Replace the heading (and all references in the rules) to ‘post construction-phase stormwater’ with
‘stormwater’.
Introduce policies and rules to support the discharge of construction phase and operational
stormwater to the reticulated network from 1 January 2025.
Retain the restricted discretionary pathway in 5.94C for construction stormwater.
Establish a clear stormwater consent requirement decision process for non-residential sites.
Clarify intent in relation to management of inputs of other discharges of substances, such as
construction dewatering water, pipe and tank testing waters, spa and swimming pool and other

similar discharges into reticulated networks and how the process can be anticipated to work post
2025.

Community Drinking Water Supply Protection Zones
Require that any new or amended Community Drinking Water Supply Protection Zone is provided by
way of a Plan Change process rather than a consent process.
Include further explanation of the role and function of Schedule 1A to clarify what is and isn’t
included in the Schedule.
Delete the Residential Land Repair Layer to avoid any confusion for plan users (minor consequential
amendment).

Alternatively
Consider all landowners within a proposed Community Drinking Water Supply Protection Zone to be
affected parties.

Floodwaters
Delete the definition of floodwaters and the amendments to Rule 5.142 as proposed through PC4.

ATTACHMENT D
Memorandum of Understanding
Stormwater consent requirement decisions process

Environment Canterbury/Christchurch City Council Stormwater Consent Requirement Decision Process
Residential Sites
CCC receives
application and
checks LLUR

No

Yes

RMA North team to
check LLUR category

Site on LLUR

CCC
·
·

LLUR Category
Below background
concentrations
Below guideline values

·
·
·

RMA North Team

LLUR Category
Unverified HAIL
Not investigated
Partially investigated

·
·
·

LLUR Category
Managed
Contaminated
Significant adverse effects

>25 cubic metres soil
disturbance

No

Yes

GLOBAL CONSENT

RMA North Team to
refer case to
Contaminated Sites
Team Assessment

Low risk

Contaminated
Sites Team

Medium-High
Risk

Detailed site
investigation exists

No

Construction Phase
Consent

Yes
No

ANZECC ISQG-High
Exceeded

Yes
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ATTACHMENT E
Example from PAUP (final legal submissions version)

Revised provisions C5.6 / H4.5 (Contaminated Land)
Council's proposed changes are shown in strikethrough and underline
Black text changes record amendments proposed in Primary Evidence (either pre or post mediation)
Green text changes record all amendments agreed to in mediation (those amendments not agreed to stay black)
Red text changes record amendments proposed in rebuttal evidence
Yellow highlighted text changes record amendments that are considered to be outside the scope of submissions.
Blue text changes record amendments proposed post hearing (eg right of reply)
Grey highlighted text changes records amendments that are consequential amendments from previous hearings/evidence.

	
  
Tracked changes of Provisions

Submitter number

Comments

Chapter C: Auckland-wide objectives and policies
5.6 Contaminated land
Background
The physical and economic growth of Auckland means that the development and
redevelopment of both urban and rural land will require the use of contaminated land, or the
management of its off-site effects, to maintain or improve environmental and amenity
values. There are a range of management and remediation techniques that are available to
enable the use and reuse of contaminated land. These vary from in-situ treatment through
to the removal of contaminated material to an appropriate disposal site.
The council is required to manage both the use of land containing elevated levels of
contaminants and the discharge of contaminants from land containing elevated levels of
contaminants. This can include managing the conclusion of remediation and monitoring of
contaminated land that has previously held resource consent for discharges from
contaminated
land.
The contaminated land provisions in H4.5 contain conservative thresholds to trigger a risk
assessment process in accordance with MfE Contaminated Land Guidelines. They are a
screening procedure for triggering assessment of the risk that discharges will result in
significant adverse effects, or following successful remediation, become permitted, even
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when trigger thresholds are exceeded. They focus on the “direct discharges arising from
investigation activities on land containing elevated levels of contaminants and discharges
associated with soil disturbance that may liberate contaminants. They also deal with longer
term discharges occurring as a result of residual contaminants often known as “passive”
discharges. They do not address initial discharges, which are addressed by hazardous
substances and industrial trade activity rules, but rather the legacy discharges associated
with past incidents and the assessment of risk around ongoing discharges.
The National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to
Protect Human Health 20121 (NES) applies to assessing and managing the actual or
potential adverse effects of contaminants in soil on human health from five land-use
activities: subdivision, land-use change, soil disturbance, soil sampling, and removing fuel
storage systems. The objective of this NES is to ensure land containing elevated levels of
contaminants in soil is appropriately identified and assessed when soil disturbance and/or
land development activities take place and, if necessary, managed or remediated to make
the land safe for human use.

2588-80, 81 Oil Industry Group

1725-93 NZTA

This NES does not apply to assessing or managing the actual or potential adverse effects
of discharges of contaminants on environmental receptors.

Objective
[rp/dp]
1. Land containing elevated levels of contaminants contamination is managed to protect
human health and the environment and to enable this land to be used for suitable activities
now and in the future.

No submission.

Policies
[rp/dp]

No submission – notified
tagging as RP agreed

“Land containing elevated
levels of contaminants” has
an overly specific meaning.
A generic term encompassing
contaminated land as it is
defined in the RMA and land
containing elevated levels of
contaminants is preferred

Policies 1-5 in C5.6 are
considered regional plan
provisions
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1. Identifying and recording the details of land containing elevated levels of contaminants in
a public register contamination by:
a. requiring a site investigation when changing the use of land, subdividing land, or
disturbing soil, land being redeveloped or subdivided by having regard to the potential for
contamination from past activities

838-315 NZ Defence

Reverting back to notified
wording "land containing
elevated levels of
contaminants".

b. recording the details of actual or potentially contaminated land in a public register.
2. Require any proposal to use or develop land containing elevated levels of contaminants
contamination resulting in discharges to remedy or manage or remediate the contaminated
land contamination to a level that:

Change to "or remediate" and
"resulting in discharges"
agreed at mediation
2191-370, 2473-302, 2745318, 8628-404

Reverting back to notified
wording "land containing
elevated levels of
contaminants".

a. c. allows contaminants to remain in the ground/groundwater, where it can be
demonstrated that the level of residual contamination will is not reasonably likely to pose a
significant adverse effect on human health or the environment

No submission.

"reasonably likely” phrase
from the RMA Interpretation
text for contaminated land

b. d. avoids where practicable adverse effects on potable water supplies

No submission.

Notified wording preferred.

c. e. avoids, remedies or mitigates significant adverse effects from contaminated
discharges to air, land and water on ecological values, water quality and, amenity values
and human health.

No submission.

Addresses policy gap created
by deleting a. and b.

a. protects human health to a level appropriate for the proposed land use
b. protects the environment to a level appropriate for existing and proposed land uses

3. Decisions on the The use, development, management or remediation of land containing
elevated levels of contaminants contamination that results in discharges must, in addition to
the matters in Policy 2 above, take be undertaken in a manner that takes into account the
following:
a. the physical constraints of the site and operational practicalities
b. the financial implications of the investigation, remediation, management and monitoring
options

No submission.
No submisision - readability.

Change seeks to distinguish
this policy from an
assessment criteria.
Reverting back to notified
wording "land containing
elevated levels of
contaminants".
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c. the requirements of the National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing
Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health 20112
c. d. the provision of the following documents as applicable: a preliminary site investigation
(contaminated land), a detailed site investigation (contaminated land), remedial action plan
(contaminated land), site validation report (contaminated land) and site management plan
(contaminated land) that quantifies the adverse effects and the methods to avoid, remedy
or mitigate these effects and to undertake monitoring of the site
d. e. the use of best good practice contaminated land management for the identification,
monitoring and remediation procedures of the land
e. f. whether adequate measures are in place for the transport, disposal and tracking of
contaminated soil and other contaminated material removed from the site to prevent
adverse effects on the environment.
4. When considering Policies 2 and 3 above, the council will have regard to the following
documents, where they are relevant to the type of land contamination:
a. current edition of the Petroleum Guidelines October 2011
b. current edition of the Contaminated Land Management Guidelines, No 1, 2 and 5
October 2011.
5. The assessment and management of contaminants in soil must be undertaken overseen
by an appropriate contaminated land practitioner (CLP).

4185-302, 4500-452, 5294-86,
836-70, 838-317, 8628-405
No submission, agreed at
mediation

These terms will require
hotlinks to their definitions.

Change suggested for clarity
and useability.
No submission.
836-70 Mighty River
4294-87 Auckland Airport

2588-90 Z Energy, BP and
Mobil

H4.5 Contaminated land
Introduction
Land use and development on land containing elevated levels of contaminants
contamination needs to be managed to ensure contaminants do not adversely affect human
health and the environment. Consequently, the council is required to manage both the use
of land containing elevated levels of contaminants contamination and the discharge of
contaminants from land containing elevated levels of contaminants.

No submission

Reverting back to notified
wording "land containing
elevated levels of
contaminants".

No submission
The disturbance of contaminated land that is contaminated is also regulated by the
Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing
Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011 (NES). This NES
addresses the assessment and management of actual or potential adverse effects of

Amendment for readability.
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contaminants in soil on human health from five land-use activities: subdivision, land-use
change, soil disturbance, soil sampling, and removing fuel storage systems. The provision
of this NES must be considered separately to, but concurrently with, the provisions of this
section of the Unitary Plan.
The rules in this section implement the objectives and policies in chapter C section 5.6
Contaminated land

Consequential change from
evidence of Linley Wilkinson
on Chapter G Topic 004.

1. Activity table
[rp]
The following table specifies the activity status for the discharge of contaminants to land
and/or water from land containing elevated levels of contaminants.

Correction.

Discharge Rules (s. 15 RMA)
Discharges of contaminants from intrusive investigations, including sampling P
soil, that involve either chemical testing or monitoring (excluding soil fertility
testing) and disturbing soil on land containing elevated levels of
contaminants
Discharges of contaminants from disturbing soil on land containing elevated P
levels of contaminants
Discharges of contaminants from temporary works necessary to stabilise
P
land for the protection of existing network utilities or removal of slip material
to maintain the operation of network utilities (not otherwise provide for under
s330).
Discharges of contaminants from land currently used for primary rural
P
production activities
Discharges of contaminants from land not used for primary rural production
activities

P

Discharges of contaminants from managed or remediated land

P

Auckland Council 5716-2418

Auckland Council 5716-2418
No submission.

Consequential change from
new ADP rule. Provision not
needed.

No submission – agreed at
mediation

Consistent terminology of the
PAUP.
Reverting back to notified
activity "discharges of
contaminants from managed
or remediated land".
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Discharges from the maintenance of existing stormwater treatment devices
(such as stormwater detention ponds, rain gardens and swales) where all
discharges are directed back to the stormwater treatment device and where
any excavated material is contained or removed off site

P

Discharges of contaminants from a fuel storage system

P

3

Disturbing up to 200m of soil or material containing elevated levels of
contaminants where the soil is disturbed for no more than 3 months

P

Discharges of contaminants from land not meeting the permitted activity
controls in clause 2.1.1 or 2.1.2, 2.1.3, 2.1.5.1, 2.1.6 or 2.1.7.
Discharges of contaminants from disturbance or remediation of land not
meeting the permitted activity controls in clause 2.1.1, 2.1.1a, 2.1.5.2 2.1.2,
2.1.3
Discharges of contaminants from land not meeting the controlled activity
controls in clause 2.2.1 or 2.2.2
Discharges of contaminants not meeting the restricted discretionary controls

C
C

Evidence of Kay Panther
Knight for multiple parties.

Auckland Council 5716-2421

No submission – change
needed to remedy the function
of the permitted activity rules.

RD
D

Note. For discharges from roads and stormwater treatment devices refer to H4.14
Stormwater Management
Note. For maintenance of stormwater treatment devices not involving discharges of
contaminants into or onto adjacent land or water bodies refer to rule H4.14Stormwater
Management

Text sought by Council
submission now deleted as it
is reflected in the new activity
" Discharges of contaminants
from disturbing soil on land
containing elevated levels of
contaminants".
Changes to cascade
requested by the evidence of
David Le Marquand for the
Oil Companies.

2588-101 Oil Group, 2693-5
Ladstone Pakuranga, 4909-13
Todd Property
Auckland Council 5716-2419
Auckland Council 5716-2421

Evidence of Kay Panther
Knight for multiple parties.
Consequential change to
address removal of
Discretionary activity.

x. Discharges of contaminants from land that are a restricted discretionary activity in Rule
H4.5.1 Activity Table will be subject to the normal tests for notification under the relevant
sections of the RMA.”
2. Controls
2.1 Permitted activities

2.1.1 Discharges of contaminants from intrusive investigations (including sampling
soil) that involve either chemical testing or monitoring (excluding soil fertility testing)

5716-2423 Auckland Council
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and from or disturbing soil on land containing elevated levels of contaminants
1. Prior to the activity commencing:
a. the council must be advised of the activity in writing
b. adequate controls must be implemented to minimise discharges of contaminants to the
environment

Change agreed at mediation.

c. the controls must be effective for duration of the activity and until the soil is reinstated to
an erosion-resistant state.
2. Any water encountered must not be discharged to surface water unless testing
demonstrates compliance with the Australian and New Zealand Environment and
Conservation Council (ANZECC) Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality (2000) for
freshwater and for the protection of 9580 per cent of species, or disposed of, without
causing more than minor adverse effects on the environment.

Change agreed at mediation.

3. The land containing elevated levels of contaminants and the discharge must not contain
separate phase liquid contaminants including separate phase hydrocarbons.

2.1.1a Discharges of contaminants from disturbing soil on land containing elevated
levels of contaminants

Clause 1.b addresses deleted
2.b. adequately for site
investigations. Premature to
test for ANZECC compliance
as a permitted activity.
3. addressed in 2.1.3 (2).

Auckland Council 5716 - 2422

1. Prior to the activity commencing:
a. the council must be advised of the activity in writing where soil disturbance exceeds
3
25m
b. adequate controls must be implemented to minimise discharges of contaminants to the
environment
c. the controls must be effective for duration of the activity and until the soil is reinstated to
an erosion-resistant state.
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3. The land containing elevated levels of contaminants and the discharge must not contain
separate phase liquid contaminants including separate phase hydrocarbons.
4. Disturbance of soil or fill material containing elevated levels of contaminants must not
3
exceed 200m .
NES says within 1 month of
when the activity has ceased

5. The duration of soil disturbance should not exceed 3 months.
6. any contaminated material removed from the site must be disposed of to a facility or site
authorised to accept such materials.
2.1.1b Discharges of contaminants from temporary stabilization works or material
removal for the protection of network utilities

No submission.

Change discussed at
mediation not necessary in
light of amended ADP rule
2.1.7.

No submission.

Consistent terminology of the
PAUP.

No submission.

Revert to notified wording.

No submission

Change agreed at mediation.

a. Accidental discovery protocol applies (except point 1).
b. Any contaminated slip material contains elevated levels of contaminants are disposed to
a facility or site authorised to accepted such materials as soon as practicable.
c. Best practice on site controls during works to minimise the discharge of contaminants to
the environment.
2.1.2 Discharges of contaminants from land currently used for primary rural
production activities
1. The land must have been previously used only for primary rural production activities.
2. The land must not be redeveloped or used for non primary rural production activities.
3. The discharge must not enter directly into surface or groundwater used for have adverse
effects on potable water supplies.
2.1.3 Discharges of contaminants from land not used for primary production
1. For in-situ soil and material imported or deposited onto land, For in-situ soil and fill
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material the concentrations of target contaminants (relevant to the site’s history) in soil or fill
material, or the 95 percent upper confidence limit of the mean, determined in accordance
with the ‘Contaminated Land Management Guidelines – No.5 – Site Investigation and
Analysis of Soils’, Ministry for the Environment (2011), must not exceed the greater of a. or
b. below:
a. For in-situ soil and fill material imported and/or deposited onto the land

Change agreed at mediation.

i. the criteria specified in Table 1; or for contaminants not included in Table 1:
ii. the tier 1 soil acceptance criteria for the protection of groundwater quality in sensitive
aquifers specified in Table 4.20 of the ‘Guidelines for Assessing and Managing Petroleum
Hydrocarbon Contaminated Sites in New Zealand,’ Ministry for the Environment (October
2011); or for contaminants not included in Table 1 or Table 4.20:

Evidence of Kay Panther
Knight for multiple parties

Sensitive aquifers defined in
the MFE guideline document.

iii. the soil quality guidelines for the current land use or, in the case of a proposed change in
land use, the proposed land use in the ‘Canadian Environmental Quality Guidelines’,
Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment (2013):
iv. for dieldrin and lindane only, the soil guideline values in Table A.5 of the report
‘Identifying, Investigating and Managing Risks Associated with Former Sheep Dip Sites: A
Guide for Local Authorities,’ Ministry for the Environment (2006).
b. The natural background levels for that soil or fill material or the relevant background
levels specified in Table 2.
2. The land and the discharge must not contain separate phase liquid contaminants
including separate phase hydrocarbons.
Table 1: Permitted activity soil acceptance criteria
Contaminant
Permitted activity
criteria (mg/kg)
Arsenic
100.0
Benzo (a) pyrene
2.1520
(equivalent)
Cadmium
7.5
Chromium (total)
400.0

1725-257 NZTA
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Copper
325.0
Total DDT
12.0
Lead
250.0
Mercury
0.75
Nickel
105.0
Zinc
400.0
Total DDT includes the sum of DDT, DDD and DDE.
Table 2: Background ranges of trace elements in Auckland soils
(Auckland Council TP153, 2001)
Element (total recoverable)
Non-volcanic range
Volcanic range
Arsenic (As)
0.4 – 12
Boron (B)
2 – 45
<2 - 260
Cadmium (Cd)
<0.1 – 0.65
Chromium (Cr)
2 – 55
3 – 125*
Copper (Cu)
1 – 45
20 – 90
Lead (Pb)
<5 – 65*
Mercury (Hg)
<0.03 – 0.45
Nickel (Ni)
0.9 – 35
4 – 320
Zinc (Zn)
9 – 180
54 – 1160
2.1.4 Discharges of contaminants from managed or remediated land
1. Discharges from land, for which resource consent for discharges of contaminants has
previously been held, must meet all the consent condition requirements for that discharge
consent, including for remediation and monitoring.

2588-81 Z Energy BP Oil New
Zealand Mobil Oil New
Zealand

Contaminated lLand containing elevated levels of contaminants that has previously held
resource consent for discharges issued under the Unitary Plan and where the risk has been
assessed and found to be within acceptable levels without control mechanisms and that all
the consent conditions have been met to the satisfaction of the Council.
2.1.1c Discharges from the maintenance of existing stormwater treatment devices
(such as stormwater detention ponds, rain gardens and swales) where all discharges
are directed back to the stormwater treatment device and where any excavated
material is contained or removed off site

Wording amended to be
consistent with other terms in
the chapter.

5716-2421 Auckland Council

These provisions provide for
activities not considered to be
a discharge – see note below
activity table.

a. All discharges must be directed back to the stormwater treatment device or removed
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offsite to a facility or site authorised to accepted such materials
b. any excavated material is retained onsite without offsite discharge or removed offsite to a
facility or site authorised to accepted such materials
2.1.5 Discharges of contaminants from a fuel storage system
1. For discharges of contaminants from a fuel storage system:
a. the concentration of soluble contaminants in any of: overland stormwater at the site
boundary, surface water within the site, and groundwater at the site boundary must not
exceed the Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality
(ANZECC) Guidelines (2000) Table 3.4.1 ‘Trigger values for toxicants at alternative levels
of protection’ for marine or freshwater, where relevant, at the level of protection of 80 90-95
percent of species, except for benzene where 95 percent of species shall apply.

2588-85 Oil companies

Corrects mediation agreed
change.

2588-85 Oil companies

Corrects mediation agreed
change.

Evidence of Kay Panther
Knight for multiple parties

Definition of sensitive
aquifers contained in
guidelines.

b.the discharge must not contain separate phase hydrocarbons.
2. For discharges of contaminants from the removal or replacement of a fuel storage
system:
a. the concentration of soluble contaminants in any of: overland stormwater at the site
boundary, surface water within the site, and groundwater at the site boundary must not
exceed the Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality
(ANZECC) Guidelines (2000) Table 3.4.1 ‘Trigger values for toxicants at alternative levels
of protection’ for marine or freshwater, where relevant, at the level of protection 80 90-95
percent of species, except for benzene where 95 percent of species shall apply.
b. the concentrations of contaminants remaining in the soil on the site following the removal
or replacement of a fuel storage system must not exceed the tier 1 soil acceptance criteria
for the protection of groundwater quality in sensitive aquifers specified in Table 4.20 of the
‘Guidelines for Assessing and Managing Petroleum Hydrocarbon Contaminated Sites in
New Zealand,’ Ministry for the Environment (October 2011)
c. the discharge must not contain separate phase hydrocarbons
d. any contaminated materials removed from the site must be disposed of to a facility or site
authorised to accept such materials
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e. the fuel storage system removal investigation, remediation, validation and management
processes must be carried out in accordance with the ‘Guidelines for Assessing and
Managing Petroleum Hydrocarbon Contaminated Sites in New Zealand’, Ministry for the
Environment (October 2011).

2.1.6 Disturbance of Contaminated Land

Consequential change – no
submission

Disturbance of land containing elevated levels of contaminants must ensure any
contaminated material removed from the site is disposed of to a facility or site authorised to
accept such materials.
Contaminated land
5.Where contaminated land or landfill material is encountered during the course of works
and disturbance of that contaminated land or landfill material is not expressly allowed as a
permitted activity in the Unitary Plan, land use consent or designation, the site owner or site
manager must take the following steps:

Revert to notified version (i.e.
no 2.1.6) as is captured at
2.1.1b above.

5809-89 Rayonier New
Zealand Limited

a.the works must cease and immediate measures must be are implemented to protect the
health and safely of people and the environment
b.inform the council immediately
c.the works must not recommence until the Unitary Plan requirements are met or relevant
resource consents are obtained, or in the case of a designation, the potential adverse
environmental effect is mitigated or avoided.]
2.1.7 Accidental discovery of contamination
In the event of accidental discovery of contaminants (such as discolouration, vapours,
asbestos, separate phase hydrocarbons, landfill material or significant odour) and
disturbance of those contaminants is not expressly allowed by a pre-approved Accidental
Discovery Protocol (contaminated land) that has been certified by the Council’s Manager

Restructuring recommended
in the Oil Companies
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evidence (accepted in part).

Regional Environmental Control, resource consent or designation, the following steps must
be followed:
a.

works in the immediate vicinity of the contaminants (the works) must cease

b.

the team leader earthworks and contaminated land shall be informed immediately

c. the works must not recommence until the requirements of the Unitary Plan and the
NES are met
Provided that, a - c do not apply if, before the commencement of site works an Accidental
Discovery Protocol (contaminated land) has been certified by the Council’s manager XXX
and the ADP is complied with in the event of accidental discovery of contaminants.

As above.

2.2 Controlled activities
2.2.1 Discharges of contaminants from land not meeting the relevant permitted
activity controls
1. A detailed site investigation (contaminated land) must exist has been prepared

No submission.

An amendment for clarity and
readability.

No submission.

An amendment for clarity and
readability.

Evidence of David Le
Marquand for the Oil
Companies.

Corrects mediation agreed
change.

2. The report on the detailed site investigation (contaminated land) must state either that:
a. the concentrations of soluble contaminants in any of the following: overland stormwater
at the site boundary, surface water within the site, and groundwater at the site boundary
must not exceed the guideline values specified in the Australian and New Zealand
Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality (ANZECC) Guidelines (October 2000) Table
3.4.1 ‘Trigger values for toxicants at alternative levels of protection’ for marine or
freshwater, where relevant, at the level of protection for 80 percent of species, except for
benzene where 95 percent of species shall apply, or
b. based on a site specific risk assessment (relevant to environmental discharges)
dDischarges from the land are highly unlikely to cause significant adverse effects on the
environment at present or in the future, or

Mediation agreed change.

c. the contamination associated with the land must be contained beneath a continuous
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impervious layer and must be located above the highest seasonal groundwater level
beneath the site.
3. The consent authority council must have been be provided with the report.

An amendment for clarity and
readability.
No submission.

2.2.2 Discharges of contaminants from disturbance or remediation of land not
meeting the relevant permitted activity controls
1. A detailed site investigation (contaminated land) report must exist has been prepared.

No submission.

An amendment for clarity and
readability.

No submission.

An amendment for clarity and
readability.

2. A site management plan (contaminated land) or remedial action plan (contaminated land)
report as relevant to the site and the proposed disturbance or remediation must exist has
been prepared.
3. The consent authority council must have been be provided with both reports.
2.3 Restricted discretionary activities
2.3.1 Discharges of contaminants from land not meeting the relevant controlled
activity controls
1. A preliminary or detailed site investigation (contaminated land) report , and site
management plan (contaminated land), or remedial action plan (contaminated land) , or
and a site validation report (contaminated land), if as relevant for the site, must be provided
to the council.

5838-10 Redwood Group,
6193-15 Goodman Property,
5253-93 Kiwi Income Property,
5584-20 SkyCity Auckland

3. Assessment - Controlled activities
3.1 Matters of control
The council will restrict its control to the following matters when assessing a controlled

Changes to remove overlap
between matters of control
and matters of assessment.

activity resource consent application
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1. Discharges of contaminants from land
a.the adequacy of the detailed site investigation (contaminated land) report, including:
i.site sampling.
ii.laboratory analysis.

No submission.

iii.risk assessment.
b.adequacy of a site management plan, if required.

Deletions remove detail
better addressed as
assessment criteria - see
below.

2. Discharges of contaminants from disturbance or remediation of land
a.the adequacy of the detailed site investigation (contaminated land) report, including:
i.site sampling
ii.laboratory analysis
iii.risk assessment.
b.the adequacy of and implementation of the site management plan (contaminated land) or
remedial action plan (contaminated land)
c. how the activity must is to be

Evidence of Kay Panther
Knight for multiple parties
No submission.

i.managed, which may include the requirement of a site management plan and/or a site
validation report
ii.monitored, and
iii.reported on
d.the transport , disposal and tracking of soil and other materials removed in the course of
the activity
e.the methods to avoid adverse effects on potable water supplies
f.the timing and nature of the review of the conditions in the resource consent
g.the duration of the resource consent.

3.2 Assessment Criteria
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The Council will consider where relevant, the assessment criteria below:
1. Discharges of contaminants from land
a. Whether the detailed site investigation (contaminated land) report, is adequate
adequately addresses the site conceptual model in terms of:
i.site sampling frequency, locations and depth

More precise terminology
responding to general points
in expert evidence.

ii.laboratory analysis
iii.risk assessment.
b. Whether the site management plan (contaminated land), if required, will avoid, remedy or
mitigate significant adverse effects from contaminated discharges on ecological values,
water quality, amenity values and human health, and the extent to which:
i. the proposed methods will ensure stormwater or groundwater at the site boundary will not
exceed the guideline values specified in the ANZECC Guidelines (October 2000) Table
3.4.1 ‘Trigger values for toxicants at alternative levels of protection’ for marine or
freshwater, where relevant, a the level of protection for 80 percent of species, except for
benzene where 95 percent of species shall apply, or
, or

Evidence of David Le
Marquand for the Oil
Companies.

Corrects change agreed at
mediation.

ii. the proposed methods will ensure discharges from the land are highly unlikely to cause
significant adverse effects on the environment, or
iii. the proposed methods will ensure the contamination is contained beneath a continuous
impervious layer located above the highest seasonal groundwater level beneath the site
iv. the proposed methods will avoid adverse effects on potable water supplies
v. the activity requires monitoring and reporting.
2.Discharges of contaminants from disturbance or remediation of land
a. Whether the detailed site investigation (contaminated land) report, is adequate
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adequately addresses the site conceptual model in terms of:
i.site sampling frequency, locations and depth

No submission.

More precise terminology
responding to general points
in expert evidence.

ii.laboratory analysis
iii.risk assessment
b. Whether the site management plan (contaminated land) or remedial action plan and/or a
site validation report (contaminated land), if required, will avoid, remedy or mitigate
significant adverse effects from contaminated discharges on ecological values, water
quality, amenity values and human health, and the extent to which:
i. the soils and other material will be contained, transported, tracked and disposed of using
good practice contaminated land management, or
the contamination is contained beneath a continuous impervious layer located above the
highest seasonal groundwater level beneath the site

Evidence of Kay Panther
Knight for multiple parties.

ii. the proposed methods will avoid adverse effects on potable water supplies
iii. the activity requires monitoring and reporting.
c. whether a site validation report (contaminated land) containing an assessment of the risk
associated with residual contamination (with or without controls) is required as a condition
of consent.

Evidence of Kay Panther
Knight for multiple parties.

4. Assessment - Restricted discretionary activities
4.1 Matters of discretion
The council will restrict its discretion to the following matters when assessing a restricted
discretionary activity resource consent application:
1. The adequacy of the detailed site investigation (contaminated land) report, and site
management plan (contaminated land), or remedia), including:
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a. site sampling
b. laboratory analysis
c. risk assessment.
2. The suitability of the land for the proposed activity, given the extent and type of soil
contamination. Best practicable option
2a. Nature and type of close out criteria required to meet rule 2.1.4

2588-89 Oil Companies

3. The approach to the remediation or ongoing management of the site.
4. The adequacy of the site management plan (contaminated land) or the site validation
report (contaminated land) remedial action plan or both, as applicable.
4a. For applications not including a detailed site investigation (contaminated land), the
adequacy of the preliminary site investigation (contaminated land) and the site
management plan (contaminated land), or a site validation report (contaminated land

5838-10 Redwood Group,
6193-15 Goodman Property,
5253-93 Kiwi Income Property,
5584-20 SkyCity Auckland

Change suggested at
mediaiton.

No submission.

Changes needed to cascade
points of focus through the
rules.

No submission

More precise terminology
responding to general
criticisms in evidence from a
range of expert evidence.

remedial action plan relative to the level of risk arising from the extent, type and proposed
disturbance of the contamination relative to the level of risk arising from the extent, type
and where proposed, disturbance of the contamination.
5. The transport, disposal and tracking of soil and other materials removed in the course of
the activity.
5.a The methods to avoid adverse effects on potable water supplies
4.2 Assessment Criteria
The council will consider where relevant, the assessment criteria below:
1. a. Whether the detailed site investigation (contaminated land) report, is adequate
adequately addresses the site conceptual model in terms of:
i.site sampling frequency, locations and depth
ii.laboratory analysis
iii.risk assessment.
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2. Whether the land is suitable for the proposed activity, given the extent and type of soil
contamination.
3. Whether the proposed methods, will avoid, remedy or mitigate significant adverse effects
from contaminated discharges on ecological values, water quality, amenity values and
human health, and the extent to which:
a. the soils and other material will be contained, transported, tracked and disposed of using
good practice contaminated land management, or
the contamination is contained beneath a continuous impervious layer located above the
highest seasonal groundwater level beneath the site

Evidence of Kay Panther
Knight for multiple parties.

b. the proposed methods will avoid adverse effects on potable water supplies
c. the approach to the remediation or ongoing management of the site will achieve this,
including the:
i. remediation or management methods to address the risk posed by the contaminants to
the environment
ii. timing of the remediation
iii. standard of the remediation on completion
iv. whether a site validation report (contaminated land) containing an assessment of the risk
associated with residual contamination (with or without controls) is required as a condition
of consent.

Evidence of Kay Panther
Knight for multiple parties.

d. the approach to mitigation measures for the site will achieve this, including the frequency
and location of monitoring of specified contaminants.
4. Whether the site management plan (contaminated land) or the site validation report
(contaminated land) remedial action plan, or both as applicable, use good practice
contaminated land management for the identification, monitoring and remediation of the

Evidence of David Le
Marquand for the Oil
Companies.

land.
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4a. For applications not including a detailed site investigation (contaminated land), the
adequacy of the preliminary site investigation (contaminated land) and the site
management plan (contaminated land), or a site validation report (contaminated land)
remedial action plan.

Evidence of David Le
Marquand for the Oil
Companies.

Relevant Definitions
Land containing elevated levels of contaminants
Land that contains contaminants at levels exceeding natural background levels for water
and those permitted by clause 2.1.3 a. or b. of the Auckland-wide - Contaminated land rules
for soil. This excludes stormwater treatment devices which are addressed in rule H4.14.1
Stormwater discharges.
Suitably qualified and experienced person
A person who can provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate their suitability and
competence, including but not limited to the following criteria:
•demonstrated competence in the type and scale of project
•formal qualifications
•review of work history and relevant experience in the building industry
•evidence of successful completion of technical courses, assignments or projects
•membership of appropriate trade / professional affiliations
•quality assurance policies and procedures
•appropriate levels of professional indemnity insurance based on the value of construction
•proven performance / historical records (i.e. previous work history for Council)
•statements or references from industry peers
•confirmation that the applicant will declare any potential conflicts of interest
•proof of insurance
•continued professional development.
For the purposes of the Contaminated land provisions, including definitions, means:
A practitioner who:
• is a senior or principal scientist/engineer with a relevant tertiary qualification and
•has at least ten years of extensive relevant experience in the assessment and
management of land containing elevated levels of contaminants.

25866-76 Oil Companies

Change proposed to make
the definition more
understandable.

No submission.

Suitably qualified and experienced person (contaminated land)
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For the purposes of the contaminated land provisions, including definitions, suitably
qualified experienced practitioner means:
a practitioner who:
• is a senior or principal scientist/engineer with a relevant tertiary qualification and
•has at least ten years of extensive relevant experience in the assessment and
management of land containing elevated levels of contaminants.
preliminary site investigation (contaminated land)
An investigation that:
• is done by, or is done under the management of, a suitably qualified and experienced
person and
• is reported on in accordance with the Contaminated Land Management Guidelines No. 1
– Reporting on Contaminated Sites in New Zealand, Wellington, Ministry for the
Environment (2011) and
• results in a report that is certified by a suitably qualified and experienced person

New definition to clarify that
only two bullet points apply in
relation to a SQEP for the
purposes of the contaminated
land provisions of the PAUP.
5584-20 SkyCity Auckland,
5253-93 Kiwi Income Property,
5838-10 Redwood Group,
6193-15 Goodman Property
request that the plan also
refers to the provision of a PSI
which is not currently defined
in the plan.

Inclusion of definition agreed
at mediation but wording was
not discussed.

detailed site investigation (contaminated land
An investigation that:
• is done by, or is done under the management of, a suitably qualified and experienced
person and
•is done in accordance with the Contaminated Land Management Guidelines No. 5 – Site
Investigation and Analysis of Soils, Wellington, Ministry for the Environment (2011) and
• is reported on in accordance with the Contaminated Land Management Guidelines No. 1
– Reporting on Contaminated Sites in New Zealand, Wellington, Ministry for the
Environment (2011) and
• results in a report that is certified by a suitably qualified and experienced person.
remedial action plan (contaminated land)
A remedial action plan:
1.prepared by, or prepared under the management of, a suitably qualified and experienced
person and
2.prepared in accordance with the Contaminated Land Management Guidelines No. 1 –
Reporting on Contaminated Sites in New Zealand, Wellington, Ministry for the Environment
2011 and
3.certified by a suitably qualified and experienced person.
site validation report (contaminated land)
A site validation report:
•prepared by, or prepared under the management of, a suitably qualified and experienced
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person and
•prepared in accordance with the Contaminated Land Management Guidelines No. 1 –
Reporting on Contaminated Sites in New Zealand, Wellington, Ministry for the Environment
(2011) and
•certified by a suitably qualified and experienced person.
site management plan (contaminated land)
A site management plan:
•prepared by, or prepared under the management of, a suitably qualified and experienced
person and
•prepared in accordance with the Contaminated Land Management Guidelines No. 1 –
Reporting on Contaminated Sites in New Zealand, Wellington, Ministry for the Environment
(2011) and
•certified by a suitably qualified and experienced person.
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ATTACHMENT F
RPS and LWRP policy analysis regarding passive discharges

Attachment F
RELEVANT POLICY CONTEXT FOR CONTAMINATED LAND
CANTERBURY RPS
Chapter 17 – Contaminated Land
Overall Comment: Chapter 17 of the RPS addresses contaminated land. Chapter 17 of the RPS
recognises that the location and full extent of land contamination is unknown and that only a very
few identified sites have been subjected to investigation to verify the nature and extent of
contamination. It notes that excessive regulation and costs can diminish the incentive to remedy or
mitigate contaminated land for redevelopment.1
The single RPS level objective specific to contaminated land requires protection from adverse effects
of contaminated land (Objective 17.2.1). Corresponding policies address identification, development
of or discharges from contaminated land and management methods. Policy 17.3.2 is most relevant
to passive discharges.

Objective 17.2.1 — Protection from adverse effects of contaminated land
Protection of people and the environment from both on-site and off-site adverse effects of
contaminated land.
Comment: The amendments to Rule 5.187 as proposed by the Oil Companies are consistent with this
objective. In my opinion it is appropriate to apply different triggers for risk assessments where there
are different constraints based on the sensitivity of neighbouring land uses. This is in accordance
with the risk based approach in the MfE’s contaminated land guidelines and with the effects focus of
the RMA. The Land and Water Plan is focused on off-site effects. On site effects are addressed by
territorial authorities via the NES.

Policy 17.3.1 — Identify potentially contaminated land
To seek to identify all land in the region that was historically, or is presently, being used for an
activity that has, or could have, resulted in the contamination of that land, and where appropriate,
verify the existence and nature of contamination.
Comment: ECAN has been compiling the Listed Land Use Register (“LLUR”) for HAIL sites and
updating it as information is received. This information can be interrogated via the ECAN website.
Rules 5.185-186 address investigations and provision of reports in accordance with MfE Guidelines.
Retaining reference to site investigation reports in 5.187 will ensure appropriate verification of the
nature and extent of that contamination and specifically in relation to discharges.

Policy 17.3.2 – Development of, or discharge from contaminated land
In relation to actually or potentially contaminated land, where new subdivision, use or development
is proposed on that land, or where there is a discharge of the contaminant from that land:

1

See the 'Explanation' section under Issue 17.1.1.
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(1) a site investigation is to be undertaken to determine the nature and extent of any contamination;
and
(2) if it is found that the land is contaminated, except as provided for in Policy 17.3.3, the actual or
potential adverse effects of that contamination, or discharges from the contaminated land shall be
avoided, remedied or mitigated in a manner that does not lead to further significant adverse effects.
Comment: This policy focuses on determining the nature and extent of contamination through site
investigation and managing contaminated land such that it does not lead to further significant
adverse effects. This is appropriate and is in line with the approach proposed by the Oil Companies
to PC4 including retention of the reference to site investigation reports looking explicitly at the
discharge risks. The consenting risk thresholds proposed remain sufficiently conservative and
protective to ensure no further significant adverse effects. It is important to identify and prioritise
those sites of greatest risk of adverse effects.

Policy 17.3.3 — Contaminants may remain in the land
Where land has been identified as being contaminated, contaminants should only be allowed to
remain in the ground if discharges of contaminants beyond the site to air, water or land will not
result in significant risk to human health or the environment.
Comment: This recognises the nature of contaminated land and managing such land. It reinforces
the need to consider a risk based approach to the assessment and management of such land. The
proposed change in assessment trigger values as proposed by the Oil Companies are sufficiently
conservative to ensure risk to human health and the environment will still be appropriately assessed.
The policy, in combination with 17.3.2, also recognises that disturbing contaminated land can in fact
increase risk by mobilising contaminants.

LAND AND WATER REGIONAL PLAN
Overall Comment: The policy framework needs to be considered holistically. The strategic policies
largely focus on resources rather than activities, therefore specific activities need to be assessed
against both the strategic and specific policy intent. Policies 4.13 and 4.14 both point plan users to
Policy 4.26 of the LWRP when addressing passive discharges. While not defined in the Plan the
concept of passive discharges being something different to other discharges is recognised. Policy
4.26 is the key policy for such discharges (and accordingly Policies 4.13 and 4.14 have not been
specifically addressed below).

Objective 3.13
Groundwater resources remain a sustainable source of high quality water which is available for
abstraction while supporting base flows or levels in surface water bodies, springs and wetlands and
avoiding salt-water intrusion.
Comment: The Oil Companies’ submission proposes triggers based on 50% MAV only where there
are sensitive drinking water receptors (i.e. existing groundwater bores and community drinking
water supply protection zones). Elsewhere, the application of NZ Drinking Water Standards will still
ensure support for Objective 3.13. If a particular water body has already been compromised then it
2|Page
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will be the consent process that determines the appropriate means of management. This is
addressed further through the evidence of Mr Tearney.

Policy 4.1
Lakes, rivers, wetlands and aquifers will meet the fresh water outcomes set in Sections 6 to 15 within
the specified timeframes. If outcomes have not been established for a catchment, then each type of
lake, river or aquifer should meet the outcomes set out in Table 1 by 2030.
Comment: This will be achieved through the agreed management processes in relation to specific
passive discharge consents. The trigger values proposed by the Oil Companies are compatible with
achieving this.

Policy 4.2
The management of lakes, rivers, wetlands and aquifers will take account of the fresh water
outcomes, water quantity limits and the individual and cumulative effects of land uses, discharges
and abstractions will meet the water quality limits set in Sections 6 to 15 or Schedule 8 and the
individual and cumulative effects of abstractions will meet the water quantity limits in Sections 6 to
15.
Comment: The achievement of appropriate management for specific aquifers in relation to
contaminated land passive discharges will be achieved through the agreed management processes
in relation to specific passive discharge consents. Passive discharges are different from active
discharges in that one is generally working back from a bad situation through remediation and/or
attenuation to more improved situations and acceptable levels over certain time frames. The trigger
values for assessment that have been proposed by the Oil Companies are compatible with achieving
this. In my view the policy is about the water body as a whole, rather than the individual discharge
consents (which are more appropriately addressed by Policy 4.7). If the policy is interpreted as
applying to all discharges then potentially it would not be possible to issue any consents in terms of
Rule 5.187.
As set out in the evidence of Mr Tearney, the amendments to Rule 5.187 that are sought by the Oil
Companies are appropriate, and the trigger levels will adequately safeguard aquifer and surface
water for water quality.

Policy 4.4
Groundwater is managed so that:
(a) groundwater abstractions do not cause a continuing long-term decline in
groundwater levels or artesian pressures;
(b) the individual and cumulative rate, duration and volume of water pumped
controlled so as to prevent seawater contamination;
(c) the rate and duration of individual abstractions is controlled to ensure that
cumulatively, localised pressure reversal does not result in the downward
contaminants;

mean annual
from bores is
individually or
movement of
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(d) in any location where an overall upwards pressure gradient exists, restrict the taking of
groundwater so that at all times the overall upward pressure difference is maintained between any
one aquifer and the next overlying aquifer;
(e) overall water quality in aquifers does not decline; and
(f) the exercise of customary uses and values is supported.
Comment: Passive discharges are the result of legacy contamination issues which may have affected
groundwater quality. However, as is proposed through amendments sought by the Oil Companies to
Rule 5.187, the assessment of such discharges should be risk based. Triggers on groundwater quality
at the property boundary should recognise the sensitivity of neighbouring land uses and that a level
of impact may be acceptable when recognising the historic origins of these discharges. Where these
trigger levels are exceeded, appropriate management will be necessary to address potential effects
on water quality. Appropriate management of contaminated land will still be achieved and in doing
so this should ensure overall water quality of aquifers will not decline.

Policy 4.5
Water is managed through the setting of limits to safeguard the life-supporting capacity of
ecosystems, support customary uses, and provide for group or community drinking-water supplies
and stock water, as a first priority and to meet the needs of people and communities for water for
irrigation, hydro-electricity generation and other economic activities and to maintain river flows and
lake levels needed for recreational activities, as a second priority.

Comment: The Policy establishes a hierarchical consideration for the management of water in
relation to priority uses. Group or community drinking water supplies are clearly a priority. The
changes proposed by the Oil Companies recognise that there needs to be more priority
consideration and conservatism where there are drinking water supply receptors. Setting priorities
in this way is appropriate and assists in targeting investment in remediation to where it is most
important.
Policy 4.7
Resource consents for new or existing activities will not be granted if the granting would cause a
water quality or quantity limit set in Sections 6 to 15 to be breached or further over allocation (water
quality and/or water quantity) to occur or in the absence of any water quality standards in Sections 6
to 15, the limits set in Schedule 8 to be breached. Replacement consents, or new consents for existing
activities may be granted to:
(a) Allow the continuation of existing activities at the same or lesser rate or scale, provided the
consent contains conditions that contribute to the phasing out of the over allocation (water quality
and/or water quantity) within a specified timeframe; or
(b) Exceed the allocation limit (water quality and/or water quantity) to a minor extent and in the
short-term if that exceedance is part of a proposal to phase out the over-allocation within a specified
timeframe included in Sections 6 to 15 of this Plan.
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Comment: All passive discharges will be “existing activities”. The policy specifies the basis for
exceptions to Schedule 8. Passive discharges are and will remain an exception. The proposed
changes to the trigger levels proposed by the Oil Companies in Rule 5.187 are compatible with
enabling a process (trigger levels) by which these exceptions can be managed.
Policies 4.8A and B
Policy 4.8 A (From NPS-FM 2014)
1. When considering any application for a discharge the consent authority must have regard to the
following matters:
(a) the extent to which the discharge would avoid contamination that will have an adverse effect on
the life-supporting capacity of fresh water including on any ecosystem associated with fresh water
and
(b) the extent to which it is feasible and dependable that any more than minor adverse effect on
fresh water, and on any ecosystem associated with fresh water, resulting from the discharge would
be avoided.
2. When considering any application for a discharge the consent authority must have regard to the
following matters:
(a) the extent to which the discharge would avoid contamination that will have an adverse effect on
the health of people and communities as affected by their secondary contact with freshwater; and
(b) the extent to which it is feasible and dependable that any more than minor adverse effect on the
health of people and communities as affected by their secondary contact with fresh water resulting
from the discharge would be avoided.
3. This policy applies to the following discharges (including a diffuse discharge by any person or
animal):
(a) a new discharge or
(b) a change or increase in any discharge – of any contaminant into fresh water, or onto or into land
in circumstances that may result in that contaminant (or, as a result of any natural process from the
discharge of that contaminant, any other contaminant) entering fresh water.
4. Paragraph 1 of this policy does not apply to any application for consent first lodged before the
National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2011 took effect on 1 July 2011.
5 Paragraph 2 of this policy does not apply to any application for consent first lodged before the
National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 takes effect.
Policy 4.8B (From NPS-FM 2014)
1. When considering any application the consent authority must have regard to the following
matters:
(a) the extent to which the change would adversely affect safeguarding the life-supporting capacity
of fresh water and of any associated ecosystem and
(b) the extent to which it is feasible and dependable that any adverse effect on the life-supporting
capacity of fresh water and of any associated ecosystem resulting from the change would be
avoided.
2. This policy applies to:
(a) any new activity and
(b) any change in the character, intensity or scale of any established activity – that involves any
taking, using, damming or diverting of fresh water or draining of any wetland which is likely to result
in any more than minor adverse change in the natural variability of flows or level of any fresh water,
compared to that which immediately preceded the commencement of the new activity or the change
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in the established activity (or in the case of a change in an intermittent or seasonal activity,
compared to that on the last occasion on which the activity was carried out).
3. This policy does not apply to any application for consent first lodged before the National Policy
Statement for Freshwater Management 2011 took effect on 1 July 2011.
Comment: Passive discharges relate to legacy contamination issues and are not new activities or
discharges as specified at 4.8 A 3(a) and B 3(a). Given that they are historic, a general downward
trend in contamination would generally be expected as natural attenuation takes place, however
where there are adverse effects then those do need to be managed. For this reason any change in
discharge is likely to involve a reduction in contaminants. However when considering the
implications of this policy the intent is that management and remediation options associated with
any such remediation, should not make matters worse. Adverse effects relating to passive
discharges are to be avoided in terms of Policy 4.26. The proposed trigger values remain sufficiently
conservative to achieve this policy and the provisions proposed by the Oil Companies are consistent
with it.

Policy 4.23
Any water source used for drinking-water supply is protected from any discharge of contaminants
that may have any actual or potential adverse effect on the quality of the drinking-water supply
including its taste, clarity and smell and group and community drinking water supplies are protected
so that they align with the CWMS drinking-water targets and meet the drinking-water standards for
New Zealand.
Comment: The changes proposed by the Oil Companies to Rule 5.187 are supported by Policy 4.23.
Application of 50% MAV will apply to groundwater at the site boundary where there are sensitive
drinking water receptors, for NZ Drinking Water Standards elsewhere and for 90% ANZECC for any
surface waters. These are considered appropriately conservative trigger values.
Policy 4.26
Any discharges of hazardous substances from contaminated land, including existing and closed
landfills, are managed to ensure that adverse effects beyond the site boundary on people’s health or
safety, on human or stock water supplies, or on surface water are avoided.
Comment: This is the primary passive discharge policy. The changes proposed by the Oil Companies
to Rule 5.187 are supported by Policy 4.26 in that the trigger levels sought are sufficiently
conservative to ensure adverse effects beyond the boundary or into surface water do not occur.
Where these triggers are breached a risk assessment will be required via consent. This will establish
the nature and extent of any adverse effects, risk to receptors and appropriate management
responses.
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ATTACHMENT G
Z Moorhouse
Correspondence with ECan regarding stormwater consents (13.12.13)
Correspondence with ECan regarding CCC stance re operation stormwater (10.2.14)
ECan Section 92 request (20.2.14)
Section 92 response to ECan (24.2.14)
CCC approval regarding operational Stormwater Consent (28.3.14)

20 February 2014
Burton Consultants
PO Box 33817
Takapuna
Auckland
Attention: Michelle Hutchins
Dear Michelle

Request for further information – CRC142821, CRC142824 and CRC142825 Z Energy Ltd
We have been processing your consent applications to discharge dewatering water and
stormwater from 40 Moorhouse Avenue and 460 Selwyn Street, Christchurch into the Avon River
via the Christchurch City Council reticulated stormwater network.
We note that the above applications still remain on hold as the written approval of Christchurch
City Council (CCC), as the asset owner, has not been provided. Specifically, we note the following
from Mr Brian Norton of CCC and his email to you dated 11 November 2013:
“Once application has been made to ECan, please forward us a copy. We will review and
provide affected parties approval as the network utility operator.”
However, in order to aid the continued processing of your application on the assumption that the
above written approval can be provided, we require more information about your proposed activity.
We request the following information1 from you:
Operational stormwater controls
The environmental management plan for the site (Annexure G to the AEE) appears to be
incomplete. As presented, it includes emergency response procedures but does not address
general stormwater management for the site.
1. Please provide an updated environmental management plan for the site that includes
procedures to manage normal operational stormwater discharges from the site.
Environment Canterbury expects treatment systems (such as proprietary devices) installed on new
on-going stormwater discharges from industrial sites in order to practicably mitigate the potential
adverse effects on the receiving environment.
2. Please provide details of the treatment systems that will be installed for the operational
discharge of stormwater from the site.
The above information is required in order to adequately assess the potential effects of the
proposal on the environment.
Your options2 are to:
(a)

Supply the requested information; or

(b)

Agree in a written notice to supply the information requested; or

1
2

in accordance with section 92(1) of the Resource Management Act 1991
In accordance with section 92A(1) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Your Ref:
Contact:

CRC144281
Charles Kirkby

(c)

Refuse in a written notice to supply the information requested.

Please respond to this request by Monday 24 March 20143.
The decision to notify or non-notify your application4 will be made after the further information is
received. If we do not receive a response from you by Monday 24 March 2014, or you refuse to
supply the information requested, we are required to publicly notify your application5, and shall
proceed to do so.
Should you require more information please do not hesitate to contact the Consents Planner
working on your application(s), Charles Kirkby, via email using charles.kirkby@beca.com or
alternatively via telephone on 09 336 9475.
Yours sincerely

Paul Hopwood,
Team Leader Consents Planning, Industrial

3
4
5

in accordance with section 92A(1) of the Resource Management Act 1991
In accordance with section 95 of the Resource Management Act 1991
in accordance with section 95C(1) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Your Ref:
Contact:

CRC144281
Charles Kirkby

WRITTEN APPROVAL FOR STORMWATER DISCHARGE UNDER CRC090292:
INTERIM GLOBAL STORMWATER DISCHARGE CONSENT
(Effective Date: 29 June 2009)
28 March 2014
Z-Energy
ATTN: Gary Neither
PO Box 6140
Wellington 6140
40 Moorhouse Avenue
Project No. BCN/2013/10713
Dear Applicant:
Christchurch City Council has authorised the operational phase stormwater discharge from the
following project under the Interim Global Stormwater Discharge Consent CRC090292:
Project name:

Z-Energy Service Station Redevelopment

RMA/ABA #:

BCN/2013/10713

Site street address:

40 Moorhouse Avenue & 460 Selwyn Street

Legal description:

Lot 1 DP 2122, Pt Lot 2 DP 53096, Lot 1 DP 53096

Description of proposed
activity:

Redevelopment of service station. Forecourt area hardstanding runoff to be
discharged via sealed system to a compliant API separator (or approved
equivalent) prior to discharge, in accordance with MfE guideline. Runoff from
hardstand area outside of forecourt to be treated via Stormwater360 Stormfilter
(or approved equivalent treatment system) designed to treat either the peak runoff
flowrate from a 5mm/hr intensity storm or the runoff volume from the first 25mm
of rainfall prior to discharge into CCC stormwater network in Moorhouse Avenue.

COMMENTS FROM COUNCIL
Council authorize this application to discharge stormwater into the CCC network because the
following conditions have been met:
1. Resource consents for construction phase stormwater discharge, groundwater discharge and
hazardous materials storage are separately sought through Environment Canterbury
2. The site is located within the CCC Catchment Boundaries as shown on Plan CRC090292A.
3. Non-Residential sites are smaller than 4 hectares (or 5000m2 on “Hill Land”).
4. Discharge will not be made into land within “Hill” areas as shown on Plan CRC090292B.
5. The site and adjacent properties have not historically been used as a landfill.
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6. The site does not otherwise qualify for other stormwater discharges authorized by any other
Ecan (e.g., CRC000315, CRC120223 or CRC131249).
As per the requirements described in Checksheet C from Bulletin 21a1 the following items have been
approved:
•
•

Assessment of the stormwater management system capacity.
Design plans and calculations of stormwater system.

DISCRETION BY COUNCIL
Further to Subdivision Bulletin 21a, Council has exercised discretion per correspondence with
Environment Canterbury (Blair Gray, 17/03/2014) as follows:
•

Condition 2)(b)(ii) – Site activity is listed on Schedule WQL3 (WQL9)

•

Condition 2)(b)(iii) – Site is listed on Canterbury Regional Council Listed Land Use
Register as “Verified HAIL – Not Investigated”

Yours Sincerely,

Brian Norton
PLANNING ENGINEER
NETWORK PLANNING TEAM GREENSPACE
ASSET AND NETWORK PLANNING UNIT

1
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Record Number:
Record Type:
Permit Type:
Record Holder:
Record Status:
File Number:
Previous Record(s):
Next Record(s):
Location:
Description:

Key Dates:
Event
Commencement Date
Given Effect To
Lapses
Expires

CRC131249
New Consent
Discharge Permit
Christchurch City Council, Greenspace
Unit
Issued - Active
CRC131249
Styx River / Purakaunui Area
to discharge stormwater onto land and
into water

Date
24 Oct 2013
21 Jan 2013
31 Dec 2018
24 Oct 2048

Workflow (Only shows if workflow has open tasks):
Task Name
Task Status
Record Lodgement
Completed - Ready for s88
Complete s88 Check
Completed - Accept Application
Audit Application
Completed
Complete Recommendation
Completed - No Reviews Reqd
Make Notification Decision
Completed- Public Notification
Manage Submission Period
Completed
Prepare Officers Report
Completed
Decide Decision Maker
Completed - Hearing Reqd
Decide on Direct Referral
Completed - No Request
Prepare for Hearing
Completed - Hearing Commenced
Hold Hearing
Completed - Decision Received
Record Notified Final Decision
Completed
Notify and Issue Final Decision
Completed - Notfd,Dcld,s88
Prepare Notification
Completed
Advise Applicant of Notification
Completed - Ready to Notify
Finalise Application
Completed
Manage Objection Period
Completed - Granted
Compliance Audit Check
Receive Objection/Appeal
Completed - Appeal Received
Organise Appeal
Completed
Track Env Court Hearing
Completed
Complete Objection
Completed
Manage Objection Period
Completed - Obj/Appeal Recvd
Organise Pre Hearing or Mediation
Completed
Organise Hearing Charges
Completed
Organise Hearing
Completed
Complete Hearing Organisation
Completed

Task Status Date
12 Oct 2012
24 Jan 2013
24 Jan 2013
24 Jan 2013
24 Jan 2013
08 Mar 2013
11 Jun 2013
08 Mar 2013
08 Mar 2013
06 Jun 2013
02 Jul 2013
02 Jul 2013
02 Jul 2013
08 Mar 2013
24 Jan 2013
06 Nov 2013
06 Nov 2013
23 Jul 2013
06 Nov 2013
06 Nov 2013
06 Nov 2013
23 Jul 2013
08 Mar 2013
11 Apr 2013
06 Jun 2013
06 Jun 2013

Conditions:
No Text

Advisory Note: The following consent conditions have been prepared according
to the agreed practices of the Joint Christchurch City Council & Canterbury
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Regional Council Stormwater Management Protocol, Report U10/12 (the Protocol).
The Protocol establishes how Canterbury Regional Council and Christchurch City
Council will work together to achieve integrated catchment wide stormwater
management in Christchurch. The Protocol records the understanding between
Canterbury Regional Council and Christchurch City Council but does not create
legal obligations that are enforceable by either party. Appendix 4 of the Protocol
sets out responsibilities pertaining to compliance and operations and notes the
role of the SWiM Working Party in any enforcement matters.
For the purpose of this consent the following definitions and abbreviations apply
to all conditions:
Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) is the chance of a flood of a given or larger
size occurring in any one year, usually expressed as a percentage. For example, if
a peak flood discharge of 40 cubic metres per second has an AEP of 2%, it means
there is a 2% chance (i.e. one-in-fifty) of a peak flood discharge of 40 cubic metres
a second or larger occurring in any one year. AEP is the inverse of return period
expressed as a percentage.
area of disturbance means an area where site clearance or earthworks are
actively taking place and where the land has not been stabilised.
Blueprint means the surface water management scheme called the Styx
Stormwater Management Plan Blueprint for Surface Water Management.
critical duration means the time at which it takes peak water levels to be reached
in the Styx River/Purakaunui as agreed by Canterbury Regional Council and
Christchurch City Council and based on the most up-to-date information or
modelling.
design storm is the theoretical rainfall event that the analysis is based on for a
particular probability. The design storm is based on certain assumptions,
including rainfall depth and intensities, and storm rainfall profile shape for the
critical duration. For example, in the case of the Styx SMP one of the design
storms is the 2% AEP 48 hour duration event.
development area means any individual area within a site or sites that is
undergoing development and construction activities.
facility means a stormwater management facility comprised of a stormwater
treatment train that may include, for example, an off-line sedimentation basin
followed and/or preceded by a constructed wetland or wet pond.
industrial site means:
a. Any premises used for any industrial or trade purposes; or
b. Any premises used for the storage, transfer, treatment, or disposal of
waste materials or for other waste-management purposes, or used for
composting organic materials; or
c. Any other premises from which a contaminant is discharged in connection
with any industrial or trade process—
but does not include any production land.
Greenfields urban development means the construction of subdivisions,
buildings, roads and associated network services.
Partial Detention means storage within first flush basins with additional storage
through back flooding of wetland areas to an average depth of 500 millimetres
over the wetland for the 2 % AEP critical duration design storm event.
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QMCI means Quantitative Macroinvertebrate Community Index.
site means an allotment title and any balance of land or adjacent land or allotment
titles held by the same owner or ownership with an affiliated interest, for example
a family trust or company.
stabilised means an area sufficiently covered by erosion-resistant material such
as a good cover of grass, mulch, weed matting, bark, sand/aggregate, or paving
by asphalt or concrete etc, in order to prevent erosion of the underlying soil.
stage of development means the phase of development of any one development
area which is completed prior to any other stage of development commencing. A
stage of development is deemed to be finished following the completion of
construction activities and when the development area has been ‘stabilised’.
SMP means stormwater management plan.
stormwater means runoff that has been channelled, diverted, intensified or
accelerated by human modification of the land surface or runoff from the external
surface of any structure as a result of precipitation or from routine washdown
practices and may contain contaminants (which may include traces of hazardous
substances). This definition excludes discharges of spilled or deliberately
released hazardous substances and the subsequent washdown of such spills or
releases. Any unacceptable washdown practices will be identified as part of the
Industrial Site Audit process and be addressed via that process.
stormwater network means Class 3 and 4 waterways as identified in the Styx
River/Purakaunui SMP and as shown on Plan C attached to this consent, and
includes the reticulated piped network, including kerb and channel, sumps, pipes,
manholes, rapid soakage chambers and any stormwater conveyance and
mitigation system for which Christchurch City Council are responsible for
operation, maintenance and upgrade.
SWiM Working Party means the Joint Storm Water Issues Management Working
Party. The SWiM Working Party is a forum of senior managers of Christchurch
City Council and Canterbury Regional Council established to meet the outcome of
on-going communication as detailed in the “Planning and Consents Protocol for
Surface Water Management.”
Scope

1

The discharge shall be only stormwater discharged from the area identified as the Styx
SMP Area as shown on Plan A, which forms part of this consent, that:
a. Enters the Christchurch City Council stormwater network and is subsequently
discharged into surface water, or onto or into land via the two soakage basins on
Springwater Ave, Northwood. This includes discharges existing prior to 27
August 2012 from areas adjacent to the SMP Project area shown on Plan A, but
reticulated into the Styx Area network; or
b. Is generated from development areas and is discharged into the Christchurch
City Council Styx SMP Area stormwater network or into surface water within the
Styx SMP Area, but excludes discharges from the areas specified in Condition
(2); or
c. Is from roofs from individual properties, located within zones 1, 3 and 8 as
defined in Plan B “Stormwater Disposal Options for individual sites”, and is
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discharged onto or into land via one of the preferred options for the zone it
occupies, as described on Plan B, which forms part of this consent; or
d. Is from hard-standing areas on individual residential properties, located within
residential zones 1, 3 and 8 as defined on Plan B “Stormwater Disposal Options
for individual sites”, and is discharged onto or into land via one of the preferred
options for the zone it occupies, as described on Plan B.

2

There shall be no discharge into the stormwater network or to surface water from a
stage of development with a total area of disturbance greater than 5 hectares of land.

3

There shall be no discharge to surface water from the following unless expressly
authorised by Canterbury Regional Council and Christchurch City Council:
a. Any development area or facility on a site that the Canterbury Regional Council
has identified as being contaminated.
b. Any development area or facility on a site on the Canterbury Regional Council’s
Listed Land Use Register, unless the soil has been analysed for the appropriate
contaminants as determined by Canterbury Regional Council and has been
shown to be ‘At or below background concentrations’ or ‘Below guideline values
for residential’ and accepted by Canterbury Regional Council as ‘At or below
background concentrations’ or ‘Below guideline values for residential’.
c. Any industrial site discharge that bypasses the Christchurch City Council
stormwater network.
d. Any site listed on the attached Schedule 1 ‘Sites excluded from the Styx SMP
Area consent.’
Advisory note: The purpose of conditions (2) and (3) is to identify sites where
stormwater quality may compromise the outcomes that this consent seeks to achieve
and, where feasible, discourage such discharges. If such discharges cannot be avoided
and consent is sought, the consent process provides applicants with the opportunity to
demonstrate that their discharge will not compromise the outcomes specified in the
conditions of this consent.

Receiving Environment Objectives
Water Quality and Aquatic Ecology

4

The consent holder shall use reasonable endeavours:
a. to achieve the surface water quality, sediment quality, aquatic ecology and
tangata whenua objectives set out in Table 1 for all receiving waterways marked
as Class 1 and 2 on Plan C, which forms part of this consent; and
b. To work to improve Class 3 receiving waterways shown on Plan C at a
catchment-wide scale by:
i. protecting and otherwise enhancing ecological values; and
ii. ensuring Class 1 and 2 values downstream are not compromised; and
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iii. protecting and otherwise enhancing tangata whenua values.

Water Quantity

5

Over the duration of this consent, the modelled 2% AEP design rainfall flood level in the
Styx River/Purakaunui at Harbour Road Bridge, when compared with the 2012
impervious surface 2% AEP design rainfall flood level, shall not be greater than 0.1
metres plus a 20% tolerance (i.e. + 20mm).

6

The water quantity model for the Styx River/Purakaunui shall be validated further and
updated, as significant storm opportunities arise, using field measurements from the
river and tributary flows, flood levels, rainfall, land use information and other hydraulic
data, using the latest river modelling techniques.

7

Mitigation of water quantity effects from Greenfields urban development in the Styx
catchment shall be achieved using Partial Detention. The minimum detention storage
volume shall be determined for the 2% AEP critical duration design storm event such
that Condition (5) can be achieved.

Design

8

All water quality mitigation facilities constructed for Greenfields urban development after
commencement of this consent shall be designed to treat the runoff from the first 25
millimetres of rainfall from the contributing impervious areas of the site or subcatchment. For all other water quality mitigation facilities constructed after
commencement of this consent, reasonable endeavours shall be taken to treat the
runoff from the first 25 millimetres of rainfall from the contributing impervious areas of
the site of sub-catchment.

9

All water quantity mitigation facilities constructed after commencement of this consent
for Greenfields urban development shall:
a. For facilities discharging to surface water within the Styx River/ Purakaunui and
Otukaikino River catchments provide Partial Detention,
b. For surface water discharges to the Dudley Diversion Basin (Cranford Basin
South), maintain the existing flood storage volume.
c. For the Bullers Facility, which discharges to surface water in the Avon
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River/Otakaro catchment, provide Partial Detention.

10

Secondary flow paths downstream of water quantity mitigation facilities constructed after
the commencement of this consent to cope with flows in excess of the 2% AEP design
storm shall be identified and protected, and shall avoid dwellings.

11

In addition to the minimum design standards specified in Conditions (8), (9) and (10),
any mitigation facilities constructed shall include best practice design features that
capture and contain as much as practically possible any spills of contaminants
contained within stormwater entering the facility.

12

For design of water quantity mitigation facilities, detailed hydraulic analysis shall be
required, including computer modelling for sub-catchments greater than 20 hectares.
Assessments shall be made available to Canterbury Regional Council if requested. The
outlet hydrograph for the 2 % AEP critical duration design storm generated by modelling
of the final design for these facilities shall then be used in the water quantity model for
the Styx River/ Purakaunui to confirm compliance with Condition (5).

13

The consent holder shall consult with Ngai Tuahuriri Runanga at concept design stage:
a. Regarding siting and design of stormwater infrastructure with respect to wahi
tapu and wahi taonga particularly spring head features and natural wetlands; and
b. Regarding the identification of existing discharges of concern with respect to
spring head features and natural wetlands; and
c. Regarding landscaping and choice of plant species.

Erosion and Sediment Control

14

An Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP), prepared in accordance with
Canterbury Regional Council’s Erosion and Sediment Control Guidelines for the
Canterbury region, shall be prepared and implemented for the construction discharge
from any development area.

15

Copies of ESCPs submitted to or prepared by/for the consent holder shall be made
available to Canterbury Regional Council on request.
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Implementation Records

16

The consent holder shall notify Canterbury Regional Council when the developer for a
project has been issued an authorisation from the Christchurch City Council under this
consent.

17

The consent holder shall maintain records including, but not limited to, detailed design
drawings, details of site specific assessments undertaken, maps and any engineering
design and construction certificates issued for any water quality or quantity mitigation
facilities constructed. These records shall be made available to Canterbury Regional
Council on request.

18

Within 12 months of the granting of this consent the consent holder shall prepare an
implementation plan that sets out how and when actions shall occur and shall provide
this to the Canterbury Regional Council and Ngai Tuahuriri Runanga on request. The
plan shall include but not be limited to the following:
a. A review of the receiving waterway classification at least once every five years,
to take into account relevant new information obtained from, for example,
monitoring results, discussions with Ngai Tuahuriri Runanga runanga or changes
triggered by rehabilitation/naturalisation.
b. The process that the consent holder will follow to monitor compliance with
individual Erosion and Sediment Control Plans submitted to or prepared by the
consent holder under this consent.

Monitoring
Monitoring Programme

19

The consent holder shall undertake monitoring in accordance with the attached
Monitoring Programme for Styx River/Purakaunui Stormwater Management Plan
Version 1.0 (‘Monitoring Programme’) or any subsequent certified revisions to the
Monitoring Programme.

20

The purpose of the Monitoring Programme is to investigate the effects of stormwater
discharges on surface water quality, tangata whenua values, stream sediment quality,
the ecology of surface waterways, surface water levels and soil quality within the Styx
SMP area. The Monitoring Programme or any revisions to the Monitoring Programme
shall also:
a. Be sufficient to detect any trends in achieving tangata whenua values, surface
water quality, stream sediment quality, the ecology of surface waterways and soil
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quality.
b. For surface water monitoring programmes, be sufficient to measure compliance
with the water quality, sediment quality, aquatic ecology and tangata whenua
objectives set out in Table 1.
c. Be sufficient to demonstrate compliance with the water quantity objectives set
out in Conditions (5) to (7).

21

Any amendments to the Monitoring Programme may not replace the previous version
until the Monitoring Programme has been certified by the RMA Compliance and
enforcement Manager of the Canterbury Regional Council as complying with the
requirements of Condition (20).

Industrial Site Management

22

Within two years of the granting of this consent the consent holder shall undertake and
report on the outcomes of a desktop based identification of industrial sites. This report
shall set out the process used to identify all industrial sites and include a discussion of
the parameters used to rank sites for risk relative to stormwater discharge and identify
the industrial sites that pose the highest risk.

23

The report shall also include a programme for prioritisation and scheduling for auditing
the industrial sites that pose the highest risk identified during the desktop study. This
shall include:
a. A process to maintain an up to date, risk-ranked inventory of industrial sites as
urbanisation of the catchment progresses.
b. A process and schedule for periodically re-auditing and re-evaluating the
identification of high risk sites for compliance with the consent holder’s
stormwater monitoring and pre-treatment management and maintenance
requirements.
c. A process for consulting with the Canterbury Regional Council’s stormwater and
pollution prevention officers as necessary to address difficult sites; and
d. A process for periodic review of this programme by the consent holder.

24

Within two years of the granting of this consent the consent holder shall undertake the
auditing of the top 10 highest risk sites within the catchment.

25

The industrial site audit of the highest risk sites shall identify:
a. Site environmental practices, including spill prevention/control, minimisation or
elimination of contaminants at source;
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b. Any data on discharge quality, or on the need for the site owner (and/or site
occupier) to carry out monitoring of their stormwater discharge; and
c. Adequacy of the site’s stormwater system including stormwater treatment.

26

All sites that present an unacceptable risk to achieving the receiving
environment objectives shall be excluded from this consent in accordance with
Condition (3)(d).

27

If at any stage during a site visit, audit or monitoring of a site it is determined that a site
is presenting an unacceptable risk to achieving the receiving environment objectives,
the consent holder shall notify the Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: RMA
Compliance and Enforcement Manager within 20 working days.

28

If investigations demonstrate that the objectives are not met as a result of discharges
from an industrial site and the consent holder determines that the site shall be added to
Schedule 1, the Schedule shall be updated.

29

The programme developed in Condition (23) shall be undertaken and shall be
completed within ten years of the grant of this consent.
Advisory note: Industrial sites deemed to be high risk and worthy of priority for auditing
shall be determined by the SWiM Working Party.

Responses to Monitoring

30

If the monitoring results identify that the objectives set out in conditions (4) to (7) are not
being met, the consent holder shall investigate the reason for this by following the steps
set out in section 7 of the Monitoring Programme. Where adverse effects are a result of
the discharges authorised by this consent, the Christchurch City Council will review its
implementation and will use reasonable endeavours to meet the objectives or achieve
progressive improvements towards meeting the objectives, in Conditions (4) to (7).
Advisory note: If, over the course of the consent, the receiving environment objectives
are not being met, consultation is to occur between Christchurch City Council and
Canterbury Regional Council via the SWiM Working Party, Ngai Tuahuriri Runanga, to
discuss the reasons and determine whether reasonable endeavours have been used,
and whether any further action is necessary to ensure the objectives are met in the
future. This consultation shall occur in accordance with the Protocol or subsequent
revisions to the Protocol and in accordance with any consultation agreements entered
into between the consent holder and Ngai Tuahuriri Runanga.
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Reporting

31

The consent holder shall provide an annual report to the Canterbury Regional Council,
Attention: RMA Compliance and Enforcement Manager, and Ngai Tuahuriri Runanga ,
by 31 March each year. The report shall describe the process undertaken in accordance
with Condition (4) and may include, where appropriate:
a. A summary of the results of monitoring carried out under Conditions (19) and
(20) and any responses carried out under Condition (30) including the supply of
an updated Schedule 1. The annual report shall also be prepared in accordance
with the reporting requirements of the Monitoring Programme.
b. An update on progress with the high risk industrial site audit programme under
Condition (23).
c. An update on the timetable for construction and activation of Christchurch City
Council stormwater treatment systems.
d. Any waterway enhancement programmes undertaken within the catchment, and
plans for funding of future enhancement projects that may result in
improvements to ecological, cultural and amenity values of the waterways.
e. Comment on consultation with Ngai Tuahuriri Runanga and report on any
activities relating to the protection or enhancement of cultural values, including
improvements to class 3 waterways.
f. Any additional monitoring or investigations undertaken beyond those specified in
the Monitoring Programme, and including those undertaken on industrial sites,
that have been initiated to inform the consent holder on stormwater management
effectiveness, such as contaminant source investigations or stormwater
treatment performance monitoring.
g. Any other significant matters which may have a positive or negative impact on
the receiving environment in the future.

Administrative

32

The Canterbury Regional Council may, on any of the last five days of March or
September each year, serve notice of its intention to review the conditions of this
consent for the purposes of:
a. Dealing with any adverse effect on the environment which may arise from the
exercise of this consent and which it is appropriate to deal with at a later stage;
or
b. Achieving reasonable endeavours to make improvements to water quality; or
c. Complying with the requirements of a relevant rule in an operative regional plan.
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Record Number:
Record Type:
Permit Type:
Record Holder:
Record Status:
File Number:
Previous Record(s):
Next Record(s):
Location:
Description:

Key Dates:
Event
Commencement Date
Given Effect To
Lapses
Expires

CRC120223
New Consent
Discharge Permit
Christchurch City Council
Issued - Active
CO6C/32473
South West Christchurch,
CHRISTCHURCH
To discharge stormwater, which may
contain contaminants, to land which
may enter water

Date
17 Apr 2012
02 Jul 2012
17 Apr 2017
16 Apr 2047

Workflow (Only shows if workflow has open tasks):
Task Name
Task Status

Task Status Date

Conditions:
No Text
0

Advisory Note: The following consent conditions have been prepared according to the
agreed practices of the Joint Christchurch City Council & Canterbury Regional Council
Stormwater Management Protocol, U10/12 (the Protocol). The Protocol establishes how
Canterbury Regional Council and Christchurch City Council will work together to achieve
integrated catchment wide stormwater management in Christchurch. The Protocol records
the understanding between Canterbury Regional Council and Christchurch City Council but
does not create legal obligations that are enforceable by either party. Appendix 4 of the
Protocol sets out responsibilities pertaining to compliance and operations and notes the
role
of
the
SWiM
Working
Party
in
any
enforcement
matters.
For the purpose of this consent the following definitions and abbreviations apply to all
conditions:
Area of disturbance means an area where site clearance or earthworks are actively taking
place
and
where
the
land
has
not
been
stabilised.
Critical duration means the time at which it takes peak water levels to be reached in the
Heathcote or Halswell Rivers as agreed upon by Canterbury Regional Council and CCC
and
based
on
the
most
up-to-date
information
or
modelling.
Development area means any individual area within a site or sites that is undergoing
development
and
construction
activities.
Full Flood Attenuation means (on the land within the SMP Project area but outside of the
Hill Zone as shown on Plan A) all the flood water will be attenuated through a storage
facility
and
slowly
discharged
during
and
after
a
storm
event.
Industrial site means “industrial or trade premises” as defined in the Natural Resources
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Regional

Plan

(June

2011)

Definitions

for

Chapters

4

to

8.

New greenfield urban development means the construction of subdivisions, buildings, roads
and
associated
network
services.
Partial Flood Attenuation means (on the land within the SMP Project area and that is within
the Hill Zone as shown on Plan A) attenuating the water in excess of what would otherwise
have run off under design flood flow conditions existing at the commencement of the
consent.
QMCI

means

Quantitative

Macroinvertebrate

Community

Index.

Site means an allotment title and any balance of land or adjacent land or allotment titles
held by the same owner or ownership with an affiliated interest, for example a family trust or
company.
Stabilised means an area sufficiently covered by erosion-resistant material such as a good
cover of grass, mulch, weed matting, bark, sand/aggregate, or paving by asphalt or
concrete
etc,
in
order
to
prevent
erosion
of
the
underlying
soil.
Stage of development means a discreet stage planned to be finished prior to any other
stage of development commencing. A stage of development is deemed to be finished
following the completion of construction activities and when the development area has been
‘stabilised’.
SMP

means

stormwater

management

plan.

Stormwater means runoff that has been channelled, diverted, intensified or accelerated by
human modification of the land surface or runoff from the external surface of any structure
as a result of precipitation or from routine washdown practices and may contain
contaminants (for instance, traces of hazardous substances). This definition excludes
discharges of spilled or deliberately released hazardous substances and the subsequent
washdown of such spills or releases. Any unacceptable washdown practices will be
identified as part of the Industrial Site Audit process and be addressed via that process.
Stormwater network means Class 3 and 4 waterways as identified in the South-West
Christchurch SMP and as shown on Plan D attached to this consent, and includes the
reticulated piped network, kerb and channel, sumps, pipes, manholes, rapid soakage
chambers and any stormwater conveyance and mitigation system for which Christchurch
City Council are responsible for operation,
maintenance and upgrade.
SWMS means Stormwater Management Scheme as defined in the South-West
Christchurch SMP.
Scope
1

The discharge shall be only stormwater discharged from the area identified as the South
West Christchurch SMP Project area as shown on Plan A which forms part of this consent,
including stormwater that:
a. Enters the Christchurch City Council stormwater network and is subsequently
discharged onto or into land or into surface water or groundwater. This includes
discharges existing prior to 1 August 2011 from areas adjacent to the SMP
Project area shown in Plan A, but reticulated into the South-West Christchurch
network; or
b. Is from roofs of individual properties, located within zones 1 to 5, 7, 8, 9 and 11
as defined in Plan B “Stormwater Disposal Options for Individual Properties”, and
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is discharged onto or into land via one of the preferred options for the zone it
occupies, as described in Plan B; or
c. Is from residential hard-standing areas of individual properties located within
residential zones 1 to 5, 7, 8, 9 and 11, as defined in Plan B “Stormwater
Disposal Options for Individual Properties”, and is discharged onto or into land
via one of the preferred options for the zone it occupies, as described in Plan B:
or
d. Is generated from development areas and is discharged into the Christchurch
City Council stormwater network and onto or into land, or into surface water, but
excludes discharges from the areas specified in Condition (2).

2

There shall be no discharge to surface water from the following development areas:
a. A stage of development with a total area of disturbance greater than 5 hectares
at any one time on the land within the SMP Project area but outside of the Hill
Zone as shown on Plan A.
b. A stage of development with a total area of disturbance greater than 1.0 hectare
at any one time on land within the SMP Project area that is within the Hills Zone
as shown on Plan A.

3

There shall be no discharge to land or surface water from the following unless expressly
authorised by Canterbury Regional Council and Christchurch City Council:
a. Any development area or SWMS on a site that the Canterbury Regional Council
has identified as being contaminated or having a high risk of being
contaminated.
b. Any development area or SWMS on a site on the Canterbury Regional Council’s
Listed Land Use Register, unless the soil has been analysed for the appropriate
contaminants as determined by Canterbury Regional Council and has been
shown to be ‘At or below background concentrations’ or ‘Below guideline values
for residential’ and accepted as such by Canterbury Regional Council.
c. Any industrial site discharge that bypasses the Christchurch City Council
network.
d. Any site listed on the attached Schedule 1 ‘Sites excluded from the South-West
SMP consent.’
Advisory note: The purpose of conditions (2) and (3) is to identify sites where
stormwater quality may compromise the outcomes of this consent, and seeks to
discourage and where feasible, prevent such discharges. If such discharges cannot be
avoided and consent is sought, the consents process provides applicants the
opportunity to demonstrate that their discharge will not compromise the outcomes
specified in the conditions of this consent.
Receiving Environment Objectives

Water quality and aquatic ecology
4

The consent holder shall use reasonable endeavours to achieve:
a. The surface water quality, sediment quality and aquatic ecology objectives set
out in Table 1 for all rivers marked as Class 1 and 2 on Plan C.
b. The groundwater quality objectives set out in Table 2 with respect to effects
arising from this consent.
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Water Quantity
5

When the SWMS is fully developed, flood levels in the Heathcote River shall not increase
more than 30 millimetres above the levels which would have occurred in a 50 year critical
duration event of the Heathcote River for impervious surfaces present in 1991.

6

The water quantity model for the Heathcote River shall be re-validated every 5 years using
the latest river modelling techniques, landuse information and field data. This shall be used
to check that the estimate of flood levels in the Heathcote River at Ferniehurst Street
remains within 30 millimetres of the levels which would have occurred in a 2% AEP critical
duration event of the Heathcote River for 1991 impervious surfaces.

7

Mitigation of water quantity effects from urban development on the flat land within the
Halswell River catchment shall be achieved using Full Flood Attenuation. The critical design
storm shall be the 60 hour, 2% AEP storm. Minimum detention storage volume shall be
determined by the requirement for release of the storm runoff volume over at least five days
from the beginning of the storm.

8

There shall be no significant adverse effects on groundwater levels arising from the
exercise of this consent.
Design

9

All water quality mitigation facilities constructed after commencement of this consent for
new greenfields urban development shall be designed to treat the first 25 millimetres of
rainfall from the contributing impervious areas of the site or sub-catchment.

10

All water quantity mitigation facilities constructed after commencement of this consent for
new greenfields urban development shall:
a. For facilities discharging to surface water:
i. For land within the SMP Project area but outside of the Hill Zone (as
defined in Plan A), provide Full Flood Attenuation for the full postdevelopment, 2% annual exceedance probability (AEP) critical duration
events of the Heathcote River or Halswell River.
ii. For land within the SMP Project area that is within the Hill Zone (as
defined in Plan A), provide Partial Flood Attenuation for the full postdevelopment 2% AEP critical duration events of the Heathcote River or
Halswell River.
b. For facilities that discharge to land, provide retention of all events up to and
including the 2% AEP critical duration events of the Heathcote River or Halswell
River.

11

In addition to the minimum design standards specified in Conditions (9) and (10), any
mitigation facilities constructed shall include best practice design features that capture and
contain as much as practically possible any spills of contaminants contained within
stormwater entering the facility.

12

Wherever possible mitigation facilities shall be designed to allow up-scaling to respond to
climatic uncertainty and changing land use patterns.

13

Proposed secondary overland flow paths shall be clearly shown on all stormwater
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management plans relevant to this consent.
Implementation Records
14

The consent holder shall maintain records including (but not limited to) detailed design
drawings, details of site specific assessments undertaken, maps and any engineering
design and construction certificates issued for any water quality or quantity mitigation
facilities constructed for new greenfields urban development. These records shall be made
available
to
Canterbury
Regional
Council
on
request.
Monitoring
Monitoring Programme

15

The consent holder shall undertake monitoring in accordance with the attached Monitoring
Programme for South-West Christchurch Stormwater Management Plan Version 1.0
(‘Monitoring Programme’) or any subsequent certified revisions to the Monitoring
Programme.

16

The purpose of the Monitoring Programme is to investigate the effects of stormwater
discharges on surface and groundwater levels, surface and groundwater quality, soil and
stream sediment quality, soil infiltration capacity, and the ecology of surface waterways
within the South-West Christchurch SMP area. The Monitoring Programme and any
revisions to the Monitoring Programme shall also:
a. Be sufficient to detect any trends in all the parameters listed above in this
condition.
b. For surface water monitoring programmes, be sufficient to measure compliance
with the water quality, sediment quality and aquatic ecology objectives set out in
Table 1.
c. For groundwater quality monitoring programmes, be sufficient to measure
compliance with the groundwater objectives set out in Table 2.
d. Be sufficient to demonstrate compliance with the water quantity objectives set
out in Conditions (5) to (8).

17

Any amendments to the Monitoring Programme may not replace the previous version until
the amended version has been certified by the RMA Compliance and Enforcement
Manager of the Canterbury Regional Council as complying with the requirements of
Condition (16).
Industrial Site Management

18

Within one year of the granting of this consent the consent holder shall:
a. Undertake and report to the Surface Water Issues Management (SWiM) Working
Party on the outcomes of a desktop based identification of high risk industrial
sites which require auditing.
b. Identify clear priorities for auditing of high risk sites.
c. Develop a programme for completing audits of all high risk industrial sites. The
programme shall include a visit to those sites to identify:
i. Site environmental practices, including spill prevention/control,
minimisation or elimination of contaminants at source.
ii. Any data on discharge quality, or identify the need for the site owner
(and/or site occupier) to carry out monitoring of their stormwater
discharge.
iii. The adequacy of the sites’ stormwater system including stormwater
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treatment.
iv. All sites that present an unacceptable risk to achieving the receiving
environment objectives and that shall therefore be excluded from this
consent in accordance with Condition (3)(d).

19

If the audit process or monitoring of a site determines that a site is presenting an
unacceptable risk to achieving the receiving environment objectives the consent holder
shall notify the Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: RMA Compliance and Enforcement
Manager within 20 working days.

20

If investigations demonstrate that the objectives are not met as a result of discharges from
an industrial site and the consent holder determines that the site shall be added to
Schedule 1, the Schedule shall be updated for the purposes of maintaining the Canterbury
Regional Councils record of this consent.

21

The programme developed in accordance with Condition (18)(c) shall be undertaken and
completed
within
ten
years
of
the
grant
of
this
consent.
Advisory note: Industrial sites deemed to be high risk and worthy of priority for auditing shall
be
determined
by
the
SWiM
Working
Party.
Responses to Monitoring

22

If the monitoring results identify that the objectives set out in Conditions (5) to (8) are not
being met, the consent holder shall investigate the reason for the objectives not being met,
following the steps set out in section 7 of the Monitoring Programme. Where adverse
effects are a result of the discharges authorised by this consent, the consent holder will
review its implementation and will use reasonable endeavours to meet the objectives or
achieve progressive improvements towards meeting the objectives in conditions (5) to (8).

23

If significant adverse effects on groundwater levels arise from the scheme then these will
be managed by changing the surface/land discharge ratio and/or providing supplementary
drainage
in
high
groundwater
areas,
or
other
appropriate
measures.
Advisory note: The quantifying of a significant adverse effect shall be discussed and agreed
to by the SWiM Working Party on a site specific basis. Similarly if, over the course of the
consent, the receiving environment objectives are not being met, consultation is to occur
between Christchurch City Council and Canterbury Regional Council via the SWiM Working
Party to discuss the reasons and determine whether reasonable endeavours have been
used, and whether any further action is necessary to ensure the objectives are met in the
future. This consultation shall occur in accordance with the Protocol or subsequent
revisions to the Protocol.
Reporting

24

The consent holder shall provide an annual report to the Canterbury Regional Council,
Attention: RMA Compliance and Enforcement Manager by 31 March each year. The report
shall summarise the annual results and note emerging trends from monitoring carried out
under Conditions (15) and (16) and any responses considered necessary or carried out
under conditions (22) and (23). If needed, an updated Schedule 1 will be supplied with the
annual report. The annual report shall also be prepared in accordance with the reporting
requirements of the Monitoring Programme.
Administrative
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25

The Canterbury Regional Council may, on any of the last five days of March or September
each year, serve notice of its intention to review the conditions of this consent for the
purposes of:
a. Dealing with any adverse effect on the environment which may arise from the
exercise of this consent and which it is appropriate to deal with at a later stage.
b. Achieving reasonable endeavours to make improvements to water quality.
c. Complying with the requirements of a relevant rule in an operative regional plan.
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Discharge Permit
Christchurch City Council
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CO6C/28797
Global Consent, Christchurch City,
CHRISTCHURCH CITY
To discharge contaminants to land and
to surface water.

Date
30 Jun 2009
03 Aug 2009
30 Jun 2014
29 Jun 2016

Workflow (Only shows if workflow has open tasks):
Task Name
Task Status

Task Status Date

Conditions:
No Text

Description
1

The discharge shall be limited to stormwater from:
a. Roofs, roading and hardstand areas (impervious areas) and pervious areas
associated with:
i. development that existed prior to the commencement of this consent
(‘existing sites’);
ii. re-development of ‘existing sites’ up to and including an area of four
hectares on ‘Flat Land’, and up to and including an area of two hectares,
on ‘Hill Land’ as shown on Plans CRC090292A and CRC090292B which
form part of this consent;
iii. new development sites, of up to and including an area of four hectares on
‘Flat Land’ as shown on Plan CRC090292A; and
iv. new residential development sites of up to and including an area of two
hectares, and non-residential development sites up to and including an
area of 5000 metres squared, on ‘Hill Land’ as shown on Plans
CRC090292A and CRC090292B.
b. Exposed soils during construction of any new development site or redevelopment of an existing site up to and including four hectares on Flat Land
and 5000 metres squared on Hill Land.
within the Avon, Estuary, Halswell, Heathcote, Otukaikino and Styx catchments shown
on Plan CRC090292A.

2

Notwithstanding Condition 1 the consent excludes discharges:
a. Authorised by resource consent CRC000315, CRC041098 and CRC981968.1,
or any variations to these consents.
b. From any new development sites or re-development of an existing site:
i. into land, on Hill Land as shown on Plan CRC090292A, that has a slope
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greater than five degrees;
ii. with activities or industries listed in Schedule WQL3 attached, which
forms part of this consent;
iii. that has been registered by the Canterbury Regional Council on its Listed
Land Use Register (LLUR) as a ‘verified’, ‘contaminated for’, ‘significant
adverse environmental effects’, or ‘managed for’ site; and
iv. that is located on, or bounded by, land that has been historically used as
a landfill.
Advice Note: You can request a land use enquiry of the LLUR database from
Environment Canterbury Customer Services. Information about historic landfills can be
obtained from the Christchurch City Council.
3

Stormwater shall be discharged into the existing CCC stormwater drainage network or via a
new stormwater management system onto and into land and/or into water within the Avon,
Estuary, Halswell, Heathcote, Otukaikino and Styx catchments shown on Plan
CRC090292A.
Advice Note: This resource consent is a discharge permit not a coastal permit, therefore
any discharges via the CCC stormwater drainage network within the coastal marine area
not expressly allowed by a rule in the Regional Coastal Environment Plan, such as site
construction discharges, may require a separate resource consent. The responsibility of
obtaining these consents lies with each developer.
Definitions

4

For the purposes of this consent:
a. Stormwater: means rain-sourced or routine wash down sourced runoff, which
may contain contaminants typical of urban or site construction stormwater such
as suspended sediments, organic matter, nutrients, heavy metals, hydrocarbons
micro-organisms and traces of hazardous substances that are entrained as the
runoff or wash down water that flows over land or hard surfaces. It excludes
discharges to water or onto and into land of runoff from spilled or deliberately
released hazardous substances and wash down of such spillage or releases.
Advice Note: With respect to sites or collection areas where stormwater is
sourced from land not in the ownership of the consent holder (being the CCC),
the point of discharge is where the contaminant or water leaves the effective
control of the discharger, which includes but is not limited to the point of entry
into the CCC stormwater drainage network. It is therefore the responsibility of
individual owners and/or occupiers of land, for example private industrial sites, to
ensure that their discharge of stormwater into the CCC stormwater drainage
network complies with the above definition of stormwater.
b. CCC stormwater drainage network: means the reticulated piped network,
including kerb and channel, sumps, pipes and manholes; and any stormwater
management system that the Christchurch City Council assumes responsibility
for.
c. Water: means fresh water in a river, ephemeral water course (including hillside
gully), artificial water course, pond, lake, stream, wetland or aquifer, or any part
thereof, that is not located within the coastal marine area.
d. Site: as defined in the Christchurch City Plan and also includes any balance land
or adjacent land held by the same owner or ownership with an affiliated interest,
for example a family trust or company.
e. Re-development: means a change in activity that does not have a discharge the
same or similar in character, or results in an increase in intensity and scale to the
discharge that existed prior to the commencement of this consent. For example
changes in landuse, zoning, or increases in total impervious areas.
Advice note: Any maintenance or upgrades to ‘existing sites’ stormwater systems and
impervious surfaces that does not increase the scale and intensity of the discharge is
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not considered re-development as long as the stormwater system design still complies
with condition 5 of this consent.
a. E&SCG: means Environment Canterbury’s Erosion and Sediment Control
Guidelines for the Canterbury Region, Report No. R06/23, February 2007 or any
amendments to this document.
b. Manager: means the Canterbury Regional Council (CRC), RMA Compliance and
Enforcement Manager, or nominated CRC staff acting on the Manager’s behalf.

Stormwater system design
5

Stormwater from ‘existing sites’ shall be discharged into or via the CCC stormwater
drainage network.

6

Stormwater from any new development site or re-development of an existing site shall be
directed to stormwater management systems within the site that are designed in
accordance with the requirements in Table 1 and/or Table 2 attached, prior to being
discharged onto and into land and/or into water. Table 1 and Table 2 and their supporting
specifications form part of this consent.
Certification

7

At least one month prior to the construction of any large, new development or re-developed
existing site as referred to in Tables 1 and 2, the following shall be submitted to the
Manager:
a. An assessment of the stormwater management systems capacity to
accommodate the critical storm duration that produces the most flooding in the
downstream catchment, or
b. An assessment of why the stormwater management system has not been
designed to mitigate the critical storm duration that produces the most flooding in
the downstream catchment; and
c. Design plans and calculations of the stormwater management system to be
installed. The design of the stormwater management system shall enable
compliance with the relevant Table(s) and its supporting specifications referred
to in Condition (6) above.

8

For stormwater management systems for large sites, as referred to in Tables 1 and 2:
a. A certificate shall be submitted to the Manager to certify that the stormwater
management system has been constructed in accordance with the relevant
Table(s) and its supporting specifications referred to in Condition (6) above.
b. The person responsible for designing the stormwater management system, or a
suitably qualified person shall sign the certificate.

Maintenance
9

Within six months of the commencement of this consent, the consent holder shall prepare
and implement a routine maintenance programme for the discharges authorised by this
consent.
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10

The routine maintenance programme prepared or any updates to the routine maintenance
programme shall be provided to the Manager.
audits

11

The consent holder shall undertake audits of existing sites that undertake activities or
industries that are listed in Schedule WQL3, and that discharge into the CCC stormwater
drainage network, in the following manner:
a. At least 10 site audits shall occur from 1 June to 31 May each year.
b. The objective of the site audits shall be to identify:
i. sites requiring improvements to hazardous substances storage and
handling areas to ensure they are excluded from any stormwater
discharge catchment; and
ii. sites requiring improvements to stormwater treatment;
a. These audits may include Environment Canterbury’s Pollution Prevention Guide
Process.
b. Should an existing site be identified to have an actual, or potential risk of a,
discharge of contaminants occurring into the CCC stormwater drainage network
that is outside the definition of stormwater described in condition (4)(a) above,
the consent holder shall inform the Manager within 10 working days of the site
audit.

Monitoring
12

The consent holder shall continue monitoring surface water quality, ecological values and
the performance of current stormwater systems as described in Section 5.5 of the
application.

13

Within six months of the commencement of this consent, the consent holder shall submit to
the Manager, a Monitoring Plan that will include details of a monitoring programme
designed to investigate the impacts of stormwater discharges on soils quality, surface water
quality, groundwater quality, and the ecology of surface waterways within Christchurch City.
This Monitoring Plan shall also include:
a. Stormwater quality monitoring of event mean concentrations of a representative
existing industrial, commercial and residential catchment,
b. Stormwater system performance monitoring of a soakage system, and an
attenuation system across a range of sites with respect to catchment size, land
uses and soils.
c. Locations and frequencies of sampling from at least one storm event per year
when a discharge is occurring for the monitoring described in 13(a) and 13(b)
above.

reporting
14

Commencing in the year 2010, the consent holder shall submit a stormwater management
report each following year to the Manager prior to the 30 June. The report shall detail the
following from monitoring undertaken within the 12 month period prior to 30 May each year:
a. Maintenance works undertaken in accordance with Condition (9).
b. Results of monitoring carried out from 1 June to 31 May each year including:
i. the name of the person who collected the samples, the date and time the
samples collected;
Record Number: CRC090292

Printed: Tuesday, January 26, 2016

ii. rainfall records for the corresponding rainfall events sampled;
iii. an interpretation of any seasonal or long term trends.
a. Results of any site audits undertaken in accordance with Condition (11) including
identifying sites that CCC will seek to be excluded from the consent as a result
of:
i. representing an unacceptable risk to the receiving environment or CCC;
ii. CCC having contacted the owners and/or occupiers in writing to identify
necessary measures or improvements to reduce or eliminate the
identified risk;
iii. owners and/or occupiers not willing to work with CCC or CRC, or who
have not responded to CCC’s requests, or who have not pursued
sufficient and/or effective measures to reduce or eliminate the level of
risk that the site discharges represent to the receiving environment.
b. A summary of any remedial or improvement of works carried out to improve the
quality of the discharges from 1 June to 31 May each year.

Site construction
15

The discharge during site construction shall be via best practicable erosion and sediment
control measures undertaken to minimise erosion of land, and the discharge of sedimentladen stormwater, into the CCC stormwater drainage network, off-site or into water.

16

Erosion and sediment control measures shall be constructed and maintained in accordance
with the E&SCG.

17

An Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (E&SCP) for every site shall be prepared. These
E&SCP(s) shall comply with Conditions (15) and (16), and shall include as a minimum the
following:
a. Contour information at suitable intervals;
b. Erosion and sediment controls including specific decanting earth bunds and
sediment retention pond design;
c. Supporting calculations;
d. Catchment boundaries for the sediment controls;
e. Location of the works, and cut and fill operations;
f. Details of construction method to be employed including timing and duration;
g. A programme for managing exposed soil area including progressive stabilisation
considerations;
h. Monitoring and maintenance schedules; and
i. An appropriate scale.

18

For large flat land sites, as referred to in Table 1 of this consent:
a. The E&SCP(s) prepared under Condition (17) shall be submitted to the
Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: Manager no less than 20 working days
prior to any site construction commencing, for certification that the E&SCP meets
all the requirements of Conditions (15) to (17) of this consent.
b. At any time after receiving the certification, a request to amend an E&SCP can
be made by submitting the amendments in writing to the Manager for certification
that the amendments continue to meet all the requirements of Conditions (15) to
(17) of this consent.
c. Site construction shall not commence, or amendments to the E&SCP and shall
not occur, until the Manager certifies in writing that the E&SCP meets all the
requirements of Conditions (15) to (17) of this consent. However, if no response
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is provided by the Canterbury Regional Council within 10 working days of receipt
of the E&SCP or any amendments to the E&SCP, the E&SCP or any
amendments shall be deemed to meet the requirements of Conditions (15) to
(17) of this consent.
d. Prior to bulk earthworks commencing a certificate shall be submitted to the
Manager signed by an appropriately qualified and experienced engineer to
certify that the erosion and sediment controls have been constructed in
accordance with the E&SCG. Certified controls shall include any sediment
retention ponds, decanting earth bunds, silt fences and diversion
channels/bunds. The certification for any subsequent measures shall be supplied
within 10 working days upon completion of construction of those measures.

19

All other E&SCP(s) shall be made available to the Manager on request.
Administration

20

The Canterbury Regional Council may, on any of the last five days of September each
year, serve notice of its intention to review the conditions of the consent for the purposes of:
a. Dealing with any adverse effect on the environment which may arise from the
exercise of the consent and which it is appropriate to deal with at a later stage;
b. Requiring the consent holder to adopt the best practicable option to remove or
reduce any adverse effect on the environment; or
c. Requiring the consent holder to carry out monitoring and reporting instead of, or
in addition to that required by the consent.
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ATTACHMENT I
Z Rangiora
Correspondence with ECan
Operational Stormwater Consent

7th November 2014
Canterbury Regional Council
c/- Beca
PO Box 6345,
Wellesley Street
Auckland 1141

File: 12/094.1
DDI: (09) 917 4301
Email: gmcpherson@burtonconsultants.co.nz

Attention: Charlene Liew
By Email: Charlene.Liew@beca.com
Dear Charlene
RE: CRC152464-67 - Z Energy Service Station Redevelopment 611 Lineside Road, Rangiora
I write in relation to your letter dated 7 October 2014 requesting the provision of a formal written
approval from Waimakariri District Council (WDC) to confirm its acceptance of the discharge of
stormwater and groundwater from the Z Energy (Z) service station at 611 Lineside Road, Rangiora
into the WDC reticulated stormwater network.
Following further discussions with WDC staff, Z would like to request that Environment Canterbury
(ECan) continue processing the application on the basis set out in Paul Hopwood’s email of 30
October 2014 (attached), i.e. that the application is processed to the point of agreeing draft
conditions, at which stage Z will go back to WDC to obtain its formal written approval.
The reason for this is that WDC has indicated it will allow stormwater and dewatering discharges
from the Z site to its stormwater network subject to obtaining consents from ECan. This will mean
that Z will be directly responsible to ECan for the quality of discharges leaving its site and that these
discharges are considered separately to WDC’s own network discharge consent (ref: CRC103073).
Under WDC’s network discharge consent, discharges from ‘moderate risk’ activities are permitted,
provided a Pollution Prevention Plan (as defined in the WDC Stormwater Bylaw) is in place.
However, discharges from ‘high risk’ activities are excluded from the consent and are required to
obtain their own regional consent. While WDC’s initial advice to Z was that the site would be
considered ‘moderate risk’ under its Bylaw, it has now reviewed this position and considers the site
to be ‘high risk’. The confusion around this interpretation has arisen largely because the Bylaw
definitions of both ‘high risk’ and ‘moderate risk’ include service stations: ‘high risk’ by reference to
Schedule WQL9 of the NRRP and ‘moderate risk’ activities through service stations being specifically
listed as moderate risk activities. WDC accepts this is problematic and has advised that it will seek to
review its Bylaw to resolve this situation.

This approach will require Z to seek discretionary activity consent under rule 5.97 of the Proposed
Canterbury Land & Water Regional Plan (LWRP) for operational stormwater discharges from the site
on the basis that the discharge is not permitted under Rule 5.95 as the written approval of the
network operator has not (yet) been obtained.
We note that the application lodged with ECan seeks all necessary consents to enable the proposed
works to occur. This additional consent requirement can, therefore, be considered within the scope
of the current application.
Note that there is no change to the assessment of operational stormwater discharges under the
Natural Resource Regional Plan (NRRP), set out in section 4.1 of the AEE, which are considered to be
a permitted activity in accordance with Rule WQL7 on the basis that they were lawfully established
before 4 July 2004.
The effects of operational stormwater discharges are addressed in Section 6 of the AEE. In summary,
the proposal will result in no material change to the nature or scale of existing operational
stormwater discharges from the site, which have been lawfully established. Such effects must be
disregarded as they form part of the existing lawfully established environment.
The proposal will result in no increase in impervious areas and stormwater will continue to be
discharged in the existing manner. This involves discharges from all ‘at risk’ areas of the site being
directed to the WDC network via an interceptor system with ‘clean’ stormwater from all other parts
of the site being discharged direct to the WDC network. Both the existing and new API Interceptor
systems are designed to treat discharges so they contain no more than 15mg/l Total Petroleum
Hydrocarbons and 150mg/l Total Suspended Solids prior to entering the WDC network (consistent
with the MfE Environmental Guidelines for Water Discharges from Petroleum Industry Sites in New
Zealand), and to be able to contain a spill of up to 2,500 litres, which is considered to be the
maximum credible spill (from tanker delivery). In addition, the proposal involves removal of the
existing vehicle workshop from the site, such that the risk of contaminants entering stormwater will
be further reduced.
The site’s stormwater system will be operated and maintained in accordance with Z’s Operational
Site Environmental Management Plan, included as Appendix 9 to the AEE.
A recommended set of conditions for operational stormwater discharges is set out below. The
imposition of conditions of this nature will ensure the discharges continue to be undertaken in a
manner that results in less than minor adverse effects on the environment. These conditions are
intended to ensure that operational stormwater discharges are undertaken in accordance with the
proposal as described in the AEE and associated plans and in accordance with industry best practice.
1.

The discharge shall only be stormwater generated from hardstand areas including refuelling
areas of the site located at 611 Lineside Road, Rangiora.

2.

The stormwater management system shall be constructed, operated and maintained in
accordance with the CPA plan titled Drainage & Erosion Control Plan, reference 105 and
dated 30/09/2014, the API Interceptor Calculations and the Operational Site Environmental
Management Plan, which form part of this consent.
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3.

Stormwater from hardstand areas within the ‘catchment areas’ shown on the CPA plan titled
Drainage & Erosion Control Plan, reference 105 and dated 30/09/2014 shall be collected and
piped through an oil/water separator prior to discharge to the Waimakariri District Council
stormwater network.

4.

The oil/water separator required by Condition 3, shall:
(a) Have a stop valve;
(b) Have a spill containment capacity of at least 2,500 litres; and
(c) Be designed to treat stormwater to ensure that there is no greater than 15 parts per
million Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons in the discharge.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any queries relating to the matters addressed
herein.
Yours sincerely
Burton Planning Consultants Limited

Georgina McPherson
Principal Planner
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16 January 2015

Z Energy Limited
PO Box 2091
Wellington 6140

Dear Sir/Madam
NOTICE OF RESOURCE CONSENT DECISION(S)
RECORD NO: CRC153868
NAME: Z Energy Limited

The decision of Environment Canterbury is to grant your application(s) on the terms and
conditions specified in the attached resource consent document(s). Your resource consent(s)
commences from the date of this letter advising you of the decision. The reasons for the
decision are:

1. Any adverse effects on the environment as a result of the proposed activity will be
minor.

For some activities a report is prepared, with officer recommendations, to provide information
to the decision makers. If you require a copy of the report please contact our Customer
Services section.
If you do not agree with the consent authority decision, you may object to the whole or any
part. Notice of any objection must be in writing and lodged with Environment Canterbury within
15 working days of receipt of this decision.
Alternatively you may appeal to the Environment Court, PO Box 2069, Christchurch. The
notice of appeal must be lodged with the Court within 15 working days of receipt of this
decision, with a copy forwarded to Environment Canterbury within the same timeframe. If you
appeal this decision, the commencement date will then be the date on which the decision on
the appeal is determined. If you are in any doubt about the correct procedures, you should
seek legal advice.

Our Ref:
CRC153868
Your Customer No: EC119274,EC277674
Contact:
Customer Services

You
can
find
online
information
about
your
consent
document
at
www.ecan.govt.nz/yourconsent.pdf and also information regarding the monitoring of your
consent at www.ecan.govt.nz/monitoringconsent.pdf. These booklets contain important
information about your consent and answers some commonly asked questions about what will
happen next in the life of your resource consent. There is an Annual Compliance Monitoring
Charge associated with every consent. For details of this, please refer to page 10 of the
“Monitoring Your Consent’ booklet.
Charges, set in accordance with section 36 of the Resource Management Act 1991, shall be
paid to the Regional Council for the carrying out of its functions in relation to the administration,
monitoring and supervision of resource consents and for the carrying out of its functions under
section 35 of the Act.
Thank you for helping us make Canterbury a great place to live.
For all queries please contact our Customer Services Section by telephoning (03) 353
9007, 0800 ECINFO (0800 324 636), or email ecinfo@ecan.govt.nz quoting your CRC
number above.

Yours sincerely

CONSENTS PLANNING SECTION

CC Address:
Burton Consultants Ltd
PO Box 33817
Takapuna
North Shore City 0740

RESOURCE CONSENT CRC153868
Pursuant to Section 104 of the Resource Management Act 1991

The Canterbury Regional Council (known as Environment Canterbury)
GRANTS TO:

Z Energy Limited

A DISCHARGE PERMIT:

To discharge stormwater to water.

COMMENCEMENT DATE:

16 Jan 2015

EXPIRY DATE:

16 Jan 2050

LOCATION:

611 Lineside Road, Rangiora

SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:
Scope

1

The discharge shall be only of stormwater arising from roofs, roads and hardstand areas
(impervious areas) to land (namely the Waimakariri District Council reticulated stormwater network)
where it will enter surface water at 611 Lineside Road, Rangiora, at or about map reference NZ
Topo50 NZ Topo50 BX24: 676-028, from the properties legally identified as Lot 1 DP 26855 and Lot
1 DP 26109, as shown on CRC153868A and CRC153868B, which form part of this consent.

Operational Phase Treatment Measures

2

The stormwater management system for the operational phase discharge system shall be
constructed, operated and maintained in accordance with the Plan CRC152467B titled Drainage &
Erosion Control Plan, Sheet No 105 and dated 30/09/2014, the API Interceptor Calculations and the
Operational Site Environmental Management Plan, which form part of this consent.

3

The operational phase discharge generated from hardstand areas within the “catchment areas”
shown on the Plan CRC152467B titled Drainage & Erosion Control Plan, reference105 and dated
30/9/2014 shall be collected and piped through an oil/water separator prior to discharge to the
Waimakariri District Council stormwater network.

4

The oil/water separator required by Condition (3), shall:
a. Have a stop valve;
b. Have a spill containment capacity of at least 2,500 litres ; and
c.

5

Be designed to treat stormwater to ensure that there is no greater than 15 parts per million
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons in the discharge.

A certificate signed by the person responsible for designing the stormwater system, or a suitably
qualified person shall be submitted to Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: RMA Compliance

Page 2

CRC153868
and Enforcement Officer, to certify that the system described in Condition (2) is constructed and
installed in accordance with the design plans and in accordance with Conditions (2) to (4).

Operational Phase Inspections, Maintenance and Monitoring

6

The stormwater system including sumps shall be inspected following construction of the site. Any
accumulated sediment or debris shall be removed as soon as practicable but within 10 working
days.

7

The consent holder shall operate the site in accordance with the Operational Site Environmental
Management Plan, which forms part of this consent, and which sets out inspection, maintenance
and monitoring requirements for the stormwater system authorised by this consent.

8

The treatment device installed shall be inspected and maintained in accordance with the
manufacturer’s recommended instructions, at a minimum frequency of at least annually. The
manufacturer’s instructions shall be made available to the an enforcement officer of the Canterbury
Regional Council on request.

9

A record shall be kept of all inspections, maintenance, and monitoring undertaken in accordance
with (6) to (8). These records shall be made available to the Canterbury Regional Council on
request.

Administration

10

The lapsing date for the purposes of section 125 of the Resource Management Act 1991 shall be 1
December 2019.

11

The Canterbury Regional Council may annually, on the last working day of May, serve notice of its
intention to review the conditions of this consent for the purposes of:
a. Dealing with any adverse effect on the environment which may arise from the exercise of
this consent and which is appropriate to deal with at a later stage; or
b. Requiring monitoring in addition to, or instead of, that required by the consent; or
c.

Requiring the adoption of the best practicable option to remove of reduce any adverse
effect on the environment; or

d. Complying with the requirements of a relevant rule in an operative regional plan; or
e. Taking into account any Act of Parliament, Regulation, National Policy Statement, Regional
Policy Statement or relevant regional plan which relates to limiting, recording or mitigating
emissions authorised by this consent.

Issued at Christchurch on 16 January 2015
Canterbury Regional Council

Consent No: CRC153868

Exercising of resource consent
It is important that you notify Environment Canterbury when you first
start using your consent.
GRANTED TO:
A DISCHARGE PERMIT:
LOCATION:

Z Energy Limited
To discharge stormwater to water.
611 Lineside Road, Rangiora

Even if the consent is replacing a previous consent for the same activity, you need to complete and
return this page.

Providing this information will:
•
•
•

Validate your consent through to its expiry date
Minimise compliance monitoring charges
Help provide an accurate picture of the state of the environment.

If consent CRC153868 is not used before 01 Dec 2019 this consent will lapse and no longer be valid.

Declaration:
I have started using this resource consent.
Action taken: (e.g. pasture irrigated, discharge from septic tank/boiler/spray booth etc).
___________________________________________________________________________________________
Approximate start date (Note: this may be different to the date the consent was granted):: ____________________

Signed: __________________________________________

Date: _________________________________

Full name of person signing (please print): ____________________________________________________

Please return to:
Environmental Protection - Administration
Environment Canterbury
PO Box 345
Christchurch 8140

Plan CRC153868A - Z Energy Limited

Information has been d erived from variou s sources, including Enviro nme nt C anterb ury Region al Cou ncil’s databases. Bounda ry information is
derived un der licence from LINZ Digital C adastral Databa se (Cro wn Cop yright Reserved). Environment Can terbury Re gional C ouncil does not
give and expressly disclaim any warran ty as to the accuracy or completeness of the info rmatio n or its fitn ess for any p urpose.

Information from this w eb site may not be u sed for th e pu rposes of a ny legal disp ute s. Th e u ser should indepe ndently verify th e accu racy of
any information before taking any a ction in relian ce upon it.

LINZ, Environment Canterbury, Environment Canterbury
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ATTACHMENT J
Curletts Road – Operational Stormwater Consent

6 October 2015

Z Energy Limited
Attn To: Neil Moon
PO Box 2091
Wellington 6140
Dear Sir/Madam
NOTICE OF RESOURCE CONSENT DECISION(S)
RECORD NO: CRC161831
NAME: Z Energy Limited
The decision of Environment Canterbury is to grant your application(s) on the terms and
conditions specified in the attached resource consent document(s). Your resource consent(s)
commences from the date of this letter advising you of the decision. The reasons for the
decision are:
1. The activity is consistent with the purpose of the RMA
For some activities a report is prepared, with officer recommendations, to provide information
to the decision makers. If you require a copy of the report please contact our Customer
Services section.
If you do not agree with the consent authority decision, you may object to the whole or any
part. Notice of any objection must be in writing and lodged with Environment Canterbury within
15 working days of receipt of this decision.
Alternatively you may appeal to the Environment Court, PO Box 2069, Christchurch. The
notice of appeal must be lodged with the Court within 15 working days of receipt of this
decision, with a copy forwarded to Environment Canterbury within the same timeframe. If you
appeal this decision, the commencement date will then be the date on which the decision on
the appeal is determined. If you are in any doubt about the correct procedures, you should
seek legal advice.
You
can
find
online
information
about
your
consent
document
at
www.ecan.govt.nz/yourconsent.pdf and also information regarding the monitoring of your
consent at www.ecan.govt.nz/monitoringconsent.pdf. These booklets contain important
information about your consent and answers some commonly asked questions about what will
happen next in the life of your resource consent. There is an Annual Compliance Monitoring
Charge associated with every consent. For details of this, please refer to page 10 of the
“Monitoring Your Consent’ booklet.
Charges, set in accordance with section 36 of the Resource Management Act 1991, shall be
paid to the Regional Council for the carrying out of its functions in relation to the administration,
monitoring and supervision of resource consents and for the carrying out of its functions under
section 35 of the Act.
Our Ref:
CRC161831
Your Customer No: EC119274,EC277674
Contact:
Customer Services

Thank you for helping us make Canterbury a great place to live.
For all queries please contact our Customer Services Section by telephoning (03) 353
9007, 0800 ECINFO (0800 324 636), or email ecinfo@ecan.govt.nz quoting your CRC
number above.

Yours sincerely

CONSENTS PLANNING SECTION

CC Address:
Burton Consultants Ltd
Attn To: Karen Blair
PO Box 33817
Takapuna
Auckland 0740

RESOURCE CONSENT CRC161831
Pursuant to Section 104 of the Resource Management Act 1991

The Canterbury Regional Council (known as Environment Canterbury)
GRANTS TO:

Z Energy Limited

A DISCHARGE PERMIT:

to discharge developed phase stormwater to the Christchurch
City Council reticulated system

COMMENCEMENT DATE:

06 Oct 2015

EXPIRY DATE:

06 Oct 2050

LOCATION:

68 Curletts Road, Sockburn, Christchurch

SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:

1

The activity shall be limited to the discharge of stormwater from roofs, pervious and
hardstand areas within the Burger King site of Lot 1 DP 67507, 68 Curletts Road at or
about Topo50 BX24:6508-7925 as shown on Plan CRC161831.

2

The discharge of roof stormwater shall be only from materials sealed against the leaching
of copper and zinc.

3

Stormwater shall be discharged in accordance with the following measures:
a. Stormwater shall be discharged via sumps/cesspits fitted with Enviropod filters or
similar treatment filter capable of removing gross pollutants and suspended
sediments.
b. Stormwater shall be discharged to the Christchurch City Council stormwater
network.

4

All sumps/ cesspits shall be fitted with submerged or trapped outlets capable of trapping at
least 40 litres of hydrocarbons.

5

At least two weeks prior to the construction of the stormwater system design plans of the
stormwater system to be installed shall be submitted to the Canterbury Regional Council,
Attention: RMA Compliance and Enforcement Manager.

6

All practicable measures shall be taken to avoid spills of fuel or any other hazardous
substances within the site. In the event of a spill of fuel or any other hazardous substance:
a. The spill shall be prevented from entering stormwater drainage networks ;
b. The spill shall be cleaned up as soon as practicable, the stormwater system shall
be inspected and cleaned and measures taken to prevent a recurrence;
c. The Monitoring and Compliance Manager shall be informed within 24 hours of a
spill event and the following information provided:
i. The date, time, location and estimated volume of the spill;
ii. The cause of the spill;
iii. The type of hazardous substance(s) spilled;
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iv. Clean up procedures undertaken including evidence of appropriate
disposal;
v. Details of the steps taken to control and remediate the effects of the spill on
the receiving environment;
vi. An assessment of any potential effects of the spill; and
vii. Measures to be undertaken to prevent a recurrence.
7

The maintenance of the stormwater system shall include, but not be limited to:
a. Inspecting the sumps/cesspits and Enviropod filters (or similar) at least once every
three months.
b. Removing any visible hydrocarbons, debris or litter within ten working days of the
inspection.
c. Removing any accumulated sediment in the sumps/cesspits and Enviropod filters
(or similar) when the sediment occupies more than one quarter of the depth below
the invert of the outlet pipe.
d. Replacing Enviropod filters (or similar) if filter is damaged (e.g. ripped)
e. Any material removed in accordance with (a) to (d) shall be disposed of at a facility
authorised to receive such material.

8

The Canterbury Regional Council may, on any of the last five days of May or any
November, serve notice of its intention to review the conditions of this consent for the
purposes of:
a. Dealing with any adverse effect on the environment which may arise from the
exercise of this consent and which it is appropriate to deal with at a later stages; or
b. Requiring the adoption of the best practicable option to remove or reduce any
adverse effect on the environment.

9

The lapsing date for the purposes of section 125 of the Resource Management Act (1991)
shall be 30 December 2020.

Issued at Christchurch on 6 October 2015
Canterbury Regional Council

Consent No: CRC161831

Exercising of resource consent
It is important that you notify Environment Canterbury when you first
start using your consent.
GRANTED TO:
A DISCHARGE PERMIT:
LOCATION:

Z Energy Limited
to discharge developed phase stormwater to the
Christchurch City Council reticulated system
68 Curletts Road, Sockburn, Christchurch

Even if the consent is replacing a previous consent for the same activity, you need to complete and
return this page.

Providing this information will:
•
•
•

Validate your consent through to its expiry date
Minimise compliance monitoring charges
Help provide an accurate picture of the state of the environment.

If consent CRC161831 is not used before 30 Dec 2020 this consent will lapse and no longer be valid.

Declaration:
I have started using this resource consent.
Action taken: (e.g. pasture irrigated, discharge from septic tank/boiler/spray booth etc).
___________________________________________________________________________________________
Approximate start date (Note: this may be different to the date the consent was granted):: ____________________

Signed: __________________________________________

Date: _________________________________

Full name of person signing (please print): ____________________________________________________

Please return to:
Environmental Protection - Administration
Environment Canterbury
PO Box 345
Christchurch 8140

Plan CRC161831
Information ha s bee n d erived from various source s, including Environ ment Ca nterbury R egional Cou ncil’s da tabases.
Bounda ry info rma tion is derive d und er licence f rom LIN Z D ig it al Cad astra l D atab ase (Crown Copyright R eserve d).
Environm ent Ca nterbury R egiona l C ouncil do es n ot give and expressly discla im a ny w arran ty a s to the a ccuracy or
co mpleten ess o f the information or it s f it ness for any pu rpo se .
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