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INTRODUCTION
1.

My full name is Robert Brian Norton.

I have been requested by the

Christchurch City Council (CCC or Council) to give evidence in relation to the
application for the Council’s comprehensive stormwater network discharge
consent (Application).
2.

I hold a Bachelor of Science degree in Civil Engineering from the University
of Washington in Seattle, USA and have over 19 years’ experience in the field
of stormwater drainage, surface water quality management, flood mitigation
and site development.

3.

I am employed as a Senior Stormwater Planning Engineer with Council. I
have worked in the role for the past 8 years.

4.

Previously I had been employed for 11 years by the local government of King
County in Washington State and by private engineering consultants.

5.

My duties include implementation of the Council’s operative Stormwater
Management Plans (SMPs)1 through its capital programme, administration of
operative network discharge consents, engineering review of subdivision,
building and land use consent applications, providing advice on District Plan
matters, and providing advice and technical support for the control of District
Plan changes and development within Christchurch.

6.

I confirm that I have read and agree to comply with the Code of Conduct for
expert witnesses contained in the Environment Court Practice Note
(dated

December 2014).

I confirm that the issues addressed in the

statement of evidence are within my area of expertise. I have not knowingly
omitted to consider facts or information that might alter or detract from the

1
Operative SMPs include the Styx and the South West Area SMP and their corresponding resource consents CRC131249
and CRC120223. The South West SMP has since been split into a Huritini/Halswell River SMP and the Upper Heathcote
River portion will be included in the forthcoming Heathcote River SMP. Throughout my evidence, I refer to the South
West SMP as it has been implemented to date.
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opinions expressed. The Council as my employer has agreed that I give this
evidence on behalf of the Council.
PURPOSE
7.

The purpose of this evidence is to provide a discussion of the following topics:
a)

a description of the Council’s stormwater network;

b)

a description of the significant contaminants in stormwater and their
sources;

c)

a discussion of Best Practice stormwater mitigation including a brief
discussion of water quality treatment system efficiency;

d)

an overview of the Council’s SMP programme and its broader
approach to stormwater management, and the relationship to the Long
Term Plan (LTP), including a summary of SMP implementation
progress to date and a discussion of retrofit mitigation and source
control measures;

e)

some discussion around setting stormwater discharge quality
standards for individual sites;

f)

a description of the Council’s stormwater discharge authorisations
process;

g)

a discussion of high risk sites and the criteria of excluded sites, and;

h)

a discussion the transition process required for Council to take
responsibility for high risk sites after 2025.

This evidence then deals with responses to specific submissions and
Environment Canterbury’s Section 42A Officer’s Report and the appendices of
individual Environment Canterbury expert evidence.
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CHIRSTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL STORMWATER NETWORK
8.

The Council stormwater network is made up of pipes, channels, sumps,
manholes, drains, swales, basins, ponds and streams. When it rains, the
stormwater network collects surface water generated from sealed and
unsealed surfaces and infiltrates it to ground or conveys it to rivers and the
coast.

As a consequence of this function, the stormwater network also

collects and conveys contaminants that build up on these surfaces (sediment,
metals and other organic and inorganic materials). Conditions 1a and 1b of
this application describe the scope of discharges into the Council stormwater
network that would be authorised under the consent.
9.

The Council stormwater network also includes some infrastructure that
interfaces between surface water (stormwater) and sub-surface water
(groundwater), either by intercepting stormwater and discharging it into the
ground or by intercepting groundwater and discharging it to the surface.

Networks that Intercept Groundwater
10.

Groundwater is not stormwater, and the interception and discharge of it to the
surface (drainage water, as defined in the Canterbury Land and Water
Regional Plan (LWRP)) is not within the scope of the Application. This means
that discharges from infrastructure such as subsoil drains or pump systems
that collect groundwater and discharge it to a surface water network are not
covered by the Application.

Stormwater Infiltration Systems
11.

However, as mentioned, there are systems that direct stormwater into the
ground (and therefore also into groundwater). I refer to these systems as
infiltration or soakage systems and many of them are within the scope of this
application.

These systems, and their relevance to the Application, is

discussed further in my paragraphs 104-112.
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River Receiving Environments
12.

In addition to all of the parts of the stormwater network identified above,
previously adopted SMPs have included their receiving environments (the
rivers) as part of the stormwater network. I consider the definition of the
stormwater network as proposed in this Application does not give certainty
with regard to the extent of the stormwater network because it relies on future
SMPs to define which waterways are to be included in the network. I therefore
recommend that the definition of stormwater network be revised as follows
(proposed changes in bold):
stormwater network means all waterways including the Ōtākaro/Avon
River, Huritini/Halswell River, Ōpāwaho/Heathcote River, Ōtukaikino
River and the Pūharakekenui/Styx River and their tributaries, and also
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 and maintenance.

13.

By including the rivers and tributaries as part of the network, the Council
signals its intention to accept responsibility for the effects of stormwater
generated from private sites that bypasses the Council’s reticulated
infrastructure and discharges directly into the receiving environment – but not
responsibility for the private conveyance network itself, as this is excluded by
the requirement in the definition of “stormwater network” that it is limited to
waterways identified in the SMPs and parts of the conveyance system “for
which Christchurch City Council are responsible for operation and
maintenance”.

14.

To exclude the rivers and tributaries from the stormwater network would mean
that the effects of discharges from all private stormwater systems that
discharge directly into them would not be managed through this Application
(there are thousands of such discharges). I consider that excluding such
discharges would present an extreme logistical challenge for both Councils
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(Council and Environment Canterbury) and would be contrary to established
practice and offer very little actual benefit to the environment.
Banks Peninsula
15.

Within the forthcoming Banks Peninsula SMP, Council broadly proposes to
include only those portions of the Council stormwater network that lie within
the boundaries of the settlement zones as identified in the Council’s District
Plan (as that is the limit on scope in proposed condition 1(a)), and therefore
excludes the portions of stormwater network (primarily made up of hill
waterways with few engineered structures) within the Rural Banks Peninsula
zone, the Special Purpose Papakainga zone and the Open Space Natural
zone (as shown on the District Plan maps) on Banks Peninsula.

Coastal Marine Area
16.

Council does not propose to include the coastal marine area as part of the
Council stormwater network. This means that discharges from private sites
that bypass the Council stormwater network and discharging directly to the
coastal marine area are excluded from this consent (as opposed to
discharges from the Council stormwater network into the coastal
environments, which are included).

Summary
17.

In summary, the Council stormwater network includes, but may not be limited
to:
a)

All public channels, drains, swales, pipe systems and waterways
(natural and artificial) within the City boundary and within the
settlement zones on Banks Peninsula

b)

The

Pūharakekenui/Styx,

Ōtukaikino,

Ōtākaro/Avon,

Ōpāwaho/Heathcote and Huritini/Halswell Rivers, including the AvonHeathcote Estuary
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c)
18.

All public infiltration and soakage systems.

The Council stormwater network specifically excludes:
a)

The coastal-marine area, and private stormwater networks that
discharge directly to it;

b)

Waterways and other network systems within Rural, Open Space and
Papakainga zones of Banks Peninsula;

c)

Networks designed specifically to intercept groundwater and discharge
it to surface water (drainage water in the LWRP);

d)

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 IS NOT responsible for
operation and maintenance.

SIGNIFICANT CONTAMINANTS IN STORMWATER
19.

Most urban surfaces have some form of coating (e.g. paint, galvanising,
concrete, asphalt, etc.) and a transient layer of substances such as cleaning
compounds, combustion products, wind-blown dust, etc.

Many of these

substances are fully or partially soluble. They are carried by rainwater in both
dissolved and particulate form into the stormwater network, where they are
regarded as contaminants.
20.

The toxicants copper and zinc, and sediment (or total suspended solids, TSS)
are major contaminants found in Christchurch rivers. These contaminants are
found in stormwater, often at concentrations many times higher than
ANZECC2 Guidelines.

2

Australian and New Zealand Environment and Conservation Council http://www.waterquality.gov.au/anz-guidelines
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Copper
21.

It is very likely that automobile brake linings are the predominant source of
copper. Other sources include architectural copper such as guttering and
downpipes, cooling water discharges, fungicides and soils (Kennedy &
Sutherland, 2008).

Zinc
22.

Zinc is used as a protective coating for steel on roofing, rooftop ventilators,
chain link fencing, lighting poles and various barriers and fences. Although a
zinc layer is long lived it is progressively being dissolved by rain water.
Industrial and commercial areas have large areas of unpainted galvanised
roofs and are a large source of zinc. Residential areas typically have painted
or tile roofs, but many of these have older paint coatings in poor condition.
These old roofs are also a large source of zinc. Roofs create approximately
65-75% of urban zinc in Christchurch (Ōtākaro/Avon, Ōpāwaho/Heathcote &
Pūharakekenui/Styx Contaminant Load Model).

23.

Zinc makes up about 0.8% by weight of tyres in the vulcanising catalyst, zinc
oxide. Tyre wear releases zinc onto roads.

Road use generates

approximately 25-35% of zinc, much of which is from tyres.
24.

Other zinc sources include galvanised fencing and posts, fungicides, paint
pigments and wood preservatives.

Sediment
25.

Sediment, or TSS, may come from almost any surface, stemming from
weathering, wind deposition, abrasion or deliberate application. Sources are
numerous and catchment-specific.
quantified in Christchurch.

Relative contributions have not been

Port Hills sediment, wind-blown particles,

construction site sediment, vehicle-sourced particulates and road surface
abrasion are significant sources.
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BEST PRACTICE STORMWATER MITIGATION
26.

Guidance on the methods and techniques used for the mitigation of
stormwater are described in the Council’s Waterways Wetlands and Drainage
Guide 2003 (WWDG)3.

The WWDG describes the types of systems

acceptable for public stormwater devices (to be owned and operated by the
Council).
27.

In addition to the WWDG the Council has developed guidance documents for
the design of other stormwater mitigation systems. These documents were
primarily developed as tools for use in the highly-developed Ōtākaro/Avon
and Ōpāwaho/Heathcote SMP areas:

28.

a)

Rain Garden Design Construction and Maintenance Manual 20154;

b)

Christchurch Permeable Pavement Design Criteria 2014;

c)

Christchurch Stormwater Tree Pit Design Criteria 2014;

d)

Christchurch Rain Garden Design Criteria 2014;

e)

StormFilter™ Design Rainfall Intensity Criterion Report 2014.

Council accepts through its stormwater authorisations process for new
connections and redevelopment sites some other types of devices and
systems able to be used on private sites that are not covered in the WWDG
or the other documents listed above. I consider that these devices provide an
equivalent water quality or quantity mitigation function, but either do not
adhere to the ‘six values’ approach (described in my paragraph 31) to water
management or require additional specialised maintenance that the Council
does not wish to undertake.

3

http://ccc.govt.nz/environment/water/water-policy-and-strategy/waterways-wetlands-and-drainage-guide/
https://ccc.govt.nz/assets/documents/consents-and-licences/construction-requirements/ids/15-1297087-rain-gardendesign-construction-and-maintenance-manual.pdf
4
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29.

Water quality treatment systems are designed around the concept of the ‘first
flush’. Council has two different standards for defining the first flush. For
devices that treat stormwater based on volume (e.g., cubic metres), the
Council considers the first flush to be the stormwater generated from the first
25 millimetres of rainfall generated within the catchment. For devices that
treat stormwater based on flow (e.g. litres per second), the Council considers
the first flush to be the rate of stormwater flow generated by rainfall intensities
up to 5 millimetres per hour5. The first flush is the part of the storm that is
considered to mobilise the largest portion of contaminants into stormwater.

30.

The types and designs of stormwater mitigation facilities described in the
WWDG and other documents used by the Council reflect international best
practice. I and other Council staff have analysed and altered as necessary
techniques, designs and materials that are internationally recognized as fit for
purpose to accommodate the Christchurch climate and its geological and
hydrological environment.

31.

Furthermore, the stormwater mitigation facilities described in the WWDG
adhere to the Council’s “Six Value” or “Multi-Value” approach to stormwater
management as described in Ms. Beaumont’s evidence. That is, assets that
are landscape-based, using natural soils and vegetation that provide other
values in addition to drainage (Ecology, Landscape, Recreation, Heritage,
and Culture).

Efficiency of Stormwater Treatment Systems
32.

Stormwater treatment refers to the removal of contaminants which are both
particulate and dissolved.

Past stormwater treatment best practice has

primarily targeted particle removal on the basis that particles were thought to
comprise the greater proportion of harmful contaminants.

Recent

Christchurch research indicates that most roof-sourced zinc is likely to be

5

Per CCC StormFilter Design Rainfall Intensity Criterion Report 2014, devices treating rainfall intensities up to 5mm/hr
are expected to treat between 85% and 90% of annual storm events.
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dissolved, and approximately 50% of road-sourced zinc and 40% of roadsourced copper are likely to be dissolved (Charters, 2016).
33.

Particles are removed by settlement, when stormwater is held in a quiescent
state for sufficient time, by filtration through soil or a manufactured filter, or by
adhesion to biofilms or uptake in plant matter. Dissolved contaminants are
captured via chemical reactions or adhesion of atoms, ions or molecules to a
filter medium. Filter media include soil, selected filter particles and biofilms.

34.

35.

Treatment system performances vary according to :
a)

Suitability of the treatment type to contaminants;

b)

Adequacy of sizing;

c)

The size of the storm and the amount of stormwater bypassing;

d)

Adequacy of maintenance;

e)

Influent stormwater quality;

f)

Stormwater pH.

Sizing, design and cost compromises typically mean that 100% performance
is not achievable. The following performance summary represents local and
international research into the contaminant removal efficiencies of stormwater treatment options commonly used in New Zealand (Semadeni-Davies,
2005). Concentrations of total and dissolved copper and zinc are reported,
by convention. Dissolved metals are relevant, being the bioavailable and
most harmful fraction in the water column. Particulate metals are relevant as
the fraction that tends to accumulate in river and estuarine sediments,
affecting benthic fauna. The particulate component can be readily calculated.
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Table 2: Median of average treatment efficiencies (%) summarised from
International BMP Database6, 2007.
Wet Pond

Wetland

Bio-filter

Media Filter

(n=25)

(n=19)

(n=57)

(n=38)

TSS

74

58

66

75

Total Copper

41

41

70

48

Dissolved
Copper

41

NA

48

10

Total Zinc

64

38

84

65

Dissolved Zinc

25

NA

59

53

n = number of devices included in summary statistical analysis
Bio-filter means bio-retention cells, swales and vegetated infiltration
strips.
36.

The performance of two different types of stormwater facilities has been
tested by Council.

37.

Council commissioned testing7 of two of its soil adsorption basins (Kirkwood
Basins and Broken Run Basins) using engineered treatment media samples
from the facility in a laboratory environment.

Results for two of the

contaminated stormwater samples are reported below:

6
7

http://www.bmpdatabase.org/
Testing the Performance of Infiltration Basins, Brough & Harrington, 2009
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38.

The removal efficiencies reported exceed those estimated by the International
BMP Database, however it should be noted that removal efficiency is highly
dependent on inflow concentrations.

Very low influent contaminant

concentrations will often result in low removal efficiencies.
39.

More recently Council commissioned8 testing of a sedimentation basin and
stormwater wetland installation at Knights Stream Park. Preliminary results
are reported below:

8

Stormwater Treatment Facilities Interim Report, Pattle Delamore Partners, 2018
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40.

The removal efficiencies are generally within the range of the International
BMP Database and the expected removal efficiencies listed in WWDG Table
6-6.

41.

Further to this, the Council intends to monitor performance of its first largescale Stormwater360® StormFilter™ installation at Bells Creek once the
facility is commissioned.

42.

Condition 37 requires Council to undertake the actions listed in Table 3 of the
proposed conditions, and number 9 of that table requires a monitoring
programme assessing the actual contaminant reduction performance of
selected stormwater treatment facilities and devices. As mentioned above,
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some of this monitoring has already been done, and there will be ongoing
programmes to generate more data and better characterise the performance
of facilities.
43.

New Zealand currently has no agreed protocol for assessing proprietary
stormwater treatment devices therefore Council relies on other international
or performance measuring programmes including the TAPE (Technology
Assessment Protocol) Programme used in Washington State and the NJCAT
(New Jersey Comprehensive Assessment Tool) in New Jersey. The results
of successfully completing these programmes is the documentation of
independent third party confirmation of performance claims.

44.

Assumptions about the contaminant removal efficiency of stormwater
treatment systems have been fed into Christchurch Contaminant Load Model
(C-CLM). The average efficiencies do not misalign with those outlined in
Chapter 6 of the WWDG and are supported by the testing data that has been
undertaken by Council and the range of performance efficiencies reported in
the International Best Management Practice Database. Mr. Van Nieuwkerk’s
evidence contains further information with regard to the removal efficiency
parameters used in development of the C-CLM.

45.

Even with best practice treatment, the contaminants generated from
developed land exceed that of undeveloped land.

Therefore, new

development areas will inevitably contribute additional contaminants to their
receiving environment. In paragraphs 71-86 of my evidence, I describe how
I consider retrofit treatment of existing development areas and control of
contaminants at source, by various means, will be required to achieve the
overall stormwater quality improvement sought by the Council in this
Application.
Water Quantity Mitigation
46.

With few exceptions, catchment-scale stormwater quantity (detention,
infiltration) systems implemented by Council under the SMPs are designed
around the 2% annual exceedance probability (AEP) storm event (“50-year”)
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for the corresponding critical duration of the receiving environment. The flood
modelling undertaken by Council has accounted for the performance of
stormwater quantity mitigation systems installed for events up to the critical
2% AEP storm.
47.

Broadly, the techniques and methodology for implementation of water
quantity mitigation systems as described in the WWDG seek to maintain the
hydrology of the pre-developed land by capturing the higher volume of
stormwater discharged from the developed area, holding that water over a
period of days and releasing it slowly back into the network. Doing so reduces
the peak water levels generated in downstream floodplains and also reduces
the higher peak flows of water that are known to generate stream bank
erosion.

48.

All design and planning for stormwater management and mitigation systems,
whether undertaken by Council or by private consultants, is required by the
WWDG to include a 16% increase in the design average rainfall intensity to
account for climate change.

49.

The water quantity targets in proposed Schedule 7 of the Application
conditions are different for each river. The targets for the Pūharakekenui/Styx
and Ōpāwaho/Heathcote Rivers are those that were set under CRC131249
and CRC120223 respectively, and I consider them to be relevant and
appropriate for this consent because the development patterns that they were
intended to mitigate for have not substantially changed. The targets for the
Ōtākaro/Avon and Huritini/Halswell Rivers are to maintain (or reduce) peak
flood levels for the critical 2% AEP storm event.

Flooding within the

Ōtukaikino is not well understood and is generally considered to be a result
of backwater flooding from the Waimakariri River. So, while water quantity
mitigation is provided for new development in the Ōtukaikino catchment, the
approach mirrors that of the Pūharakekenui/Styx River. The evidence of Mr.
Harrington and Mr. Parsons discusses flood modelling and targets in more
detail.
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General City Conditions
50.

The Council recognises that the effects of new and redevelopment in areas
of the city that do not have an operative SMP still need to be managed. I have
recommended inclusion of a table of best practice for water quality and
quantity (Schedule 3 of the consent) which will direct individual sites to
mitigate their effects of development. Schedule 3 is imposed on new and redevelopment via Condition 19 of the consent.

51.

The mitigation standards listed in Schedule 3 are largely an extension, and a
slightly more restrictive version, of previously operative Tables 1 and 2 of the
Interim Global Stormwater Consent (IGSC) CRC090292. I consider that, in
lieu of an integrated stormwater management plan, the General City
Conditions in Schedule 3 reflect Best Practice and provide for appropriate
mitigation of the effects of development in those catchments.

SMPS AND CCC’S APPROACH TO SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT
52.

Stormwater management plans demonstrate the means by which the quality
of stormwater discharges will be progressively improved to meet receiving
environment objectives and targets.

53.

The Council began to produce stormwater management plans in 2009:
a)

Under Rule WQL8, Condition 1 of the Natural Resource Regional Plan
2009, and

b)

As agreed in the document “A Joint Christchurch City and Environment
Canterbury Stormwater Management Protocol" (the Protocol) 2006
(revised 2008 & 2011).

54.

Three SMPs have been completed (for the Pūharakekenui/Styx, 2013;
Ōtākaro/Avon, 2015; and Huritini/Halswell, 2016; catchments) and one is in
draft form for the Ōpāwaho/Heathcote catchment, with the upper portion of
the Ōpāwaho/Heathcote catchment having been included under the South

TRIM Number 18/740262
LEX14926: Statement of Evidence of Robert Brian Norton

16

West Area Christchurch SMP, 2011. Plans for the Ōtukaikino catchment and
Estuary & Coastal catchment are in preparation. A SMP for Banks Peninsula
Settlements is due for completion in December 2020. Completion of the full
Ōpāwaho/Heathcote and remaining catchments is timetabled in proposed
Condition 4.
55.

The content of SMPs is outlined in Condition 6. I consider this list of required
content to be reasonable, complete and appropriate with the exeption of
ensuring that birdstrike risk is mitigated in the design of stormwater facilities
within 3km of the Christchurch International Airport (my paragraph 205
discusses my response to the CIAL submission).

56.

The existing SMPs consider the context of the wider catchment issues and
values such as environmental, social, and cultural. Infrastructure planning is
tuned specifically to the catchment’s unique water quantity and water quality
issues (opportunities and constraints).

57.

The SMPs also guide Council in determining future capital budget
requirements. The details that coordinate implementation of the SMP with the
Council’s Long Term Plan9 (LTP) will be laid out in the Implementation Plan
required under proposed Condition 12 of this resource consent.

58.

For each SMP, Council has developed preliminary stormwater management
schemes (or ‘blueprints’). The blueprint considers the SMP Area and identifies
individual sub catchments and how those sub catchments will be managed.
The blueprint is intended to cover all of these sub-catchments in the project
area where land use change may occur and/or where ‘retrofit’ for existing nonmitigated or partially mitigated development is planned.

59.

Whilst the blueprint has been developed with a strong focus on drainage, the
Council has also considered other values such as landscape, recreation,
heritage, ecology and culture (Council’s six values approach to waterways,
discussed further in the evidence of Ms. Beaumont). The sizing and location
of facilities are preliminary and may be changed by the Council following land

9

https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/plans-strategies-policies-and-bylaws/plans/long-term-plan-and-annual-plans/ltp
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zoning decisions, land acquisition, opportunities not previously available and
the completion of more detailed design processes. The Council may also
change the number and size of facilities (increase or decrease) in response
to final planning and if a more detailed assessment of catchment hydrology
and network hydraulics in the final detailed design is required.
60.

The SMPs for South West Area Christchurch and Pūharakekenui/Styx River
focussed broadly on strategic, collective stormwater infrastructure and
planning for existing and future development. Large scale, collective and
integrated facilities that use natural processes such as soil and vegetation to
treat, store and dispose of stormwater, as described in the Surface Water
Strategy (2009) are the Council’s preferred mechanisms for managing the
effects development in greenfield areas. There are several reasons behind
this:
a)

A lesser number of larger facilities costs less for the Council to maintain
and operate then a large number of small facilities. This is a benefit to
ratepayers who fund operational budgets;

b)

Large, natural facilities provide additional values beyond drainage
(e.g.; ecology, recreation and landscape values) which are supported
by the Surface Water Strategy and the Waterways and Wetlands
Natural Asset Management Strategy (1999). Smaller facilities often do
not provide these other values (proprietary stormwater devices) or
provide them to lesser degrees (small rain gardens or swales);

c)

The large volumes of stormwater detention required to manage the
effects

of

widespread

urban

growth

expected

in

the

Pūharakekenui/Styx and upper Ōpāwaho/Heathcote catchments
require very large storage areas that a proliferation of smaller facilities
are not capable of providing. Combining stormwater treatment with
detention facilities (such as the practice of storing flood water in
treatment wetlands) is more efficient than facilities that do not provide
dual purpose benefits (proprietary treatment devices, for example);
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d)

Individual site-scale (small) stormwater mitigation facilities rely on site
owners and operators to design, install and maintain them, which is not
their core business. There is a higher probability that they will not be
designed, operated or maintained properly, reducing or negating their
benefit. Furthermore a non-functioning or malfunctioning stormwater
system on a private site would be very difficult for Council to identify
and correct, and may be ignored by the site owner/operator.

61.

The Ōtākaro/Avon SMP and forthcoming Ōpāwaho/Heathcote River SMP
cover areas which are highly built-out and will focus on retrofit mitigation,
managing infill and intensification, and source control, particularly for
industrial and commercial sites. Retrofit mitigation and source control are
addressed in more detail in my paragraphs 71-86 below.

62.

With the exception of potential Red Zone mitigation opportunities, these
highly-urbanised areas will require smaller-scale, sometimes private
stormwater mitigation techniques that do not, in many cases, provide the
extent of additional values or operational cost benefits of larger collective
facilities. Notwithstanding this, I consider these types of facilities to have the
following advantages:
a)

They can provide an equivalent treatment function in a smaller footprint
than an collective system, which makes them more versatile in highly
urbanised areas;

b)

The smaller footprint means that they can sometimes be located within
land Council already controls such as road corridors or reserves,
saving land costs;

c)

Rain gardens, tree pits and swales can often double as landscape
strips or street trees to add aesthetic value to streetscapes.
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Pūharakekenui/Styx and South West SMP Progress
63.

The South West Area ‘blueprint’ has 31 large-scale stormwater mitigation
facilities designed primarily around new growth areas.

The stormwater

facilities are either: 1) soil adsorption basins for water quality with infiltration
basins for flood control, or; 2) sedimentation basins followed by stormwater
wetlands for water quality with detention basins for flood control.
64.

Of the 31 stormwater mitigation facilities currently identified in the South West
Area blueprint:
a)

19 are complete and have been commissioned;

b)

6 are under construction;

c)

2 are in detailed design phase;

d)

2 are planned for completion within the 10-year scope of the LTP;

e)

2 are expected to be implemented by private developers.

The remaining $60M capital programme to complete the SMP blueprint
(except for letter (e) which will be subject to the timing of those developments)
is funded through the LTP10 and will be implemented within 10 years.
65.

The Pūharakekenui/Styx Area SMP ‘blueprint’ has 22 large-scale stormwater
mitigation facilities designed around new growth areas, but with large retrofit
components. Nearly all of the stormwater facilities follow the sedimentation
basin + stormwater wetland model.

66.

Of the 22 stormwater facilities currently identified in the Pūharakekenui/Styx
Area blueprint:
a)

10

2 are complete and have been commissioned;

Christchurch City Council Long Term Plan 2018-28, Capital Programme, pp. 211-212
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b)

4 are under construction;

c)

4 are in detailed design phase;

d)

7 are planned for completion within the 10-year scope of the LTP;

e)

2 are outside the 10-year LTP horizon and are expected to be within
the next LTP;

f)
67.

3 are expected to be implemented by private developers.

About $80M is funded through the current 10 year LTP11 and full
implementation of the SMP blueprint is expected to take about 15 years.

68.

Physical works within the Ōtākaro/Avon SMP include rain gardens on central
city streets implemented in conjunction with the Accessible Cities and Otakaro
Corridor projects, and a floating wetland system on No. 1 Drain. Preliminary
scoping and design has begun on large scale treatment systems for the
Addington Brook and Riccarton Stream catchments, which are two of the
biggest contributors of contaminants to the Ōtākaro/Avon River12. Funding
within the current 10 year LTP13 is approximately $23M.

69.

Although the Ōpāwaho/Heathcote SMP is not yet complete, a large-scale
retrofit stormwater system has been funded in conjunction with the
Richardson Terrace pump station (a Land Drainage Recovery Project flood
mitigation project). This project includes a $2.4M water quality treatment
system consisting of more than 500 StormFilter™ cartridges designed to treat
the very large existing developed Bells Creek catchment tributary to the
Ōpāwaho/Heathcote River.

11

Christchurch City Council Long Term Plan 2018-28, Capital Programme, pp. 211-212
Surface Water Quality Monitoring Report for Christchurch City Waterways: January-December 2017, Margetts &
Marshall, 2018
13
Christchurch City Council Long Term Plan 2018-28, Capital Programme, pp. 211-212
12
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70.

Many other small-scale private stormwater mitigation systems have been
implemented through the stormwater approvals process across the city,
primarily to mitigate re-development and intensification projects.

Retrofit Stormwater Facilities
71.

The Council recognizes that stormwater treatment facilities discharging to
surface (and ground) water are only capable of removing a portion of
contaminants generated by urbanisation. Therefore, if only new (greenfields)
developments were required to provide mitigation, the load of contaminants
discharged from the stormwater networks would increase with new
development.

72.

It is therefore essential that the Council provide stormwater facilities to treat
runoff from existing urban areas in order to improve the overall quality of
stormwater discharges. This is broadly referred to as ‘retrofit treatment’ and
the Council will be delivering it through one or more of the following means:
a)

Treatment systems installed specifically to intercept stormwater runoff
from existing urban areas, divert it through a treatment system, and
then discharge the treated stormwater back into the network or into the
receiving environment. An example of this would be the StormFilter™
system discussed in my paragraph 69;

b)

Treatment systems installed primarily to cater for greenfields
development areas, but have capacity added for existing urban areas
that share the same stormwater network. An example of this is the
Halswell Commons Stormwater and Sparks Road wetlands facility
(currently under construction) which has been designed to treat runoff
from 30 hectares of existing Hoon Hay neighbourhood discharging to
Cashmere Stream via Hendersons Drain;

c)

Treatment systems installed during brownfield redevelopment to

provide mitigation for areas of the site that were not previously treated.
An example of this is stormwater from the redevelopment of QEII
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Recreation Centre which will now be treated prior to discharge into
Kate Sheppard Stream and the Ōtākaro/Avon River.
73.

To provide some perspective on the scale of works included in the retrofit
Category (b) above, of the projects that make up the Pūharakekenui/Styx
SMP blueprint and the 1,280 hectares proposed to be treated prior to
discharge into the receiving environment, 703 hectares are made up of
existing urban areas, or 55%.

74.

Of the projects that make up the Huritini/Halswell SMP blueprint and the 550
hectares of land proposed to be treated, approximately 44 hectares are
existing urban areas, or 8%.

75.

Of the projects that make up the upper Ōpāwaho/Heathcote River portion of
the South West SMP blueprint and the 118 hectares of land proposed to be
treated, approximately 22 hectares are existing urban areas, or 19%.

76.

I consider that the scale and associated cost of retro-fit infrastructure
proposed under the operative SMPs demonstrates the Council’s commitment
to providing retrofit mitigation “where reasonably practicable” as required by
Condition 25 of this proposed consent.

77.

In his paragraph 154, the Reporting Officer comments that while Condition 25
requires retrofitting water quality and quantity mitigation for existing
development where practicable, there is no explicit requirement for retrofitting
of existing urban areas to be accommodated when treatment of greenfield site
developments is implemented.

78.

I consider the Council has acknowledged that retrofit treatment is necessary
in order to achieve an overall net improvement in the quality of stormwater
discharges, and that Council’s commitment to providing retrofit mitigation
where practicable has been substantially demonstrated in the SMPs already
developed,. I therefore do not consider that any further condition requiring
retrofit treatment is necessary to ensure the outcomes sought by proposed
Condition 25.
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Source Control
79.

Roofs and vehicles are, collectively, thought to be the major sources of metal
contaminants (Kennedy & Sutherland, 2008). Along with construction activity
they are major sources of sediment. A large percentage of copper – which
based on the work of Charters (2016) could be as much as 90% - and perhaps
25 to 30% of zinc enters storm-water from vehicles via roads. A proportion of
the particles deposited onto roads (including those containing copper and
zinc) is dispersed by wind and enters stormwater by other pathways.

80.

In most catchments contaminant sources are widespread. Therefore to be
effective a mitigation strategy should have catchment-wide coverage, for
example a catchment-scale treatment basin. Unfortunately large treatment
facilities:
a)

Are only practicable in greenfields catchments where land can be
purchased for their construction. Approximately 80% of the city area
is built-up, with land unavailable for treatment facilities; and

b)
81.

Remove only a proportion of the contaminants passing through.

An effective strategy with potential for catchment-wide coverage is the control
of contaminants at source.

This can be done by stopping contaminant

emissions or by exposing only contaminant-free surfaces to the environment.
Source control is an attractive strategy because:
a)

It avoids the problem of recapturing contaminants once they are
released;

82.

b)

Many contaminant capture methods are only moderately effective;

c)

It incentivises a search for cleaner alternatives.

Of the three major contaminants:
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a)

Copper could be greatly reduced by legislation limiting the copper
content in brake pads. Such legislation has been enacted in the United
States of America. Given that car parts will be produced for the USA
market it is reasonable to think such legislation would be practicable in
New Zealand;

b)

Zinc emissions can be substantially reduced when bare zinc roofs are
substituted with zinc-free materials. This is being partially achieved in
new and replacement roofing by pre-painted aluminium/zinc sheet
products and concrete tiles. However the effectiveness of this as a
strategy will be tested and perhaps diminished as paint coatings age
and expose substrates to the atmosphere. Preserving the efficiency of
any contaminant reduction device through maintenance will be an
ongoing challenge;

c)

Tyre zinc (approximately 25–40% of the zinc load arises from zinc
oxide used in tyre manufacturing).

Despite ongoing international

research a substitute has not been found and tyre zinc seems unlikely
to be controlled in the foreseeable future.
83.

Sediment can be controlled on construction sites, and to some extent on
eroding hillsides. Other sources such as road surface abrasion, windblown
dust and organic matter are not susceptible to source control.

84.

Zinc and sediment are, for now, unavoidable consequences of a road network
and endeavours to mitigate their adverse effects on the receiving environment
are necessary.

85.

The Council recognises that implementation of the source controls discussed
above (or other controls) may not be achievable or may be out of the Council’s
immediate control.

Condition 37 has been developed to explore and

implement (if possible) a variety of source control measures. Because of the
uncertainty of success, source control measures have not been included in
the C-CLM and are not reflected in the reductions listed in Table 2 of the
consent.
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86.

Overall I consider that Council is proposing in this application a balanced
approach consisting of treatment of new urban areas, retrofitting priority areas
and source control. This strategy will enable water quality to be improved
over time while allowing the city to continue growth.

WATER QUALITY STANDARDS FOR INDIVIDUAL SITES
87.

Council has not historically set water quality trigger values or maximum
contaminant loadings for individual site discharges when new connections are
applied for, however the Council may decide that doing so will help meet the
objectives of this application.

88.

Under new applications for connections to the Council stormwater network
that have been lodged in conjunction with a land use consent, Council
stormwater planning officers could apply stormwater contaminant controls
through conditions of resource consent, or through standards for approval to
connect to the network, and those conditions would be enforceable by the
Council.

89.

Council has the ability to set minimum standards for new stormwater
discharges through the Water Supply, Wastewater and Stormwater Bylaw
2014 (the Bylaw – Appendix A), and the Bylaw has been written to allow for
standards to be set by Council resolution:
35. MINIMUM STORMWATER STANDARDS
(1) The Council may by resolution specify minimum standards of
stormwater discharges into the public stormwater system.
(2) The Council may by resolution subsequently amend or revoke any
resolution made under 35(1).
(3) Before making any resolution under this clause the Council will
consider the views and preferences of persons affected by the decision.
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The following note is explanatory and is not part of the Bylaw: The
Council may obtain views and preferences by carrying out targeted
consultation applying the principles in section 82 of the Local Government
Act 2002. All resolutions made under this clause will be recorded in a
register which will be made available on the Council’s website.

90.

It is my understanding that setting minimum standards for existing dischargers
would likely require changes to the Bylaw. The Council proposes a change
to proposed Condition 3 (my paragraph 149) that requires a Transition Plan
to be prepared by the Council and given to Environment Canterbury within
three years of the consent being in legal effect describing the regulatory
methods that have been secured by the Council to control discharge
standards from the sites that will be authorised under the consent from 2025.
My understanding is that this will require the Council to report in the Transition
Plan that it has implemented the necessary changes required to ensure the
Bylaw can be used to impose stormwater standards on existing dischargers.

91.

Options for enforcement of the Bylaw do not include the infringement notice,
abatement notice and enforcement order options that are available under the
Resource Management Act. I have been informed that to enable Council to
levy infringements under the Bylaw would require a Parliamentary regulation
under the Local Government Act 2002.

92.

Taking prosecutions would likely be expensive, time-consuming and with
uncertain outcomes. It is therefore likely that the Council would consider it an
option in circumstances where discharges are considered to pose a
substantial clear and present risk to the environment.

93.

In the current circumstances, enforcement pressure (short of prosecution) is
able to be applied on existing sites due to the risk of the Council deciding to
exclude it from coverage under the Council’s stormwater network discharge
consent. This would require the site operator to seek separate resource
consent from Environment Canterbury in order to avoid prosecution for an
illegal discharge.
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94.

Council has had discussions with Environment Canterbury regarding how
Environment Canterbury may delegate its powers or warrants under the RMA
to Council.

Council wishes to continue exploring this option (or similar

options) in preparation for the transition of responsibility for high risk
discharges in 2025.
95.

In paragraph 47 of his evidence, Mr. Freeman asks that the applicant clarifies
what they would consider to be the benchmark for appropriate ‘on-site pretreatment’ (of industrial sites). This is repeated by Mr. Reuther in paragraph
303 of the Section 42A Report. I am unclear whether he is asking what
method would be used for pre-treatment of what water quality standards
would those sites be held to. In terms of the latter, WWDG Table 6-2 below
provides concentrations of pollutants in (untreated) urban runoff that could be
used as a guide for characterising what the standard of pre-treated runoff
might be expected from industrial sites.

These include typical levels of

sediment, zinc, copper, lead, hydrocarbons, phosphorus, and nitrogen. Other
metals (e.g. cadmium, nickel) would be expected in less than trace amounts.
Collective stormwater treatment facilities would be designed to mitigate this
level of stormwater contaminants. If a collective treatment system did not
exist, it may be that full first flush treatment of industrial site runoff would be
required.
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96.

In terms of the former, depending on the character of the discharge (levels of
sediment, dissolved metals, hydrocarbons, etc.), any number of accepted
treatment systems considered fit for purpose could be used to pre-treat
stormwater from the site. These include but may not be limited to:
a)

Vegetated swale;

b)

Soil adsorption basin;

c)

Rain garden;

d)

Tree pit;

e)

Sand filter;

f)

Stormwater wetland;

g)

Oil/water separator

h)

A certified proprietary treatment system or treatment train (two or more
different systems in series)

APPROVAL TO CONNECT TO THE COUNCIL NETWORK
97.

Currently, any new site or re-development that wishes to connect to the
Council stormwater network must apply under the Bylaw. The trigger for this
process is typically lodgement of a land use or building consent application
for a new development or re-development.

98.

If a redevelopment does not have a material effect on the scale or character
of the discharge from the site, the Council’s assessment is that it has an
‘existing site discharge’. Council staff do not analyse those sites any further
and they are not given any additional explicit written approval to connect to
the Council network.

Some examples of such activities are an interior

remodel of an existing dwelling or replacement of asphalt car park with a
building that has a painted roof.
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99.

If a new or redevelopment activity is considered by Council staff to change
the scale or character of the discharge, an explicit written approval is usually
required. For building consents, a comment to the following effect is added
to the PIM and Development Report by building consents administrators,
signalling to the applicant that they need to seek specific approval to connect:
Authorisation for The Discharge of Stormwater Into CCC Network:
To comply with the New Zealand Building Code stormwater discharge
from this property must avoid the likelihood of damage to the outfall in
a manner acceptable to the Council’s Three Waters & Waste. In
addition, the Council requires stormwater discharge compliance with
Environment Canterbury’s regional rules and holds a number of
discharge consents throughout its territory which it may use to
authorise the discharge of stormwater into its network. Compliance
with relevant consent conditions may require onsite stormwater
mitigation (treatment and/or attenuation/disposal). Before a Building
Consent can be issued you must seek authorisation from Council’s
Three

Waters

&

Waste

Unit

by

contacting

Stormwater.Approvals@ccc.govt.nz. If Council does not authorise the
stormwater discharge under one of its global consents, separate
authorisation from Environment Canterbury may be required prior to a
Building Consent being issued. The obtained authorisation must be
included with the supporting documents of your building consent
application.
100. For land-use and subdivision consents, the following condition (or similar) is
included in the RMA decision on the application if limitations on discretion
permit:
The consent holder shall obtain certification from the Christchurch City
Council that the discharge of (construction/operational) phase
stormwater will comply with the conditions of the Council’s operative
stormwater network discharge consent.
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101. Council Stormwater Planning Engineers review the application(s) to
understand the proposal and any effects it may have on the Council’s
stormwater network, flooding and/or the aquatic environment. Compliance
with any specific stormwater network discharge consent conditions and/or the
applicable SMP is assessed and any onsite mitigation requirements are
implemented through the consents process. Building and/or engineering
plans for the development are updated to show the location and configuration
of any onsite stormwater mitigation facilities, and an engineering report is
often required with all necessary calculations and specifications to ensure the
facilities are built and installed properly and are fit for purpose.
102. Once the Council Planning Engineer is satisfied that the application meets all
relevant conditions and requirements and is consistent with the applicable
SMP for the area, the Council provides written authorisation for the connection
to the applicant. The details of the approval are recorded and reported to
Environment Canterbury in the annual report (Conditions 52-53 of this
proposed consent require this reporting). Proper installation of any onsite
stormwater mitigation measures are assured through the building inspection,
engineering inspection and/or RMA compliance inspection process.
103. Ensuring that private stormwater systems that have been installed provide the
ongoing water quality or quantity benefit they were designed for, the Council
needs to ensure these devices are properly maintained by their owners. The
Council has therefore commissioned implementation of specialised database
software that will track the installation and maintenance of private onsite
stormwater mitigation systems.

The software can be configured to

automatically send out reminder notices to site owners/operators and to track
maintenance and performance histories of facilities and/or site monitoring
results. This software is expected to be online around mid-2019.
Discharges into Land
104. Discharges of stormwater into land (usually via specialised or engineered
infiltration systems) is a method of disposing of stormwater, but could
potentially have effects on groundwater or even downstream surface water
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quality (where groundwater is expelled to the surface in springs) if discharged
untreated. Mr Callander’s evidence addresses those possible effects.
105. Broadly, the Council considers infiltration possible where the highest perched
groundwater is some distance below the ground surface (usually more than 1
metre) and where soils are coarse (gravels and sands). As noted by Mr
Callander, this is generally in the west of the city. Infiltrating stormwater
becomes much less efficient where groundwater is high or soils are finer
texture (silts or clays), which is generally the case in the east of the city.
106. Through implementation of the South West Area SMP, several large-scale
infiltration systems have been constructed in the upper portions of the
Ōpāwaho/Heathcote and Huritini/Halswell River catchments. Many of these
facilities have now been in operation for a number of years.
107. All of these infiltration systems include a stormwater treatment component
called a ‘soil adsorption’ basin, where stormwater is filtered through an
engineered soil media. Contaminants bind to soil particles through physical
and chemical processes while treated stormwater passes through to the
underlying soils. As discussed in my paragraphs 36-38, testing performed on
the engineered soil media used by Council has shown very high contaminant
removal efficiency.
108. The Council is not aware of any adverse effects on groundwater or surface
water resulting from the operation of these systems. Mr. Callander’s evidence
discusses the effects of infiltration systems on groundwater.
109. Where stormwater discharges into land via one of these Council-operated
stormwater facilities, the discharge will be within the scope of the Application
because the infiltration system itself is part of the Council stormwater network.
110. The South West Area and Pūharakekenui/Styx discharge consents are more
restrictive with regard to coverage of discharges into land via private
infiltration systems. Discharges from residential sites are within scope, as are
discharges from commercial/industrial building roofs.

Discharges from
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commercial/industrial hardstand areas are not within the scope of those two
consents because discharges from commercial/industrial sites were, at the
time of consenting, considered to have a higher probability of containing
environmentally hazardous contaminants. This was due to the site activities
associated with the land use. It was also due to the risk of a malfunctioning or
poorly maintained infiltration system being higher where Council does not own
and operate the facility.
111. Under this Application, the Council proposes to cover discharges from
hardstand areas on commercial/industrial sites that are new developments or
re- developments. The Council proposes to continue to exclude discharges
generated from commercial/industrial hardstand areas into land from existing
sites and from “high risk” sites. I consider that the Council has adequate
oversight over the design, construction and operation of private stormwater
infiltration systems through the land use, subdivision and building consent
processes, and the stormwater discharge authorisation process discussed
starting in my paragraph 97. Long term operation and maintenance of the
facilities is able to be monitored and tracked by Council as described in my
paragraph 103.
112. Discharges generated from commercial/industrial hardstand areas into land
from existing sites and discharges generated from both roof and hardstand
into land on “high risk” sites are proposed to remain excluded from this
consent.
Construction Phase Discharges
113. Construction phase discharges are discharges of stormwater from sites that
are under development (referred to as ‘development sites’ in the conditions).
Generally, construction phase stormwater has a higher probability of
containing sediment due to rainfall coming in contact with exposed soils
during site clearance and earthworks.
114. Control of sediment during construction phase is managed with Erosion and
Sediment Control (ESC) measures designed to limit the amount of sediment-
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laden stormwater generated, and prevent that stormwater from leaving the
site and entering the stormwater network or the receiving environment. Mr
Tipper’s evidence provides more information on how the Council currently
manages, and how it proposes going forward to manage, construction phase
discharges from development sites.
115. Relative risk during construction phase is related to varying factors such as
soil types, slope, weather and area of exposed soils. Previous stormwater
discharge consents held by Council (South West, Pūharakekenui/Styx and
the Interim Global Stormwater Consents) have attempted to manage risk on
development sites by excluding discharges from contaminated sites and
restricting the size of development sites that can be covered. Proposed
condition 2(b) in this Application carries similar restrictions, limiting the
maximum area of disturbance to five hectares on flat land and one hectare on
hill land and excluding HAIL and contaminated sites.
116. After 1 January 2025, all construction phase discharges into the Council
network will be subject to the proposed conditions of this consent. Council
may choose to use its powers under the Bylaw referred to in Mr. Tipper’s
evidence, and/or conditions of resource consents, to continue to limit the area
of disturbance allowed on development sites through subdivision and land
use consent conditions. I therefore do not consider that the construction
phase discharges from non-HAIL development sites after 2025 necessarily
pose any additional risks to the environment.
117. For construction phase discharges from HAIL sites, increased review,
mitigation and monitoring of sites and construction practices will be required.
I recommend that prior to 2025, Council develop a risk matrix to identify high
risk construction phase discharges based on site characteristics. I propose a
condition requiring the use of a risk matrix to inform the appropriate level of
mitigation, inspection and monitoring of construction phase discharges and
that the matrix is developed and submitted to Environment Canterbury as part
of the Transition Plan required under Condition 3. A new condition 41 could
read:
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41. The risk matrix for construction phase discharges required under Condition
3(d) shall be used to characterise the discharges from development sites at the
resource consent or building consent application phase. The output of the risk
matrix shall determine the level of ESC mitigation, inspection and water quality
monitoring to be undertaken or required by Council.

HIGH RISK SITES
118. Proposed Condition 2 of the Application excludes discharges from some sites
into land or surface water “unless expressly authorised by Canterbury
Regional Council and Christchurch City Council”.
119. Conditions requiring exclusion of high risk sites have appeared in the three
primary stormwater network discharge consents obtained by Council since
2009, being the Interim Global Stormwater Consent, the South West Area
Christchurch Consent and the Pūharakekenui/Styx River Consent. The basis
for this practice is embedded in the Protocol. The Protocol was originally
developed collaboratively at the executive management level of both Councils
in 2006 and has been revised in 2008 and 2010. The Protocol is attached as
Appendix B.
120. The Protocol records the understanding of the two Councils but does not
necessarily create legal obligations that are enforceable by either party. The
purpose of the document is to "establish how Environment Canterbury and
Christchurch City Council will work together to achieve integrated catchment
wide stormwater management in Christchurch" and includes agreed
principles related to integrated land use planning, a multi-value approach to
stormwater management, and collaboration between the councils.
121. The delineation of responsibilities between Environment Canterbury and
Council has progressed over the last 10 years under the Protocol with the
development of catchment consents, and then this consent, for the discharge
of stormwater based on SMPs. I agree with the Environment Canterbury
Reporting Officer’s suggestion in his paragraph 21 that the Protocol be
collaboratively updated to reflect this Application and Policy 4.16A.
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122. The Protocol also describes the practice which is implemented if individual
sites are considered to pose a high risk to the environment. Appendix 4 of
the Protocol: Compliance and Operations, Section 1(iii) states that the Council
will carry out the following best practices: "Where possible and appropriate,
requiring the removal of stormwater, which Christchurch City Council
considers to be of an unacceptably high risk to the receiving environment,
from the stormwater system, unless resource consent is obtained from
Environment Canterbury".

This ability was included in the proposed

conditions for this Application.
123. While Council has never, as far as I am aware, required the “removal” of
stormwater discharge from the stormwater system, it has excluded some high
risk sites from coverage under Council consents since 2009, including
construction phase discharges. These are all new sites or new activities that
had to seek the Council’s authorisation, as operator of the stormwater
network, to connect for the first time to the network. I manage the Council’s
assessment of the risks for those new approvals. If not satisfied with the risk
posed, the Council declines authorisation for the connection to the stormwater
network unless the person engaged in the activity first obtains a separate
resource consent from Environment Canterbury. These sites have obtained
separate resource consents from Environment Canterbury for their
discharges and so are excluded from the Pūharakekenui/Styx and South
West catchment consents.
124. It has been the consensus between Council and Environment Canterbury
from the inception of the Protocol that Council does not have the specialist
technical skills required for the investigation, consenting or monitoring of ‘high
risk’ sites. Conditions of previous consents have therefore excluded any site
listed on Environment Canterbury’s Listed Land Use Register, unless the site
has been classified as “Below Residential Guideline” or “Below Background
Levels”.
125. Around the middle of 2014, as a result of the high volume of redevelopment
and building and site repairs associated with the Christchurch rebuild,
Environment Canterbury staff indicated a desire for Council to take additional
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responsibility for a broader range of stormwater discharges, primarily from
contaminated and potentially contaminated sites that would normally have
been excluded, thereby reducing the number of resource consent applications
being made to Environment Canterbury for stormwater discharge. The priority
was given to residential rebuild and redevelopment sites in order to facilitate
recovery.
126. Through a staff-level collaboration between Council and Environment
Canterbury, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was developed to detail
the process of determining whether contaminated residential sites previously
excluded under the conditions of Council network discharge consents could
be considered ‘low risk’ and are therefore suitable for coverage on a case-bycase basis to be managed in the same way as non-contaminated and nonHAIL sites. That MOU, including the assessment criteria attached to it, is
attached as Appendix C.
127. Although not explicitly within the scope of the MOU, the process described
therein has since been extended to other sites, including commercial new and
redevelopments, by mutual agreement between Council and Environment
Canterbury staff.
128. Data indicates that a very small fraction (less than 1%) of the total new and
redevelopment activities since 2014 have been specifically addressed under
the process described in the MOU.

A significant majority of those

(approximately 78%) were found to be ‘low risk’ following assessment by
Environment Canterbury's experts and have been able to be authorised under
Council consents, particularly in their "operational phase" (when construction
is complete and the site is stabilised). This demonstrates the low number of
HAIL sites dealt with as a proportion of total sites processed for discharge
authorisations by the Council.
129. Through this collaborative MOU development and implementation process,
Council and Environment Canterbury have achieved a better understanding
of the quantum of sites that appropriately belong within this ‘high risk’
category, and have greatly reduced the number of sites required to obtain
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separate resource consents for their discharges from Environment
Canterbury.
130. Submitters Ravensdown and the Oil Companies have commented that the
definition of “unacceptably high risk” in proposed Condition 2a of the
Application has not been sufficiently defined in the proposed consent
conditions.
131. In order to clarify that existing discharges (whatever the risk) are not
automatically excluded by Condition 2, I have recommended the following
change (bold text added):
2. 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 new activity or redevelopment in a site or

development area on Canterbury Regional Council’s Listed
Land Use Register that is considered by Christchurch City
Council to pose an un
132. For contaminated sites, I consider that the MOU provides additional clarity,
however the assessments made under the MOU require detailed
assessments on a site-specific level and rely on the input of contaminated site
experts. The final decisions with regard to contaminated and HAIL site risk
fall to Environment Canterbury's Contaminated Sites Advisors.
133. It would be very difficult to write a condition which provides one hundred
percent certainty with regard to the level of risk posed by all possible sites. A
‘conservative’ approach could be to exclude any site that engages in activities
listed under parts A-G of the Hazardous Activity and Industry List set out in
Schedule 3 of the LWRP and any site classified as ‘verified’, ‘contaminated
for’, ‘significant adverse environmental effects’ or ‘managed for’ on the
Environment Canterbury LLUR database. Doing so would still not provide
certainty for sites classified as ‘not investigated’, ‘partially investigated’ or
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‘non-verified HAIL’.

Furthermore, this conservative approach would

potentially exclude sites where hazardous activities are well managed or
managed in such a way that exposure to rainfall or the risk of spillage into the
stormwater network is actually low.
134. I am amenable to further discussion with regard to how a condition might be
formed to provide more certainty with regard to exclusions.
POLICY 4.16A AND DISCHARGES AFTER 1 JANUARY 2025
135. Pursuant to Policy 4.16A, the Council is to implement methods to manage the
quantity and quality of all stormwater directed to, and conveyed by, its
reticulated stormwater system. Discharges from all sites into the Council
stormwater system are intended by the policy to become the responsibility of
Council. Proposed Condition 3 of this application has been drafted to give
effect to Policy 4.16A.
136. Subsequent to the drafting of proposed Condition 3, it was discovered that the
condition did not sufficiently differentiate between discharges into the Council
stormwater network (covered by Policy 4.16A) and discharges into land.
Because Policy 4.16A is about discharges into a Territorial Authority’s
reticulated stormwater network, I suggest that Condition 3 should be altered
to read as follows (bold text added):
3. Discharge into the Christchurch City Council stormwater network
from the sites excluded by Condition 2 will be within the scope of this
consent on 1 January 2025, or when current discharge permits expire for
those sites, whichever is latest.
137. I have developed a matrix (attached as Appendix D) to summarise the
discharges of stormwater which are proposed to be included and excluded
from this application before and after 1 January 2025.
138. There are two categories of high risk sites whose discharges will be covered
under this consent after 1 January 2025:
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a)

Sites that hold separate resource consent from Environment
Canterbury for the discharge of stormwater where that consent will
expire or be surrendered;

b)

Sites that will apply to the Council for new connections that would have
been excluded under Condition 2 before 2025.

139. It should be noted that the above 2 categories contain only a fraction of the
total number of high risk sites. Many legacy industrial sites considered high
risk have been discharging without any historic consent from Environment
Canterbury or explicit approval to connect to the Council stormwater network.
These sites would have been authorised en masse under Condition 1 of
CRC090292 when it went operative in June 2009 and will continue to be
authorised under this consent. Council proposes to deal with these sites in a
thorough and organised way via the Industrial Site Audit programme
described in Ms. Valigore’s evidence.
140. In his paragraph 18, Mr. Freeman says that “pre-2025 all discharges from
sites considered to pose a high risk will be excluded from the network and
that post-2025 the majority of these will be included under the CSNDC”. This
is factually incorrect in two ways. First, the high risk sites Council know about
(either because they are consented through Environment Canterbury or
because they are on Council’s list of audited industrial sites) are not excluded
from the network, they discharge into it. Secondly, this statement ignores the
existing discharges from legacy high risk sites that do not have consents and
have not been audited as discussed in the above paragraph.
141. In terms of sites in category (a) above, I have counted the Environment
Canterbury consents held by individual sites that expire after 2025. There are
approximately 473 consents, and their expiry dates are summarized in the
below diagram (note the total number of consents reported on the diagram is
411 because there are 62 consents that do not report expiry dates in
Environment Canterbury’s database). I have undertaken initial review of
these sites, and I consider approximately 117 of them are potentially “high
risk” discharges and may require ongoing conditions around compliance and
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monitoring after transition to Council control.

Detailed review of these

consented sites will occur as required by proposed Condition 3 (my paragraph
149 below).

142. In terms of sites in category (b) above, the number is unknown because I
cannot anticipate the development and re-development ambitions of industrial
and HAIL site owners/operators. If, as described in Mr. Freeman’s paragraph
21, sites with HAIL activities make up 19% of land covered by this Application,
I extrapolate that 19% of new and redevelopment applications could
potentially be on HAIL sites. Based on building consent application numbers
this means the potential number of sites that fall into category (b) could be as
many 50-100 per month, but most likely far fewer. Two years of data (from
2014 to 2016) revealed only 206 sites referred by Council to Environment
Canterbury for consideration due to HAIL status under the MOU out of 5100
applications (an average of just over 8 per month). Furthermore, I understand
that the overall number of site building activities are forecast to drop as
earthquake repairs and rebuilds are completed.
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143. I consider that some of the sites which will be authorised under this consent
after Environment Canterbury consents expire post-2025 may require
detailed individual assessment. I also consider that the changes to the Bylaw
to require these sites to obtain special authorisation from the Council to
discharge into the stormwater network presents an opportunity to investigate
site practices and discharge characteristics, develop site-specific standards
and monitoring requirements, and to work with those site operators to improve
their discharge or retrofit mitigation systems.
144. Council will need to work closely with Environment Canterbury with regard to
the strategy around high risk sites whose Environment Canterbury consents
expire after 1 January 2025, and the process under which sites with expired
or surrendered consents will obtain authorisation for discharge under this
consent. Council may also wish to engage with Environment Canterbury to
discuss those sites holding consents which expire prior to 2025 in the case
where early transition to Council may be possible and warranted.
145. I have recommended to the Council that its strategy for managing high risk
sites that will come under CCC responsibility after 1 January 2025 is, broadly:
a)

Prior to transition, perform a desktop study for each site to understand
site history, current site activities, compliance issues and any special
conditions of applicable Environment Canterbury consents that should
continue after transition to Council;

b)

Discuss any special site needs and the results of compliance
monitoring report items with relevant Environment Canterbury officers;

c)

Consider each industrial site audit for programming into the regular
audit schedule for each site prior to the expiry of their Environment
Canterbury resource consent (the industrial site audit process is
discussed in Ms Valigore’s evidence);

d)

Undertake any water quality monitoring as necessary to characterise
discharge from the site;

TRIM Number 18/740262
LEX14926: Statement of Evidence of Robert Brian Norton

42

e)

Vary the Bylaw to provide a mechanism for the Council as
infrastructure provider to require all sites to obtain a new approval from
the Council if they wish to continue to lawfully discharge contaminants
in to the Council’s stormwater network after 1 January 2025, and
ensuring that the Bylaw change provides the ability for the Council to
set the standards, charges, monitoring conditions that are necessary
to achieve those site specific standards;

f)

Inform site owners/operators of the circumstances around the
transition of discharge responsibility and discuss any compliance
related issues that must be resolved or onsite mitigation measures
which must be carried out in order for Council to provide written
acceptance for the discharge;

g)

If all conditions have been met and compliance achieved, Council
provides written approval to accept the site discharge.

146. Sites that fail to meet compliance requirements required by Council through
the transition phase may be subject to prosecution under the Bylaw for
unlawful discharge of contaminants into the stormwater network.
147. Alternatively, it has been suggested by the Environment Canterbury
Reporting Officer in paragraph 305 of the Section 42A Report that sites that
pose a particularly high risk, sites that are unable to comply with standards or
site operators that show a lack of commitment to improving discharge quality
from their sites may still be excluded from this Consent and required to obtain
separate resource consent from Environment Canterbury. At face value, this
suggestion appears to me to conflict with Policy 4.16A, however further dialog
between Councils on this matter may be beneficial.
148. The Council expects that additional training and/or staff resources will be
required to monitor and manage high risk industrial sites and will be providing
for those resources prior to 2025.
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149. To ensure a successful transition process, and to ensure that the effects on
the environment from high risk sites remain the same (or are improved) under
Council control, I recommend the below changes to Condition 3 (bold text
added) be included in this application (or changes to similar effect). This
condition requires the Council to provide Environment Canterbury with a
proposal for managing the transfer of responsibility for high risk discharges
within three years of the consent becoming operative. I consider this will allow
the two councils to agree to a transition process and provide ample time for
the Council to acquire the additional resources/expertise to manage high risk
sites:
3. Discharge into the Christchurch City Council stormwater
network from the sites excluded by Condition 2 will be within
authorised under this consent on 1 January 2025, or when current
discharge permits expire or are surrendered for those sites,
whichever is the latest. The transitional arrangements for that are:
(a) Within 3 years of this consent being in legal effect, the
consent holder will engage with the Canterbury Regional
Council to obtain full details of all of the consented activities
excluded from this consent until 2025, including information on
site activities, conditions and compliance records;
(b) On the date on which the previously excluded site is
authorised under this consent, the discharge from the
previously excluded site into the stormwater network shall be
subject to standards that result in the same environmental
outcomes for the quality and quantity of the discharge as those
that were in the relevant site specific resource consent issued
by the Canterbury Regional Council;
(c) Within 3 years of this consent being in legal effect, the
consent holder will deliver to the Canterbury Regional Council a
Transition Plan for the excluded sites that includes, but is not
limited to, (i) a description of the regulatory methods that will be
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used by the consent holder to ensure that previously excluded
sites will be subject to standards that achieve required
environmental outcomes as described in condition 3(b), and (ii)
a description of how a risk matrix will be used to identify
particular high risks, how they will be managed, and to evaluate
construction phase discharges; and (iii) a description of site
specific monitoring plans rated high risk in the risk matrix.
150. Council has developed a draft proposal document to satisfy proposed
Condition 3c called Inclusion of Currently Excluded Sites (ICES) and it is
attached as Appendix E.
151. The environmental effects of the excluded sites have been considered in the
Application and are subject to the same conditions regarding the C-CLM and
receiving environment outcomes as are all other sites. Proposed Condition
3b provides certainty that the discharges from excluded sites will result in the
same environmental outcomes as those required by their current Canterbury
Regional Council consent as at the changeover date.
RESPONSES TO SUBMISSIONS
152. The submissions addressed below are based on the relevance of their points
to topics covered by my evidence. Other submissions as well as some topics
within the below submissions will have been covered by other experts’
evidence.
New Zealand Defence Force
153. The submitter raises questions of coverage for their various sites within
Christchurch City, specifically NZDF’s HMNZS Pegasus and RNZAF Wigram
Museum Sites, and notes that existing stormwater discharge consents from
Environment Canterbury are held for discharge of stormwater to ground at its
RNZAF Museum site and that the HMNZS Pegasus site discharges into the
Council’s reticulated network (perhaps without formal written consent).
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154. The submitter requests that their RNZAF Museum site in Wigram be listed on
Schedule 1 at the time this Application is issued, so as to prevent overlap
between discharges emanating from roofed areas being covered under both
their site specific consent and this Application.
155. Although I do not necessarily agree that an overlap of potential coverage
between this Application the NZDF’s individual site discharge consent
presents any substantial issue, I agree that because NZDF’s RNZAF Museum
site discharges stormwater into land via a private network on a potentially
contaminated sites, and is already covered by an Environment Canterbury
resource consent for such discharge, that it is excluded from this consent.
Because this discharge is not into the Council’s reticulated network, the
consenting regime for this site is not expected to change in 2025 as a result
of Policy 4.16A.
Avon-Heathcote Estuary / Ihutai Trust & Southshore Residents Association,
Avon-Otakaro Network, Ōpāwaho Heathcote River Network, Department of
Conservation
156. These submitter(s) are broadly concerned about the addition of extra
discharge sites to the application. Some of these submitters also consider
there is a need for the applicant to define what powers it would invoke to
enforce compliance by individual dischargers.
157. I infer that the submitters are referring to those sites that would be authorised
under this consent after 2025 (the “excluded sites”). The effects of these
discharges

have

been

considered

in

the

AEE,

however

Council

acknowledges that a transitional process is required to provide certainty
regarding the effects discharges from those currently excluded sites as at the
changeover date. One way to do that would be to ensure that the discharges
from previously excluded sites currently consented by Environment
Canterbury are managed in such a way to ensure the same environmental
outcomes as before when they are authorised under this proposed consent.
Paragraphs 135-151 of my evidence discuss the transition process, and I
have suggested changes to Condition 3 of the Application (my paragraph 149)
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to manage this transition and provide certainty with regard to environmental
outcomes.
158. Discharges from ‘new’ and ‘redevelopment’ high risk sites after 2025 will be
reviewed and analysed at the time of application for building or land use
consent under the process described in my paragraphs 97-103.

Onsite

stormwater mitigation, remedial action plan and/or a site management plan
may be required as conditions of authorisation to connect the Council network
in order to manage effects of individual sites.
159. There are many existing ‘high risk’ sites which have been and continue to
discharge stormwater into the Council’s network that are not covered by
Environment Canterbury consent and may not require discharge authorisation
as a new or re-development because they have not sought to change the
scale or character of their discharge through development or change of site
activity. The industrial site audit programme described in Ms. Valigore’s
evidence is the process by which Council will continue to identify and manage
the discharges from those sites.
160. In terms of enforcement, the Council will use the Bylaw to enforce compliance
with individual discharges if the discharges are not subject to standards or
conditions imposed in a RMA consent. Powers under the Bylaw are at this
stage limited to prosecution for non-compliance.

Other enforcement

compliance measures could be made available through cooperative
engagement between Council and Environment Canterbury.
Lyttelton Port Company
161. Lyttelton Port Company (LPC) seeks clarification and relief on a number of
matters related to the scope of discharges covered by the Application, and
requests that an SMP for Lyttelton be separate from the proposed Banks
Peninsula SMP.
162. Further discussion took place between myself and representatives of the LPC
in a meeting on 3 October 2019.

In that meeting, I clarified the scope
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proposed within this Application including the proposed changes to
Conditions 1,2 and 3 which I consider assist in clarifying some of the matters
raised by LPC.
163. For LPC’s CityDepot site, all stormwater currently discharges via pipes or
overland flow into CCC’s stormwater network before reaching the lower
Ōpāwaho/Heathcote River. The LPC CityDepot site is listed on Environment
Canterbury’s LLUR and LPC does not currently hold a consent for the
discharge of stormwater from Environment Canterbury. This discharge is
‘existing’ and it would have been authorised when CRC090292 took legal
effect in 2009 and would be covered by this Application. Because the site is
HAIL, any new or redevelopment of the site prior to 2025 would be subject to
Condition 2 of this Application and assessment would be made with regard to
risk. After 2025, investigation, monitoring and standards would be required
to manage any new discharges.
164. LPC’s Lyttelton Harbour site relies on 49 separate discharges to the coastal
environment. Of these, 11 are via Council stormwater network and the rest
are private outfalls. LPC holds discharge consents covering some of these
areas (primarily the Coal Yard, washdown areas and some of the docks as I
understand it). None of the areas that are separately consented discharge
through the Council network, therefore these areas will continue to maintain
separate consents from Environment Canterbury post-2025. For those areas
that discharge via Council network a similar approach to that described above
for the CityDepot site will apply for new discharges. It is noted, however, that
while the Harbour site would not have been authorised by CRC090292
(because it was outside the project area), it would be within scope of Condition
1(a) of this Application as stormwater generated from an existing site, unless
the site is excluded as a result of an industrial site audit.
165. I recognise that there may be overlap between the Whakaraupo/Lyttelton
Harbour Catchment Management Plan (Whaka-Ora) and the forthcoming
Banks Peninsula SMP and that the two plans need to be integrated; however,
I do not consider that this warrants separating a Lyttelton Harbour SMP from
the

greater

Banks Peninsula SMP.

Other SMPs

such as the
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Pūharakekenui/Styx successfully cover a broad spectrum of catchments
including Cranford Basin & the Ōtukaikino Creek.
166. LPC seeks clarification with regard to the terms ‘development site’ and ‘redevelopment’ and suggests replacing the definitions. I agree that these terms
could be confused but I consider the definitions of them in the proposed
conditions to be adequate and correct. ‘Development site’ refers to sites
under construction (and therefore likely to generate a construction-phase
discharge), while a ‘re-development’ refers to a brownfields site that has
changed the scale or character of its operational-phase discharge.
167. LPC seeks to amend the definitions by inserting exclusions relating to
reasonable maintenance and repair works.

I consider this matter is

sufficiently dealt with under the definitions of ‘development site’ and ‘redevelopment site’ as any works that change the scale, intensity or character
of a stormwater discharge.
Ravensdown
168. The submitter considers there is uncertainty around the expectations of water
quality for industrial site discharges and contends that neither the Council
industrial site audit team nor the Environment Canterbury Pollution Prevention
Officer have provided clear guidance on water quality targets that should be
met for Ravensdown.
169. I recommend a change to the proposed conditions to delete the proposed
Condition 14, which provides that the Council may include details of maximum
permitted stormwater contaminants in the Implementation Plan. That
proposed condition has increased uncertainty for this and other submitters. I
support the concept of the Council having the ability to set limits on maximum
contaminant concentrations; however, I consider that this needs to be
addressed on a case by case basis for individual sites, rather than as generic
standards in an Implementation plan. Council recognises that setting one
standard for all industrial sites may be impractical, unnecessary and
unachievable due to the wide range of factors and characteristics of different
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sites and industries, and their respective catchments and receiving
environments.
170. The submitter considers there is lack of clarity as to what constitutes an
“unacceptably high risk site”. Although sites have individual circumstances
that must be considered, I have described the process by which Council and
Environment Canterbury assess the relative risk of sites in the MOU attached
as Appendix C.
171. The submitter considers that engagement with industrial site owners should
be included in the collaborative SMP development process. Mr. Adamson
has given evidence with regard to the consultation strategy for SMP
development. I consider that all interested parties will be able to engage in
SMP development through the Zone Committee and Community Board
processes.
172. The submitter considers that Council should be required to provide a copy of
the Implementation Plan required under Condition 12 to industrial site owners
on the basis that it may contain maximum stormwater contaminant
concentrations per Condition 14. As noted above, I recommend deleting
Condition 14 as the Implementation Plan is not the appropriate mechanism to
set those limits.
173. The submitter considers Schedule 1 should be deleted on the basis that
Council should be engaging with discharges with collaborative, staged
development of SMPs, set clear expectations for stormwater quality and
quantity

management

with

achievable

timeframes

and

appropriate

monitoring. Doing so, the submitter considers that short duration consents
through Environment Canterbury (until 2025) could be avoided. I agree that
one-on-one consultation with site owners, setting clear standards for their
sites, would be the most logical and efficient way of managing individual site
discharges.

I consider that if site specific contaminant triggers or maximum

concentrations are to be set for individual sites, it should be through either the
Industrial Site Audit process (for existing site discharges) described in Ms.
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Valigore’s evidence or through the new discharge authorisation process
described in paragraphs 97-103 of my evidence.
Oil Companies
174. The submitter requests various points of relief relating to specific proposed
conditions.
Original Submission

175. In paragraph A(i), the submitter seeks improved clarity with regard to the
classification of high risk sites. I’ve discussed this in paragraphs 118-134 of
my evidence.
176. In paragraph A(ii) the submitter requests changes to Condition 2 to prevent
Council from having a determining role in the acceptance of discharges from
excluded sites. I recommend rejection of this request on the basis that
Council should have a say in what discharges are allowed into its network.
177. In paragraph A(ii) the submitter requests a specific process be referenced in
the determination of unacceptably high risk sites. While a process does exist
in the form of the MOU, the specific needs of individual sites cannot be
predetermined. I therefore recommend rejection of this proposed change.
178. In paragraph A(iii) the submitter requests that Table 2 (now Schedule 3) be
updated to include the proviso of “Reasonable Endeavours”. I consider that
this does not provide certainty with regard to the outcomes of discharges from
redevelopment sites. I recommend rejection of this proposed change.
179. In paragraph A(iv) the submitter requests further changes to Table 2 (now
Schedule 3) which allows the Council to require additional mitigation if it
considers a site requires it. I consider the Council needs to maintain the ability
to manage effects in areas where there is no operative SMP. I recommend
rejection of this proposed change.

TRIM Number 18/740262
LEX14926: Statement of Evidence of Robert Brian Norton

51

180. In paragraph A(v) the submitter requests that the conditions relating to
Stormwater Management Plans be a clearer public process. I consider that
changes made to proposed Condition 4 and the existing processes available
through the Zone Committees and Community Boards provide for sufficient
transparency and access to the SMP development process by all interested
parties, both public and private.
181. In paragraph A(vi) the submitter requests that reference to successor
documents to internal standards developed by the Council be deleted. I
consider it necessary that the Council be able to update its standards at any
time for any reason. Many of these standards updates are undertaken on a
notified or limited notified basis. The suggested change would require that
Council lodge a variation to the consent in order to record updated standards,
at considerable cost. It is not the objective of this consent to control the
methods by which the Council updates its standards and practices. I
recommend rejection of this proposed change.
182. In paragraph A(viii) the submitter requests that a formal public process for
Schedule 1 inclusion be developed. I consider Schedule 1 to merely be a way
of recording the exclusion of sites that fall into any of the exclusion categories.
The act of adding a site to Schedule 1 means that a consideration process for
that site has already been undertaken.

I recommend rejection of this

proposed change on the basis that it will not add any significant benefit to the
exclusions process.
183. In paragraph A(ix) the submitter requests that a definition of hardstand be
added to the consent. I agree that a definition of hardstand could be useful in
the context of the consent conditions, in particular Schedule 3. However I do
not agree with the submitters suggested definition. I suggest:
hardstand means the addition of a hard or compacted surface like roofs,
pavement or gravel; or the addition of a more compacted surface, like paving
over pre-existing soil or gravel.
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184. The submitter requests in A(x) that the definition of redevelopment be
expanded to exclude various activities such as pothole repairs and trenching.
I consider the definition is sufficient as it covers any activity which changes
the scale or character of the stormwater discharge from that surface.
Updated Submission

185. The submitter seeks clarification in paragraph (iv) that only new stormwater
facilities are precluded from being located on contaminated or potentially
contaminated land. This no longer appears to relate to any proposed consent
conditions.
186. The submitter requests in paragraph (v) that Condition 3 be changed to allow
connections from excluded sites irrespective of whether existing discharge
permits have expired. The proposed Condition 3 now allows for sites that
voluntarily surrender their consent to be included. I consider this proposed
change resolves the submitter’s concern.
187. The submitter requests amending conditions to make it clear that Schedule 1
will cease to have effect from 1 January 2025. I consider that from 1 January
2025, sites that were excluded will not necessarily become automatically
included as their Environment Canterbury consent may still be in effect. I
therefore consider that such an amendment would be inappropriate. It may
be that Schedule 1 is revised gradually as excluded sites are given new
approvals under this consent.
188. The submitter requests automatic provision for discharges from petroleum
industry sites that are managed in accordance with MfE Guidelines.

I

consider that compliance with MfE Guidelines may not necessarily provide for
the outcomes required under the LWRP or those sought by this consent. I
recommend that this proposal be rejected.
189. The submitter in paragraph (ix) seeks amendment of the definition of
‘industrial site’ presumably to exclude petrol stations from being captured
under Condition 41 of the consent. I consider the characteristics of petrol
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stations that transfer, store and handle large quantities of hazardous toxic
liquids to be rightly included under the definition of industrial sites.

I

recommend this amendment be rejected.
190. The submitter in paragraph (x) seeks changes to the requirements around
SMPs to make them publically notified. I consider the changes proposed to
Condition 7 providing for early engagement on draft SMPs with papatipu
runanga, the Zone Committee and Community Boards provides for adequate
and fair input through the Zone Committee and Community Board processes.
191. The submitter in paragraph (xii) recommends an amendment to Condition
38(1) to specify car tyres and brakes. I agree with the submitter that this
condition could be amended as suggested to provide clarity.
192. The submitter suggests in paragraph (xiii) that the benefits of source control
be quantified to allow comparison of costs and benefits to treatment systems.
While I agree this is a worthy endeavour, I do not consider it within the scope
of this consent but perhaps better resolved under SMP development.
193. The submitter seeks in paragraph (xv) an explanation of the contaminant
removal efficiencies used in the C-CLM.

This is covered in Mr. Van

Nieuwkerk’s evidence.
194. The submitter seeks in paragraph (xvi) amendments to Condition 16 to ensure
reductions are practicable. I do not consider that relevant to the purpose of
Condition 16, which is specifically to track qualitative improvements in the
Council’s stormwater system discharges.
NZ Steel
195. I agree with the submitter’s bullet point 7 that NZ Steel’s pre-painted
aluminium/zinc

coated

corrugated

steel

roofing

(proprietary

name

COLORSTEEL®) represents a significant improvement over galvanised steel.
For as long as the paint coating is intact the product is understood to emit very
low levels of zinc.
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196. I agree with the submitter’s bullet point 11 that there should be no references
of roofing or cladding products by proprietary names within resource consent
conditions or SMPs and that the designations set out in Australian Standard
1397-2011 may be a suitable descriptor.
197. The submitter seeks in their bullet point 13 to be included in the development
and review of SMPs and Implementation Plans. Key stakeholders such as
NZ Steel will be welcome to participate in the development and review of
stormwater management plans through consultation and discussion in
existing forums such as the Canterbury-West Melton Zone Committee. Mr
Harrington and Mr Adamson are providing evidence on this issue.
198. The submitter requests in their bullet point 14 and 15 to delete provisions that
would require stormwater treatment to remove zinc on an ‘individual lot’ basis
and all provisions that require any additional resource consent for existing
metal roof materials.
199. Removal of contaminants from stormwater on an individual lot basis is
required to achieve the outcomes sought by the consent. I therefore do not
agree with the submitter that these requirements should be removed.
200. I do not consider that this consent creates any requirement for any other
resource consents under the District Plan, Land and Water Regional Plan or
any other regulatory framework.
Christchurch International Airport Limited (CIAL)
201. The submitter requests amendment to the application to ensure that bird strike
to aircraft at Christchurch International Airport is minimised. The submitter
considers that this may be achieved through the design of stormwater
management systems and has provided a summary of points from expert
advice on the matter (their paragraph 3.4).
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202. As noted by the submitter, the SMP for Pūharakekenui/Styx provides some
guidance with regard to the bird strike matter but considers specific conditions
are appropriate.
203. I note that similar submissions were received during the Replacement
Christchurch District Plan hearings process (as mentioned in the submitters
paragraph 3.4), and in response, relevant policies and objectives, along with
a Birdstrike Management Area were added to the Plan.
204. I consider this an important design matter that the Council must consider on
an SMP-specific scale. I therefore recommend that the following be added as
an additional bullet point to proposed Condition 6 of the consent which sets
the requirements for the content of SMPs:
Consideration of the risk of birdstrike in the location, design and
implementation of any stormwater mitigation systems within 3km of the
Christchurch International Airport.
205. Subsequent to the lodgement of their submission, CIAL sent a letter to Council
requesting clarity with regard to coverage of some existing discharges from
airport building roofs to ground under Council consents. The letter is attached
as Appendix F.
206. I consider the changes proposed to Condition 2 as outlined in my paragraph
131 sufficiently clarify that existing discharges from roofs into land on sites
listed on the Canterbury Regional Council’s Listed Land Use Register are not
excluded from the consent (only new and redevelopments). New discharges
proposed by CIAL in the future into land on LLUR sites will be subject to
assessment for risk under Condition 2.
RESPONSES TO SECTION 42A REPORT AND APPENDICES
207. The Reporting Officer and other Environment Canterbury experts have noted
the lack of information in the application with regard to how high risk sites will
be managed by the Council. I have broadly outlined the process by which
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Council will take responsibility for these sites in my paragraphs 135-151 and
the recommended changes to conditions to provide certainty with regard to
the generation of a transition plan in my paragraph 149.
208. The Reporting Officer recommends in paragraph 191(e) of the Section 42A
Officer’s Report that the SMPs include a list of sites identified as ‘high risk’
within a catchment, including the likely contaminants generated from those
sites and their risk to the receiving environment. I consider that the proper
source for this information is within the industrial sites database that Council
holds, but that I agree it is able to be included as an appendix to the SMP,
and updated when the SMP is reviewed.
209. The Reporting Officer in paragraph 191(d) recommends that an options
assessment demonstrating the clear drivers behind mitigation measures
selected for implementation be included within SMPs. I consider past SMPs
(South West, Pūharakekenui/Styx and Ōtākaro/Avon) have all included this
information in one form or another and expect that future SMPs will do the
same.
210. The Reporting Officer in paragraph 507 reiterates a suggestion from Ms.
Stevenson that Proposed Condition 13(e) should refer to a plan or programme
for additional testing or water quality monitoring to check the performance of
facilities or to inform prioritisation of areas for mitigation, and considers this
information would be better placed in the Annual Report.

The plan or

programmed referred to has been proposed under Condition 37, Table 3 –
item 9. I agree with Ms Stevenson that the more appropriate location for the
results of investigations undertaken under this programme would be within
the Annual Report rather than the Implementation Plan. I consider that this is
sufficiently addressed by Condition 53(n) as this requires that results from any
investigations undertaken under Condition 37 be included in the annual
report. To clarify and avoid duplication, I recommend that Condition 13(e) be
deleted.
211. The Reporting Officer in paragraph 521 suggests that an additional condition
be added to Proposed Condition 6 requiring the identification of areas of high
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aquatic and cultural value and that additional stormwater mitigation measures
be adopted to protect these values. I consider this information to be intrinsic
in the development of the SMPs, and has been sufficiently provided for in
Condition 6(d)(v).
212. The Reporting Officer makes several recommendations with regard to
managing effects from construction phase discharges from development
sites, particularly for high-risk sites.

He considers a TSS limit, set by

condition, would ‘be a helpful means to measure compliance of discharges
from individual sites’, and further recommends this in paragraph 272 of his
evidence.
213. I do not consider a single TSS limit applying to all development sites through
condition of this Application to be an appropriate method of managing
construction phase discharges. There are several circumstances that could
warrant a higher or lower acceptable TSS limit, including but not limited to:
a)

Size of the site

b)

Topography of the site

c)

Geomorphology of the site

d)

Size of disturbance area

e)

Background TSS concentrations

f)

Proximity to receiving environment

g)

Whether discharge is to land or surface water

h)

Relative ecological values of the receiving environment

i)

Whether a collective stormwater mitigation system is in operation between
the site and the receiving environment

TRIM Number 18/740262
LEX14926: Statement of Evidence of Robert Brian Norton

58

j)

Whether the site is contaminated and to what degree

214. Setting one TSS limit for all sites means that there is the potential that many
sites that do not fit the ‘typical’ will end up under or over-mitigating their
discharges leading to either unnecessarily triggering enforcement action,
sensitive receiving environments not being sufficiently protected or the
wasting of resources on materials, equipment, reports or supervisory costs
which are redundant or unnecessary.
215. I consider TSS limits, if set, should apply on a site-specific basis and I do
agree that all of these factors could be incorporated into a Risk Matrix such
as that suggested by the Reporting Officer in his paragraph 268. I also
consider that site-specific TSS limits could be included at the time of Erosion
and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) approval as a condition of authorisation
to connect to the Council network outlined in my paragraphs 97-103.
216. The Reporting Officer further suggests in his paragraph 268(c)(ii) that copies
of ESCPs should be provided to Environment Canterbury, although it is
unclear if he is suggesting that this be only for high risk sites or for all sites. I
consider that the former is possible, but the latter involves unnecessary
duplication of record keeping and a substantial resource commitment.

I

consider proposed Condition 40 of the application making ESC plans
available upon request to be sufficient.
217. The Reporting Officer recommends in paragraph 268(f) that an independent
auditing process be undertaken with regard to authorisations and monitoring
of discharges. The audit process would be undertaken once per year and a
summary report would be provided to Environment Canterbury.
218. Council has already developed a systematic and complete authorisations
process, including record keeping, which meshes seamlessly with its
consents processes. I consider independent auditing of the Council’s
authorisations process to be an unnecessary additional burden and cost that
is unlikely to generate any significant benefit to the environment, particularly
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without any conditions relating to compliance or any feedback loop to respond
to audit results.
219. The Reporting Officer in paragraphs 290-292 discusses the MOU and its
applicability to the development of HAIL sites moving forward. I have also
discussed the MOU in my paragraphs 126-129.
220. Although not explicitly stated in the Section 42A Report, the MOU applies only
to new and redevelopment sites, not to existing site discharges.

My

comments therefore reflect that. I agree with Mr. Freeman that the MOU
provides a good framework for management of discharges from HAIL sites
and that it is able to continue to be used at least until 2025 when HAIL and
otherwise high risk sites will transition to Council responsibility.
221. The Reporting Officer states in his paragraph 272 that “a process needs to be
developed between CCC and CRC to determine delegation of enforcement
powers and how enforcement actions can be implemented”, suggesting that
this may be able to be implemented through a revision to the Protocol or other
agreements. I agree that the Protocol is the appropriate vehicle for recording
agreements related to process and expectations of the two Councils, however
I am unsure if the non-regulatory status of the Protocol allows it to effectively
permit a transfer of RMA powers (if that is deemed necessary) or if this is
required through other means.
222. In his paragraph 75, Mr. Etheridge expresses concerns around the effects of
discharges from HAIL sites into land on groundwater quality and city water
supply aquifers after 2025 and considers a series of controls to be put in place
for new HAIL sites after 2025 including:
a)

Assignment of a risk rating based on site activities, with the method
documented and reviewed Environment Canterbury;

b)

That the risk rating determine the scale of stormwater risk management
for the site;
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c)

That high risk sites discharging hardstand stormwater to ground be subject
to a stringent set of controls including:
(i)

Regular audits of the site to ensure that staff are aware of and
implementing spill management procedures where required, and
understand the importance of good stormwater management;

(ii)

Definition of a set of discharge limits for the specific substances
used/stored on the site;

(iii)

Regular sampling of stormwater and soil sampling from infiltration
basin to confirm that discharge limits are being met;

(iv)

Notification of Environment Canterbury and implementation of an
action plan if discharge limits are exceeded in stormwater or soil
samples from the infiltration basin;

d)

No. 1 above should also apply to medium risk sites;

e)

Low risk sites would not require any specific actions.

223. My paragraphs 135-151 broadly describe the process by which the Council
intends to manage high risk industrial sites post 2025, and proposed
Condition 3 requires that a detailed transition plan be developed jointly with
Environment Canterbury within 3 years of this consent becoming operative. I
consider that this transition plan, combined with the systems already in place
under the Industrial Site Audit programme described by Ms. Valigore, will
satisfy the controls sought by Mr. Etheridge.
224. In paragraph 70 of Ms. Stevenson’s evidence, and cross referenced in Dr.
Bolton-Ritchie’s evidence, she refers to proposed Condition 5 which broadly
states the purpose of SMPs and considers that letter (a) does not provide for
the situation where the receiving environment may already meet Receiving
Environment Objectives and Attribute Target Levels. Dr. Margetts describes
how the Receiving Environment Objectives and Attribute Target Levels have
been written to require maintenance of existing high quality receiving

TRIM Number 18/740262
LEX14926: Statement of Evidence of Robert Brian Norton

61

environments, which provides the outcome sought by Ms. Stevenson and Dr.
Bolton-Ritchie. I do not consider that any changes to Condition 5 are required.
225. Mr. Freeman in his paragraphs 51-55 describes his concerns around how the
Council intends to manage the build-up of contaminants in stormwater
treatment facilities (infiltration systems specifically).
226. The Council’s Environmental Monitoring Programme (EMP) proposes to
monitor soils in 6 infiltration basins at 5 yearly intervals for contaminants (EMP
table 2, page 7). The purpose of monitoring is to ensure that contaminants
do not exceed recreation standards for human contact. Recreation standards
for human contact are specified in the Ministry for the Environment, 2012
Users’ Guide: National Environmental Standard (NES) for Assessing and
Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health, Table B2. When
contaminant levels exceed permissible levels the Council will remove the
contaminated soils to landfill and replace them with clean soils. Contaminated
soil monitoring and replacement will be covered in facilities Operation and
Maintenance Manual required under proposed Condition 34 of the consent.
227. Mr Freeman notes in his paragraph 54 that the widest array of contaminants
(arsenic, cadmium, chromium, nickel and semi-volatile organic compounds
(SVOCs) in addition to the standards of copper, lead, zinc and PAHs) are only
proposed in the EMP for monitoring in one infiltration facility which is located
at the Hornby Industrial Park. Mr Freeman suggests that these analytes
should be sampled at all ITFs.
228. The Council has proposed to sample for contaminants that are known to
come, or that it considers are likely to come, from the catchments discharging
to the infiltration systems. Of the facilities the EMP requires to be monitored,
Hornby Industrial Park is the only industrial catchment, with the remainder
being residential or in one case commercial. Residential and commercial
catchments are not thought to be significant sources for arsenic, cadmium,
chromium, nickel and SVOCs and in my opinion it is appropriate that the
Council has not proposed to monitor for those contaminants for that reason.
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229.

Mr Freeman has not made it clear whether his concern about contaminated
soils in infiltration facilities is the risk of contaminants from soils being released
into groundwater or the risks of human contact with contaminated soil. I note
that Mr Callander’s evidence will contain a response that the soils in infiltration
systems are an effective means of removing and immobilising stormwater
contaminants such that they are unlikely to be released into groundwater. The
human contact issue can be controlled by adoption of the National
Environmental Standards Table B2 limits on soil contaminants. In my opinion
it would be appropriate for the relevant NES soil contaminant standards for
Recreation defined by Tables B1 and B2 to be applied to contaminants
measured in Treatment facilities (under the EMP Table 2).

230. The intent of soils monitoring within the EMP is to understand the rate at which
contaminants are likely to accumulate in indicator facilities (EMP Table 2
facilities).
231. Mr. Freeman in concerned (paragraph 55) around the specifics of sample
collection at individual infiltration facilities. I consider that the detail of where
exactly samples are to be taken and with what frequency and spatial
distribution is a site-specific matter best suited to the Operations &
Maintenance Manual for that facility. As this sort of testing is identical (or at
least very similar) to that undertaken under the NES, I consider that Council
currently has the expertise in its Environmental Health Team to properly
oversee or execute this testing.
232. I note Mr Freeman’s comment (paragraph 63) that “remediating stormwater
using ITFs will create contaminated sites”. While I agree that introducing
contaminated stormwater into infiltration systems will, over time, accumulate
contaminants at that location, I question whether infiltration facilities can or
should be characterised as “contaminated sites”.

In my opinion there are

three reasons why it is inappropriate: firstly, that the NES indicates that certain
levels of contamination are permissible in certain locations; secondly, that the
build-up of contaminants will be monitored, albeit via indicator sites, by the
Council and remedied when necessary; and thirdly, that the creation and
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operation of infiltration systems is a recognised best management practice
and a public good.
233. The NES soil contaminant standards assist in defining contamination, for a
limited suite of contaminants listed in NES Appendix B Table B2 (arsenic,
cadmium,

chromium,

copper,

inorganic

lead,

inorganic

mercury,

benzo(a)pyrene, DDT, dieldrin, PCP and dioxins), at levels that are relative to
various intended land uses. Only relatively low levels of contaminants are
permissible in, for example, residential sites where home grown produce will
be consumed. Higher contaminant levels are permissible in recreation areas
and even higher levels are permissible in industrial areas where workers will
make infrequent contact with them. In my opinion it would be inaccurate to
classify infiltration facilities as “contaminated” without reference to a land use
for which a particular level of contamination would be considered unsafe. If
contamination levels in infiltration facilities are monitored as proposed above
and addressed when necessary by removal and soils replacement, the
infiltration facilities cannot be regarded as contaminated sites.
234. Paragraph 68 of Dr. Bolton-Ritchie’s evidence highlights some specific items
which she recommends for inclusion in the SMP for the Estuary of the
Heathcote and Avon Rivers/Ihutai.
235. The studies and assessments listed in the 8 bullet points under paragraph 68
are quite specific in nature, however I consider that all of these topics are
adequately covered under proposed Condition 6 of the consent. Specifically;
a)

Bullet point one is stormwater quantity modelling, and is required under
Condition 6i;

b)

Bullet point 2 is related to water quality modelling and monitoring and is
covered under Condition 6h and 6i.

c)

Bullet points 3 and 4 are a description of the receiving environment and a
discussion of the effects of stormwater on it, and are covered under
Condition 6h.
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d)

Bullet point 5 specifically references the water quality model and is
covered under Condition 6i.

e)

Bullet points 6 and 7 request list of high risk sites in the catchment, an
assessment of their effects, and mitigation of those effects. High risk sites
are dealt with separately under the Industrial Site Audits programme
described by Ms. Valigore, however all of the effects of stormwater
discharges on the environment are required under Conditions 6a, 6d, 6e,
6h, 6i and 6m.

f)

Bullet point 8 refers to the broader management measures that will be
used to mitigate stormwater discharges and are covered under Condition
6a and 6d.

OTHER MATTERS
236. There is a discrepancy between the first round of flood modelling to be
undertaken by Council as described in the EMP versus the requirement in
proposed Condition 48. The EMP should be revised to read (changes in
bold):
CCC will report on the stormwater quantity models in the annual report on
a 5-yearly basis, starting in the year 2019.

DURATION
237. I consider that the proposed consent duration of 25 years is appropriate. A
shorter duration consent would require that significant time, resources and
cost be directed away from implementing the conditions of this consent into
preparing for new consent applications. I consider the primary reasoning
behind the argument for a shorter duration espoused by several submitters is
the inherent desire to benchmark progress of the improvement of stormwater
discharges and the environment. I consider that the conditions proposed with
this Application, along with the additional conditions recommended by myself
and other experts in response to the Section 42A report and submissions,
provides for the benchmarking of progress sought and the feedback loop
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necessary to maintain this progress. The 25 year duration also provides the
Council with certainty about direction of funding for the Capital Programme
and Operational expenditures over the life of the Infrastructure Strategy.
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CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL
WATER SUPPLY, WASTEWATER AND STORMWATER BYLAW 2014
The Christchurch City Council makes this bylaw pursuant to Sections 145 and 146 of the
Local Government Act 2002 and Section 64 of the Health Act 1956.
1. SHORT TITLE AND COMMENCEMENT
(1) This bylaw is the Christchurch City Council Water Supply, Wastewater and Stormwater
Bylaw 2014.
(2) This bylaw comes into force on 1 December 2014.
2. PURPOSE
(1) The purpose of this bylaw is to:
(a) Manage, regulate and protect from misuse or damage the Council's water supply,
wastewater and stormwater systems;
(b) Protect the public from nuisance and maintain public health and safety.

3. INTERPRETATION
In this bylaw, unless the context otherwise requires:
BACKFLOW means the unplanned reversal of flow of water or mixtures of water and
contaminants into the water supply system.
BOUNDARY means any boundary which is shown on a survey plan approved by the Chief
Surveyor and which is deposited with Land Information New Zealand, whether or not a new
title has been issued.
CHIEF EXECUTIVE means the principal administrative officer, as defined in section 42 of the
Local Government Act 2002.
COMMERCIAL WATER SUPPLY means a metered water supply for all purposes for which
water is supplied, other than for ordinary use, and which may be subject to specific
conditions, limitations, fees and charges. Commercial supply includes but is not limited to the
supply of water to Trade Premises and, educational and health services .
COMMON PRIVATE DRAIN means a drain which passes through or serves separately
owned premises but excludes land held under strata titles, company share block titles, cross
lease titles, and unit titles.
CONDENSING WATER means any water used in any trade, industry, or commercial process
or operation in such a manner that it does not materially change its chemical or physical state.
CONNECTION BOX or ‘meter box’ means the service valve, meter (where fitted), and
associated fittings installed and maintained by the Council at a location convenient to the
Council on the service pipe or at the supply pipe or at the point of supply
CONTAMINANT has the same meaning as defined in Section 2 of the Resource
Management Act 1991.
COUNCIL means the Christchurch City Council.
CUSTOMER means the person, or the authorised agent, who uses, or has the right to use,
the water supply or wastewater system supplied by the Council, or its agent
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DIRECT CONNECTION includes any buried outlet or any arrangement of pipes, hoses or
Fittings temporary or otherwise which renders possible Backflow into the water supply
system.
DISTRICT has the same meaning as defined in Section 5 of the Local Government Act 2002.
DRAIN means wastewater drain or stormwater drain; and drainage has a corresponding
meaning.
DRAINAGE WORKS includes all lands, drains, pipes, treatment works, buildings, machinery,
and appliances and other things of any kind vested in the Council or acquired or constructed
or operated by or under the control of the Council for or relating to the purpose of drainage,
whether within or outside the district.
ENVIRONMENT has the same definition as under the Resource Management Act 1991
FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEM means a fixed system of sprinklers, pipes, tanks, control
valves, outlets and related fixed components used to control or extinguish fires but does not
include fire hose reels.
FIRE SERVICE SUPPLY means a supply of water to premises solely for the purpose of being
used in the event of fire.
FITTING means any apparatus or appliance together with the necessary accessories and
connection which may be attached to or associated with the plumbing or drainage system of
any premises, or which is intended for the collection or retention of any waste materials or
liquid wastes for ultimate discharge to a drain.
METER means a Council owned meter to measure the flow of water supplied.
OCCUPIER means any person, including the owner, who for the time being, is in control of
any premises.
ON DEMAND SUPPLY means a water supply which is available ‘on demand’ directly from the
point of supply subject to the agreed level of service.
ORDINARY USE means the use of water for domestic purposes which may include use in a
fire sprinkler system to NZ 4517, washing down a car or boat, garden watering by hand or
fixed or portable garden sprinkler.
OUTFALL means an extension of a private stormwater drainage system to the point where it
connects to the public system.
PERMIT means any permit or consent required by this bylaw or any relevant legislation.
POINT OF SUPPLY means the point where the responsibility for ownership and maintenance
of the water pipes passes from the Council to the Customer. Where the connection box is on
public land the point of supply is where the supply pipe crosses the property boundary.
Where the connection box is on private land, the point of supply is where the service pipe
crosses the property boundary. (Council will own and maintain the pipes, valves and meters
within the connection box but all pipes outside of the connection box on private property
remain the responsibility of the property owner.)
PREMISES means the following:
a) A property or allotment which is held under a separate certificate of title or for which a
separate certificate of title may be issued and in respect of which a building consent has been
or may be issued; or
b) A building or part of a building which has been defined as an individual unit by a
cross-lease, unit title or company lease and for which a certificate of title is available; or
c) Land held in public ownership (e.g. reserve) for a particular purpose.
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PRIMARY STORMWATER SYSTEM means a set of facilities and devices (e.g. pipes, drains,
detention ponds, curb and channelling and waterways) either man-made or natural, which are
used to convey stormwater, reduce the risk of flooding and to improve water quality.
PRIVATE DRAINAGE SYSTEM means the system of pipes and fittings installed on the
premises (including a private drain and a private common drain) to convey the wastewater of
the premises to the public wastewater system and where a public system is not available
includes any approved disposal systems within or outside the confines of the premises.
PRIVATE PROPERTY means any property or land held in private ownership and includes
any private road, right of way or easement relating to a property.
PRIVATE STORMWATER SYSTEM means any stormwater system that serves one or more
lots where the lots are in common ownership or used for a common activity where such
systems are constructed by or vested in private ownership and not managed or maintained by
Council
PUBLIC STORMWATER SYSTEM includes any stormwater system that serves more than
one lot and is not part of a private stormwater system
REDEVELOPMENT ('re-developed site') means the alteration of a site or a change in
activities on a site where this alteration or change materially affects the quality and/or quantity
of the stormwater discharge from the site. Re-development includes, but is not limited to, work
on a site that:







increases the area of impervious surfaces
involves earthworks
involves dewatering of the site
alters the stormwater system;
changes the land-use e.g. from residential to industrial
increases the intensity of an existing use of the site.

RESIDENTIAL SUPPLY (standard supply) means a category of metered water supply to a
residential building which is available on demand directly from the Point of Supply subject to
an agreed level of service and any fees and charges as set out in the Council’s Long Term
and/or Annual Plans.
REGIONAL PLAN means any relevant operative or proposed regional plan prepared by the
Canterbury Regional Council (Environment Canterbury) under the Resource Management Act
1991 e.g. the Canterbury Natural Resources Regional Plan (NRRP)
RESTRICTED SUPPLY A type of water supply connection where a small flow is supplied
through a flow control device (restrictor) at a regulated flow rate as determined by the Council
and charged on a per unit basis.
RESTRICTOR means a device installed within the Connection to control the flow of water to a
premises.
SANITARY FIXTURE means any fixture which is intended to be used for sanitation, personal
washing or excretion.
SECONDARY METER means a privately owned and maintained meter on the customer’s
side of the connection box which measures the water consumption (for billing purposes) of
each occupier when a single premises has multiple occupiers
SECONDARY STORMWATER SYSTEM means any flow paths taken by stormwater when
the primary stormwater system is over capacity and includes roads and overland flow paths.
SERVICE PIPE means the section of water pipe between a water main or sub main and the
connection box.
SERVICE VALVE (toby or shut-off valve) means the Council’s valve in the Connection box or
on the Council’s side of the point of supply.
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STORAGE TANK means any tank having a free water surface.
STORMWATER In the context of Part 3 of this Bylaw, means any water which enters directly
(e.g. through a pipe or stormwater drain) or overland into the public stormwater system.
[Note: As well as rainwater and surface water runoff, stormwater may include ground and
artesian water, overflows from the wastewater system, water from site development and
construction activities e.g. water from the dewatering of sites and subject to the Council’s
approval, condensing or cooling water.]
STORMWATER RETENTION SYSTEM means a structure or land form (such as a basin or
tank) that captures some stormwater inflow and subsequent releases it at a reduced rate
STORMWATER SYSTEM, includes both the primary and secondary storm water systems
including any facilities for the retention or treatment of stormwater
STORMWATER DRAIN means a drain primarily for the reception and discharge of
Stormwater.
SUPPLY PIPE means the pipe between the connection box and the customer's premises
through which water is conveyed to the premises.
SURFACE WATER means all naturally occurring water, other than subsurface water, which
results from rainfall on the site or water flowing onto the site including that flowing from a
drain, stream, river, lake or sea.
TRADE PREMISES means any premises used or intended to be used for carrying on any
trade or industry; and includes any land or premises wholly or mainly used (whether for profit
or not) for agricultural or horticultural purposes.
WASTE DISPOSAL UNIT means a device designed to disintegrate organic waste material to
a state suitable for disposal to a wastewater drain.
WASTEWATER DRAIN means a drain primarily for the reception and discharge of sewage
and including any fittings owned by the Council whether on private or public land, such as the
fittings associated with a pressure waste water system.
WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM means all those components of the water supply network
between the point of abstraction from the natural environment to the premises.
WATERWAY includes a watercourse (as defined in Section 2 of the Soil Conservation and
Rivers Control Act 1941) and drainage channel (as defined in Section 503 of the Local
Government Act 1974), and any open drain or waterway as defined in the relevant district
plans and the regional plan prepared under the Resource Management Act 1991.
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PART 1: WATER SUPPLY
4. OBJECTIVES
(1) The objectives of this part of the Bylaw are to:
(a) Promote the efficient use of water, manage demand for water and protect against
waste or misuse of water.
(b) Protect the water supply from contamination.
(c) Regulate the use of land, structures and infrastructure associated with the water
supply system to protect these assets from damage, misuse, or loss.
(d) Prevent unauthorised connection to the water supply system.
(e) Define the obligations of the Council, installers, owners and the public in matters
related to the water supply system.
(f) Determine the volumes of water consumed on any premises for rating purposes
and/or to locate any water leaks at the premises.
CONDITIONS OF SUPPLY
5. REQUIREMENT FOR APPLICATION
(1) The Council requires all applications relating to the supply of water to be made in writing
on the form provided by the Council, and to include, where relevant, a plan showing proposed
works and to be accompanied by payment of the prescribed charges (if any).
(2) At its discretion, the Council may decide that a new customer taking over an existing
supply is not required to make an application for connection and supply.
(3) The Council may require an existing customer to make a new application for the supply of
water where there is a change in the use of a premises e.g. from retail to industrial, or there is
a change in the hazard rating for water protection.
(4) Except where the Council exercises its discretion under 5(2) or 5(3) not to require a new
application, a written water supply application is required for any of the following:
(a) A connection to the water supply system and supply of water;
(b) A change to the type of supply (e.g. from restricted to on demand);
(c) A change to classification (e.g. from residential to commercial supply) or to the terms
and conditions of supply;
(d) A change to the location of the point of supply;
(e) An additional point of supply/ supply of water;
(f) A change in the level of service of supply e.g. quantity of water;
(g) A temporary water supply for an event;
(h) A connection and supply for a fire protection system.

The following note is explanatory and is not part of the bylaw: The Council will not refuse
any application for supply if that would require the disconnection of a current water supply
except in accordance with this Bylaw, or as provided for in the Local Government Act 2002 or
the Health Act 1956.
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6. APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS FOR CONNECTION AND SUPPLY
(1) On receipt of an application the Council will either approve the application and inform the
applicant of the type of supply, the level of service and any conditions applicable to the
applicant’s supply, or refuse the application and notify the applicant of the decision, giving
reasons for the refusal.
(2) There will be only one point of supply for each premises, except where specifically
approved (e.g. for a domestic fire protection system).
(3) No person may connect or allow the connection of any fittings to the water supply system,
except with the prior approval of the Council.
(4) No person may run a privately owned supply pipe on Council owned property without the
prior written approval of the Council.
(5) If the Council considers backflow prevention measures are necessary or desirable, the
Council will require any applicant under this clause to pay for and install a backflow
prevention device approved by the Council before the Council allows the connection or
continuation of a connection of any premises to the water supply system.
(6) An application under clause 5 may be approved by the Council as either an on demand
supply or a restricted supply and classified as either a residential supply or a commercial
supply, as the Council thinks fit.
(7) Where the Council determines, either at the time of application or subsequently (e.g. as a
result of monitoring of the actual use), that the use of water by a residential premises is
significantly in excess of an ordinary residential use, the Council may, at any time, reclassify
the supply of water to the premises as a commercial supply and charge the customer at the
commercial supply rate.
7. FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEMS
(1) A fire protection system must be constructed, installed and operated so that water cannot
be drawn from it for any other purpose, and must be independent of any other water
connection on the premises.
(2) Where, in the opinion of the Council, an existing fire connection is so constructed or so
located so water is, or is likely to be drawn from it or from any part of it by any person for
purposes other than fire fighting, the Council will require a meter to be installed on the fire
connection.
(3) The Council will not charge for water used for the purpose of extinguishing fires.
(4) Fire hose reels must only draw water from the domestic supply and be used for fire
protection purposes.
(5) If a fire fighting connection fee is prescribed by the Council it must be paid by the
customer to the Council in respect of each fire connection provided for a fire protection
system.
8. CUSTOMER RESPONSIBILITIES IN ACCEPTANCE OF SUPPLY
(1) The customer must comply with the requirements of this bylaw, including any conditions of
approval of an application under clause 5 and any other reasonable directions of the Council.
(2) In the case of any supply where special conditions of supply are required, the applicant or
customer must enter into such agreement as the Council may require in relation to that supply
and the Council may determine the method of supply.
(3)The customer must not transfer to any other party the rights and responsibilities set out in
their conditions of supply or in this bylaw.
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(4) A supply pipe must serve only one premises and the customer must not extend the supply
pipe, by hose or any other pipe, to any other premises.
(5) In particular and not in limitation of the above, any water which the customer draws from
the Council supply must not be provided to any other party or premises without the prior
written permission of the Council.

9. RESPONSIBILITY FOR MAINTENANCE
(1) The Council will own and maintain any pipe up to the point of supply (private property
boundary) and the Connection box, including the service valve, the meter (where fitted), any
restrictor (where fitted) isolation valve and unions either side of the meter.
(2) The Council does not guarantee the serviceability of the service valve. The customer may
use the service valve to isolate the supply to the customer’s premises. If the service valve is
damaged by the customer the Council may charge the customer for the cost of the repair.
(3) Where the connection box is located on private property, the customer must maintain the
area in and around the connection box by keeping it free of growth, or other matter or any
obstruction which prevents, or is likely to prevent convenient access. Where the customer
fails to keep access to the connection box free of growth or other obstructions, the Council
may carry out any work necessary to remove any obstruction and may charge the customer
for the cost of such work.
(4)The customer will own and maintain the service pipe where it is located on private land and
the supply pipe and, any fittings (e.g. backflow prevention device) on the customer’s side of
the point of supply.
(5) Where in the opinion of the Council any pipe or fitting on the customer’s side of the point
of supply has been damaged or is of inferior quality or workmanship, or is causing or is likely
to cause water to be wasted or is insufficient for the proper supply of water, the Council may
give the customer notice in writing requiring any work specified in the notice to be carried out
in within the timeframe specified in the notice.
(6)Where the customer fails to carry out any required work within the time period specified in
the notice under subclause (5); in addition to any other remedies the Council may charge the
customer for the supply of water at the commercial supply rate.
The following note is explanatory and is not part of the bylaw: The Council’s policy for
the water supply pipes installed in private land (2001) is attached to this bylaw. The policy is
also listed on Council’s website under ‘Policies’.

10. CONTINUITY OF SUPPLY
(1) The Council will endeavour to provide water in accordance with the level of service
contained in the Long Term Plan but does not guarantee a constant flow of water or any
maximum or minimum pressure.
(2) Nothing in this bylaw should be construed as obliging the Council to provide or continue to
provide a supply of water to any premises. No allowance or compensation will be made or
allowed by the Council if the water supply is restricted or interrupted, or if there is any change
of pressure in the supply.
(3) If a customer has a particular requirement for an uninterrupted flow, pressure or quality of
water supply, it is the responsibility of that customer to provide any necessary storage, back
up facilities or equipment necessary to meet that level of service.
The following note is explanatory and is not part of the bylaw: The Council as water
supplier has certain obligations under Section 69S of the Health Act 1956 for the supply of
drinking water. The Council must take all practicable steps to ensure an adequate
(continuous) supply of water to Customers except for necessary interruptions e.g. due to an
emergency or during planned work on the water supply system. If the Council gets the
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approval of the Medical Officer of Health and takes all practicable steps to inform affected
customers, interruptions to supply may exceed eight hours.

11. LIABILITY
The Council is not liable for any damage to any private drainage system or for any loss or
inconvenience to any Customer as a result of any connection to the water supply system.
12. NOTICE WHEN SUPPLY NOT REQUIRED
(1) When any premises supplied with water by the Council becomes unoccupied or for any
other reason a supply of water is no longer required, the customer must immediately give
notice in writing to the Council.
(2) If the water supply connection has not been used for a period of 12 months or it is left in a
condition that could be detrimental to the water supply system, the Council may disconnect
the water supply connection. If a reconnection is required application must be made in
accordance with clause 5 of this bylaw.
DEMAND MANAGEMENT
13. RESTRICTIONS ON WATER USE
(1) If at any time the Chief Executive considers that because of drought or for any other
reason an adequate supply of drinking water may be at risk and that measures are necessary
in order to conserve the available water supply, the Chief Executive may, by notice, restrict or
prohibit the use of water for any specified purpose or for any specified period. Any restriction
or prohibition may apply to the whole of the District or a portion only of the District.
(2) No person may use any water, or allow any water to be used in contravention of any
restriction or prohibition made under this clause.
(3) When such restrictions apply, the Council will take all practicable steps to ensure that an
adequate supply for domestic purposes is provided to each point of supply.
The following note is explanatory and is not part of the bylaw: The Council can also
restrict the water supply for non payment of any account or failure to remedy a water leak
(see section 69S of the Health Act 1956) or for any of the reasons set out in section 193 of
the Local Government Act 2002, including for any breach of this Bylaw. Any restricted supply
must still provide an adequate supply of drinking water under Part 2A of the Health Act 1956.
14. Prevention of waste and water efficiency
The following note is explanatory and is not part of the bylaw: Section 192 of the Local
Government Act 2002, states that “A person who is supplied with reticulated water by, or on
behalf of, a local authority must not waste the water or allow it to be wasted.” Wasting water
is an offence under s224 of the Act.
(1)The Council supplies potable water for consumptive use and unless specifically approved by
the Council the customer must not use water for:
(a) a single pass cooling system; or
(b) for the dilution of trade waste prior to disposal; or
(c) for driving lifts, generators, condensers, machinery, or other similar devices,.
(2) Any air conditioning or industrial plant using water from the water supply system for
cooling purposes must have water conservation equipment so that the consumption is limited
to that required to make up reasonable losses due to evaporation, wind, flushing, and similar
effects.
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The following note is explanatory and is not part of the bylaw: Discharge of cooling water
must comply with parts 2 and 3 of the bylaw.

15. Requirement for supplementary water storage for Akaroa and Little River areas
(1) Within the Council water supply areas of Akaroa, Duvauchelle, Takamatua, Wainui,
Pigeon Bay, Little River and Birdlings Flat (Schedule 1 to this bylaw) a tank or facility with a
minimum capacity of 5000 litres is required for all new premises constructed in these areas
after this bylaw comes into force for the purpose of collecting and storing rainwater for non
potable purposes only.
The following note is explanatory and is not part of the bylaw: Examples of non potable
water use include toilet flushing and the watering of gardens.
Schedule 1 to this bylaw- a map of the water supply areas will be appended to the bylaw once
the mapping is completed.
(2) If there is any potential for possible contamination of the public water supply system from
the supplementary water storage tank or facility, backflow prevention measures must be
installed to the satisfaction of the Council.
The following note is explanatory and is not part of the bylaw: Further information about
the requirement under Clause 15 can be found on the Council’s website.
(3) For the purposes of clause 15(1), the construction of new premises means:
(a) the construction of a residential or commercial building on an undeveloped site
(b) the construction of a replacement residential or commercial building that increases
the footprint area of the pre-existing building on the site
BUT does not mean:
(c) the construction of a replacement residential or commercial building that covers the
same footprint area or less of the pre-existing building on the site
(d) repairs or alterations to any building
(e) the construction of a garage or outbuilding
(f) the construction of a temporary building that has an intended life of less than 5 years.
The following note is explanatory and is not part of the bylaw: If any person believes that
compliance with the requirement in clause 15 would needlessly and injuriously affect them or
their business without a corresponding public benefit they can apply to the Council for a
dispensation from compliance with this requirement under clause 13 of the General Bylaw
2008.
16. PROTECTION OF WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM
(1) No person may enter onto any fenced land or any building owned or occupied by the
Council which is set aside for the protection of source water or for a public water supply
facility without first obtaining the permission of the Council.
(2) No person other than the Council and its authorised agents may access any part of the
water supply system without prior written approval of the Council, except to operate the
service valve.
(3) Except as set out in clause 17, no person may make any connection to, discharge into, or
otherwise interfere with or take water from, any part of the water supply system without prior
written approval of the Council.
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(4) Where a restrictor or meter is damaged, without prejudice to other remedies available, the
Council may assess and recover the value of water drawn without authorisation.
17. FIRE HYDRANTS
No unauthorised connection or interference
(1) Except in an emergency, no person other than a member of the Fire Service may take
water from standpipes or hydrants or any other part of the water supply system without prior
written approval of the Council.
(2) Fire Service personnel may gain access to, and draw water from fire hydrants for the
purposes of fighting fires, emergency management, training, and testing.
Other Uses
(3)The right to gain access to, and draw water from the water supply system for uses
other than fire fighting (e.g. flow testing or pipe flushing) is restricted to:
(a) The Council or its authorised agents.
(b) Permit holders, being those persons who have prior written approval of the Council to
draw water from a fire hydrant.
The following note is explanatory and is not part of the Bylaw: The Council will only
allow the use of water from a fire hydrant if Council approved metered standpipes are used to
draw the water and payment is made to the Council for the water supplied. Approved
standpipes can either be hired from Council authorised agents or permitted users can have
their own standpipes approved by the Council.
(4)The Council may seize and impound any equipment used by an offender to gain access to,
or draw water from a fire hydrant, in accordance with either section 164 or 165 of the Local
Government Act 2002, whichever is applicable. The Council may assess and recover the
value of any water drawn without authorisation and recover any other associated costs
incurred by the Council.
18. BACKFLOW PREVENTION
Customer Responsibility
The following note is explanatory and is not part of the Bylaw: It is the customer's
responsibility under the Health Act 1956, and the Building Act 2004 to take all necessary
measures on the customer's side of the point of supply to prevent water which has been
drawn from the Council's water supply from returning to that supply.
Fire protection systems that include appropriate backflow prevention measures would
generally not require additional backflow prevention, except in cases where the system is
supplied by a non-potable source or a storage tank or fire pump that operates at a pressure in
excess of the Council’s normal minimum operating pressure.
(1)The Council may require the Customer to provide backflow prevention either by ensuring
an adequate air gap or by installing a Council approved backflow prevention device to prevent
any cross-connection between the Council water supply;
and
i) Any other water supply (potable or non-potable);
ii) Any other water source;
iii) Any storage tank;
iv) Any other pipe, fixture or equipment containing chemicals, liquids, gases, or other nonpotable substances.

10

Unmanaged Risk
(2) Notwithstanding clause 18(1) the Council may fit a backflow prevention device on the
customer side of the point of supply where the customer cannot demonstrate that the risk of
backflow is adequately managed. The Council may recover the cost of installing the device
from the customer.

WATER METERS
The following note is explanatory and is not part of the Bylaw: It is the Council’s policy to
install water meters on all supplies for the purposes of monitoring water consumption and
detecting leaks, and in respect of certain categories of supply for the purpose of volumetric
charging. Fees and charges can be found in the Council’s long term and annual plan
documents.
19. INSTALLATION
(1) For any premises there shall be only one metered supply, unless otherwise approved by
the Council.
(2) All new connections for fire protection systems must have a meter of a type that has
minimal pressure loss characteristics as specified by the Council.
(3) All meters (others than secondary meters referred to in 19 (4) below) are supplied installed
and maintained by the Council, and remain the property of the Council.
(4) Where one or more secondary meters are fitted, whether as a result of a requirement of
the Council or at the request of the customer(s), all such meters are the property of the
customer(s) who must pay for all costs relating to these secondary meters including for the
installation, maintenance, monitoring and reading of the meters.
20. READING OF METERS AND ACCOUNTS
(1) Meters will be read, and where applicable, accounts rendered, at such intervals as the
Chief Executive may determine.
(2) Meter readings made at the request of the Customer will be charged for as determined by
the Council.
(3) The Customer must pay all charges for the supply of water as determined by the Council.
21. ESTIMATED ACCOUNTS
(1) If any meter is out of repair or ceases to register, the Council will estimate the
consumption for the period since the previous reading of the meter excluding the period while
it is under repair, based on the average of the previous available consumption periods for that
Customer.
(2) Clause 21(1) is subject to the requirement that when, by reason of a large variation of
consumption due to seasonal or other causes, the average of the previous periods would be
an unreasonable estimate of the consumption, the Council may take into consideration other
evidence for the purpose of arriving at a reasonable estimate.
(3) The Council’s decision is final, and the customer must pay the estimated account.
22. PROTECTION OF METERS
Where Meters are to be installed on the premises the customer must:
(a) Provide a Council approved site within the premises for the meter;
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(b) Take sufficient precaution to protect the meter from damage at all times;
(c) Enclose the meter in a suitable box or other enclosure and in cases where natural support
is absent must provide suitable wall brackets or other support; and
(d) Ensure that the meter is readily accessible for reading and servicing at all times.

23. TESTING OF METERS
If a customer disputes the accuracy of a meter the Customer may apply to the Council for,
and pay a fee to have, the meter tested. If the meter is found to be over-reading the test fee
will be refunded.
24. METER ACCOUNT ADJUSTED
If any meter, after being tested, is found to be reading incorrectly, the Council will make an
adjustment to the customer’s account in accordance with the results of the test and the
customer must pay or be refunded where the original account has already been paid,
according to the adjusted account.
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PART 2: WASTEWATER
25. OBJECTIVE
The objective of this part of the bylaw is to manage, regulate against, or protect from,
damage, misuse, or loss, or prevent the use of, the land, structures and infrastructure
associated with wastewater drainage
26. PROTECTION OF THE DRAINAGE WORKS
Unless authorised by the Council no person may:
(a) Cause or allow the entry into any drain or fitting any material or thing except such matter
that is normally discharged through a residential drain.
(b) Enter any drain, pumping station building or related accessory, or any wastewater
treatment area.
(c) Operate, remove, cover or interfere with any cover of any manhole, inlet or other
equipment associated with any drain.
(d) Erect any structure, other than a boundary fence, over, or within a distance of one metre
from the side of any public drain.
(e) Lay any public or private utility service or private drain:
(i) Along the line of an existing public drain; or
(ii) Within a parallel distance of one metre from the nearest part of any public drain
27. WASTEWATER DRAINS
(1) Unless authorised by the Council no person may:
(a) Cause or allow any water from a water pipe, artesian well, ram or other hydraulic
appliance or any surface water, subsoil drainage, roof water or condensing water to enter
a wastewater drain or a drain connected with a wastewater drain.
(b) Cause or allow any water which may contain fat, sediment or other extraneous matter
to be discharged from a butcher’s shop, fish shop, restaurant or other premises (except a
dwelling) where food is prepared, processed or served, directly to a wastewater drain or a
drain connected to a wastewater drain.
(c) Use any waste disposal unit connected to any drainage works other than for the
purpose of disposing of ordinary domestic household waste.
(d) Cause or allow any steam, or any other matter (solid or liquid) at a temperature higher
than 40°C to pass into any wastewater drain.
(2) Customers with a pressure wastewater system, or any other system that is connected to
the drainage works, must use that system in accordance with any operating manual or
guidelines for that system.
The following note is explanatory and is not part of the Bylaw:
The guidelines for pressure systems owned and/or installed by, or required by the Council are
available on the Council’s website under ‘Wastewater’.
In the event of the roots of any tree on any private property causing or being likely to cause
damage, interference to the flow, or blockage to any facet of a public stormwater system,
Council will follow the procedure set out in section 468 of the Local Government Act 1974.
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PART 3
STORMWATER
The following note is explanatory and is not part of the Bylaw:
This part of the Bylaw is to help manage stormwater within Christchurch City so as to protect
people, property and the environment by minimising the impact of flooding, erosion and
contamination of stormwater.
This Bylaw is in addition to controls on stormwater imposed by the Canterbury Regional
Council and Christchurch City Council under the Resource Management Act 1991, the
Building Act 2004, or any other Act, Regulation or Bylaw.

28. OBJECTIVES
a) To control the discharge of contaminants into the public stormwater system.
b) To enable the Council to meet relevant objectives, policies and standards for discharges
from the public stormwater system.
c) To protect the land, structures and infrastructure of the public stormwater system
d) Prevent the unauthorised discharge of stormwater into the public stormwater system.
e) Defining the obligations of the Council, installers, owners and the public in matters related
to the discharge of stormwater and management of stormwater systems
The following note is explanatory and is not part of the Bylaw: Objectives policies and
standards relevant to this part of the bylaw can be found in the Council’s Surface Water
Strategy, Waterways and Wetlands Natural Asset Management Strategy, Infrastructure
Design Standards and in the comprehensive consents that the Council holds for the
discharge of stormwater from its system.
CONSTRUCTION OR ALTERATION OF STORMWATER SYSTEMS
29. ACCEPTANCE OF STORMWATER
(1) Every premise is entitled to have its stormwater accepted by Council subject to:
(a) The premises lying within an area which is serviced by a public stormwater system;
(b) There being sufficient capacity within the public stormwater system. If the capacity is
not sufficient, then at the cost of the owner or applicant; the public stormwater system
must be upgraded or the discharge of stormwater must be adequately controlled within
the premises or an alternative solution must be found.
(c) Gaining prior written approval of Council in accordance with this Bylaw; and
(d) Fulfilment of the requirements of this Bylaw, any relevant consent, the Resource
Management Act 1991, Building Act 2004, or any other Acts, Regulations or Bylaws.
30. APPLICATIONS FOR USE OF THE SYSTEM
(1) Without the prior written approval of the Council, no person other than a Council Officer
may discharge stormwater into the public stormwater system or make a connection to, alter,
or otherwise interfere with any facet of any public stormwater system or secondary flow path
or discharge stormwater which exceeds any minimum stormwater standard provided for
under clause 35 of this bylaw.
(2) Unless otherwise approved by the Council, every application for approval to discharge to
the public stormwater system or to carry out any work affecting the public stormwater system
must be in writing and include all the information required by Council together with payment of
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any charges. An application is required whether or not a public stormwater system has
already been laid up to the outfall.
(3) Following receipt of any application (for works affecting the stormwater system or to
discharge stormwater to the stormwater system) Council may after considering the proposal
and site specific information, either approve the application subject to any conditions for the
protection of the public stormwater system or decline the application. Council will notify the
applicant in writing of its decision and if an application is declined, give reasons for its
decision.
(4) For the avoidance of doubt, Council’s approval under this bylaw is not required for work
carried out in terms of an approved building consent or for the discharge of stormwater in
terms of a resource consent granted by Environment Canterbury.

31. DESIGN AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS
(1) Unless authorised by the Council, all proposed stormwater systems and any proposed
alterations to any existing stormwater systems must be designed, constructed and operated
in accordance with the following:
(a) Environment Canterbury Erosion & Sediment Control Guidelines,
(b) Christchurch City Council Christchurch Waterways, Wetlands and Drainage Guide
Parts A and B
(c) Christchurch City Council Infrastructure Design Standard
(d) Christchurch City Council Civil Engineering Construction Standard Specifications
(e) Any relevant Stormwater Management Plan
(f) The District Plan
(g) Any relevant Regional Plan
(h) Any resource, building or other consent(s) relevant to the works; and
(i) Any written conditions imposed by Council when approving the works.
The following note is explanatory and is not part of the Bylaw: Council may require the
installation and maintenance of private stormwater systems (e.g. detention or treatment
basins, swales, rain tanks, etc) as part of development or redevelopment of a property in
order to attenuate and/or treat the flow of stormwater prior to outfall into the public stormwater
system.
(2) For sites being re-developed, Council may require retrofit stormwater mitigation and/or
implementation of specific site management plans or practices to treat or retain stormwater
runoff from all or some part of existing impervious areas.
(3) Council may require treated stormwater discharges or discharges from coated roofs of
commercial or residential properties to outfall into a separate part of the public stormwater
system from untreated or contaminated discharges.
(4) As-built plans showing details of all new connections or alterations to the public
stormwater system must be provided to Council within the time frame specified in Council’s
written approval.
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32. REQUIREMENTS FOR SITE DEVELOPMENT
(1) Unless authorised by the Council, an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan must accompany
all applications for new or re-development sites. The design and performance criteria of the
Plan shall be in accordance with the current version of the Environment Canterbury Erosion
Sediment Control Guidelines.
(2) No site works are to commence until the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan has been
approved by Council. The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan shall be implemented on site
during the construction phase.
PROTECTION OF PUBLIC STORMWATER SYSTEMS
33. PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES
Without the written authorisation of the Council, no person may:
(a) Allow any material, hazardous substance, chemical, sewage, trade waste or other
substance that causes or is likely to cause a nuisance to enter either directly or indirectly a
public stormwater system (e.g. via a private stormwater system).
(b) Allow any material, chemical, hazardous substance or other substance likely to cause a
nuisance to be located so that in the event of a spillage or as a result of a storm event, it is
likely to enter a public stormwater system, either directly or indirectly as part of surface runoff;
or
(c) Do anything or allow any stock or vehicles to do anything that damages or is likely to
cause damage to any part of any public stormwater system.

34. RESTRICTED ACTIVITIES
Unless authorised by the Council, no person may:
(a) Erect or construct any bridge, culvert, dam, weir, crossing or other similar structure in, on
or over any waterway within a public stormwater system.
(b) Erect any structure or undertake earthworks, grow any vegetation, deposit any rubbish or
other debris or carry out any activity in a place or manner which is likely to cause nuisance or
damage to a public stormwater system.
(c) Obstruct or fill within any overland flow paths or floodplains with any material or structures
(e.g. buildings, fences, retaining walls).
(d) Remove any existing covering material or place any additional material over or within one
metre of any part of a public stormwater system.
(e) Enter any public drain, waterway, pumping station building or related accessory.
(f) Cover, remove, alter or block (partially or fully) any service opening such as manholes,
catchpits or any other stormwater infrastructure.
(g) Erect a structure, place any material or plant any vegetation (e.g.; tree or hedge) where it
could impede access by machinery or apparatus used to clean, maintain or improve any part
of a proposed or existing public stormwater system.
(h) Erect a structure or lay any utility service over or within a distance of one metre from the
side of any public stormwater system.
(i) Widen, deepen, dam, divert, make narrower or alter the course of any waterway within a
public stormwater system.
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(j) Modify the bank structure of any open waterway within a public stormwater system or plant
any vegetation on the banks in such a way as to alter the flow of stormwater, cause
destabilisation or create other nuisance.
(k) Allow stormwater originating from within or flowing into their land to discharge onto or into
a neighbouring property, other than what would naturally occur from the pre-developed
condition, in a manner that is likely to cause nuisance or damage unless the discharge is
authorised by a resource consent from Environment Canterbury.
(l) Discharge stormwater which exceeds the minimum stormwater standards as provided by
clause 35 of this bylaw unless the discharge is specifically authorised by a resource consent
from Environment Canterbury.
The following note is explanatory and is not part of the Bylaw: In the event of the roots of
any tree on any private property causing or being likely to cause damage, interference to the
flow, or blockage to any facet of a public stormwater system, Council will follow the procedure
set out in section 468 of the Local Government Act 1974.

35. MINIMUM STORMWATER STANDARDS
(1) The Council may by resolution specify minimum standards for stormwater discharges into
the public stormwater system.
(2) The Council may be resolution subsequently amend or revoke any resolution made under
35(1).
(3) Before making any resolution under this clause the Council will consider the views and
preferences of persons affected by the decision.
The following note is explanatory and is not part of the Bylaw: The Council may obtain
views and preferences by carrying out a targeted consultation applying the principles in
section 82 of the Local Government Act 2002. All resolutions made under this clause will be
recorded in a register which will be made available on the Council’s website.

36. BURIED SERVICES
(1) Any person proposing to carry out excavation work must view the as-built information held
by the Council to establish whether or not Council services are located in the vicinity of the
proposed work.
(2) Locating the actual position and depth of existing lines is the responsibility of the person
undertaking the work or their representative.
(3) When excavating and working around buried services, care must be taken to ensure the
services are not damaged, and that bedding and backfill is reinstated in accordance with the
appropriate Council specification.

37. MAINTENANCE RESPONSIBILITIES
(1) All privately owned stormwater systems must be designed, constructed, managed and
maintained by the owner, at the owner’s expense or by some other arrangement acceptable
to the Council.
(2) All privately owned stormwater systems including open watercourses, stopbanks and
other parts of the systems are to be maintained by or at the expense of the owner to ensure
free flow of water. Rubbish or debris must not be left on a property in a manner that is likely to
cause a nuisance.
(3) Council may require the removal of any trees, plants, weeds or growths that obstruct or
are likely to obstruct the free flow of water in any waterway.
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PART 4: MISCELLANEOUS
38. FEES
(1) Where this bylaw provides for the Council to issue a certificate, permit, or consent, or give
its authority of approval for anything, or carry out an inspection, the Council may require the
payment of a fee. Any such fee will be prescribed by the Council under section 150 of the
Local Government Act 2002.
(2) Where this bylaw provides for a Connection to the water supply system or the wastewater
or stormwater system, or the provision of any good, service, or amenity the Council may
require payment of a fee for that service, as determined by the Council from time to time by
resolution publicly notified.
39. OFFENCE AND PENALTY
Every person who breaches this bylaw commits an offence and is liable on summary
conviction to a fine not exceeding $20,000, as set out in the Local Government Act 2002.
The following note is explanatory and is not part of the Bylaw: There are also offences
and penalties provided for in the Local Government Act 2002 and the Health Act 1956 (and
other Acts) concerning water related issues, or damage to Council property. For example,
see sections 224-228, 232, and 242 of the Local Government Act 2002, and section 69ZZO of
the Health Act 1956
40. DELEGATION
In this bylaw where any written permission or approval of the Council is required, that
approval may be given by the Chief Executive, and the Chief Executive may delegate all or
part of that function to any other officer of the Council.
41. CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL GENERAL BYLAW 2008
The provisions of the Christchurch City Council General Bylaw 2008 and any bylaw passed in
amendment or substitution are implied into and form part of this bylaw.
42. REVOCATIONS
The following bylaws are revoked:
● Christchurch City Council Water Related Services Bylaw 2008
The initial resolution to make this bylaw was passed by the Christchurch City Council at a
meeting of the Council held on the 26th June 2014 and was confirmed following consideration
of submissions received during the special consultative procedure by a resolution of the
Council at a subsequent meeting of the Council held on the 13th November 2014.
__________________________________________________________________________
EXPLANATORY NOTE
This bylaw was adopted following a review of the Water Related Services Bylaw 2008 under
section 159 of the Local Government Act 2002
There are a number of Council policies that relate to water supply wastewater and stormwater
which are relevant to the interpretation of this bylaw including:
● Authorised Water Supply Installer Scheme (27 March 2003)
● Reading of Water Meters (28 September 2000)
● Water Supply - Backflow Prevention (25 February 1999)
● Water Supply Pipes Installed In Private Land (26 April 2001)
● Waterways land drainage management (22 June 1992)
The current version of these and other policies can be found on the Council’s website
www.ccc.govt.nz under ‘Policies’
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SCHEDULE 1- TO BE COMPLETED
Maps of the areas of Akaroa, Duvauchelle, Takamatua, Wainui, Pigeon Bay, Little River and
Birdlings Flat which are supplied with reticulated drinking water by the Christchurch City
Council.

ATTACHMENT

Council Policy: Water supply pipes installed in private land
That the Council adopt[s] the following rules in respect to the maintenance of water supply
pipes installed in private property.
(a) All pipes within a single property title, and serving only that property shall be maintained
by the property owner/s at their expense and effort.
(b) That any pipe installed within an easement, and utilised only by those parties, named in
the easement documents, is owned by and will be maintained by the named parties at their
expense and effort.
(c) That all pipes protected by an easement in favour of the Christchurch City Council are
owned and will be maintained by the Council.
(d) A pipe which is owned by the Council and which is installed in private land (or ROW),
principally for water supply networking purposes (with or without an easement in favour of the
Council) will be maintained by the Council.
(e) That all pipes installed in private land (or ROW) fitted with fire hydrants for the benefit of
more than one landowner are considered to be owned and, therefore, maintained by the
Council up to and including the hydrants.
(f) That pipework installed in a ROW and used by the owners of the ROW shall be maintained
by the users of the pipe.
(g) That where a pipe is installed in private land and legal difficulties arise in respect to the
use and maintenance of the installed pipework, the Council will attempt to facilitate a
satisfactory outcome. In assisting with the determination of an outcome, an assessment will
be made of the public and private benefit accruing from any proposed work and costs will be
proportionally allocated between the parties
(h) The Council will maintain and service water connection boxes whether installed on private
property or public land.
(i) That where the owners of a private pipe do not maintain the pipe Section 676 of the Local
Government Act will be used to have the pipe repair arranged by the Council, but the Council
will not undertake full restoration of the surface, and will take steps to recover the cost of
repair.
Council
26 April 2001
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Proposed Stormwater Consent Policy
Attachment - Assessment Criteria for Residential HAIL Sites
Construction Phase Discharges:
1. The following sites are considered to be low risk sites:
i.
Sites not listed on the LLUR, unless the site is identified as having had HAIL activities.
ii.
Sites on the LLUR where only a portion of the site is identified as a HAIL activity and
proposed construction will not occur on that portion of the property.
iii.
Sites with the following LLUR categories:
• ‘at or below background concentrations’
• ‘below guideline values for’ the proposed site use.
2. Sites with the following LLUR categories are considered to be medium or high risk sites:
• ‘contaminated for’
• ‘significant adverse environmental effects’
• ‘managed for’
3. Sites with all other LLUR categories (‘not investigated’, ‘partially investigated’, ‘non-verified HAIL’,
etc.) and sites which are not listed on the LLUR but have been identified as having had HAIL
activities will be dealt with under the following guidelines:
3
i.
Developments or redevelopments that do not disturb greater than 25 cubic metres (m ) of
2
soil per 500 square metres (m ) of land are considered to be low risk.
3
2
ii.
Developments or redevelopments that disturb greater than 25 m of soil per 500 m of
land will be individually referred to Environment Canterbury for a decision regarding risk,
and:
• Sites judged to be low risk will be referred back to CCC for inclusion under CCC
consents.
• Sites judged to be medium or high risk sites will require resource consent for
stormwater discharge from Environment Canterbury.

Operational Phase Discharges:
1. The following sites are considered to be low risk sites:
i.
Sites not listed on the LLUR, unless the site is identified as having had HAIL activities.
ii.
Sites on the LLUR where only a portion of the site is identified as a HAIL activity and
proposed construction will not occur on that portion of the property.
iii.
Sites with the following LLUR categories:
• ‘at or below background concentrations’
• ‘below guideline values for’ for the proposed site use.
2. Sites with the following LLUR categories are considered to be medium or high risk sites:
• ‘contaminated for’
• ‘significant adverse environmental effects’
• ‘managed for’
3. Sites with all other LLUR categories (‘not investigated’, ‘partially investigated’, ‘non-verified HAIL’,
etc.) and sites which are not listed on the LLUR but have been identified as having had HAIL
activities which are deemed to be low risk for construction phase discharge shall also be
considered to be low risk for operational phase without further consultation with Environment
Canterbury.
4. Sites with all other LLUR categories (‘not investigated’, ‘partially investigated’, ‘non-verified HAIL’,
etc.) and sites which are not listed on the LLUR but have been identified as having had HAIL
activities which are deemed to be medium of high risk for construction phase discharge shall
also be assessed by Environment Canterbury for operational phase risk at the same time, and:
• Sites judged to be low risk will be referred back to CCC for inclusion under CCC
consents.
• Sites judged to be medium or high risk sites will require resource consent for
stormwater discharge from Environment Canterbury.
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Included and Excluded Stormwater Discharges - Matrix

Non-HAIL Sites and Low Risk HAIL Sites
Construction phase (development site) discharge into land within site - Flat sites <5ha or Hill
sites <1ha
Construction phase (development site) discharge directly to coastal marine area - Flat sites
<5ha or Hill sites <1ha
Construction phase (development site) discharge to stormwater network - Flat sites <5ha or Hill
sites <1ha
Construction phase (development site) discharges to land - Flat sites >5ha or Hill sites >1ha
Construction phase (development site) discharges directly to coastal marine area – Flat sites
>5ha or Hill sites >1ha
Construction phase (development site) discharges to stormwater network on Flat sites >5ha or
Hill sites >1ha
Operational Phase (residential) hardstand and roof discharge into land within site
Operational Phase (residential) hardstand and roof discharge directly to coastal marine area
Operational Phase (residential) hardstand and roof discharge to stormwater network
Operational Phase (commercial/industrial existing sites) hardstand discharge into land within
site
Operational Phase (commercial/industrial new/re-development sites) hardstand discharge into
land within site
Operational Phase (commercial/industrial) hardstand discharge directly to coastal marine area
Operational Phase (commercial/industrial) hardstand discharge to stormwater network
Operational Phase (commercial/industrial) roof discharge into land within site
Operational Phase (commercial/industrial) roof discharge directly to coastal marine area
Operational Phase (commercial/industrial) roof discharge to stormwater network

Pre-2025
Included
Excluded
X

Post-2025
Included Excluded
X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X
X

X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X

High Risk HAIL Sites
Construction phase (development site) discharge into land within site - Flat sites <5ha or Hill
sites <1ha
Construction phase (development site) discharge directly to coastal marine area - Flat sites
<5ha or Hill sites <1ha
Construction phase (development site) discharge to stormwater network - Flat sites <5ha or Hill
sites <1ha
Construction phase (development site) discharges into land within site - Flat sites >5ha or Hill
sites >1ha
Construction phase (development site) discharges directly to coastal marine area - Flat sites
>5ha or Hill sites >1ha
Construction phase (development site) discharges to stormwater network - Flat sites >5ha or
Hill sites >1ha
Operational Phase (residential) hardstand and roof discharge to land within site
Operational Phase (residential) hardstand and roof discharge directly to coastal marine area
Operational Phase (residential) hardstand and roof discharge to stormwater network

Pre-2025
Included
Excluded

Post-2025
Included Excluded

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

Operational Phase (commercial/industrial existing sites) hardstand discharge to land within site
Operational Phase (commercial/industrial new/re-development sites) hardstand discharge to
land within site

X

X

X

Operational Phase (commercial/industrial) hardstand discharge directly to coastal marine area
Operational Phase (commercial/industrial) hardstand discharge to stormwater network
Operational Phase (commercial/industrial) roof discharge to land within site
Operational Phase (commercial/industrial) roof discharge directly to coastal marine area
Operational Phase (commercial/industrial) roof discharge to stormwater network

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
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Inclusion
of
Currently
Excluded
Sites

RECOMMENDED
PROCESS TO
TRANSTION SITES
COVERED BY CRC
CONSENTS TO
CCC

1. Introduction
This document has been prepared as a process map for the inclusion of stormwater resource
consents granted by Canterbury Regional Council to sites that are outside of the existing global
consents. The sites associated with these consents will be transferred to Christchurch City Council
by 1 January 2025.
This document is meant as a guide for the activities to be undertaken from now up to and including
the stage at which the excluded sites will come under CCC.

2. Overarching Objectives and Principles
2.1. Objectives
For a successful outcome of the transitional process some strategic concepts underpin the processes,
workstreams and activities described in this document. These are:
1. Clear objectives and principles of the transitional processes.
2. Open and collaborative dialogue and cooperation between Canterbury Regional Council and CCC.
3. Each Council will work to the best of its ability to ensure a seamless and equitable transition
by undertaking its specified responsibilities at each phase of the process.

2.2. Principles of the Transitional Processes
It is CCC’s desire that the handover be successful to ensure the environmental objectives are achieved. To
this end we note that the transition:


Is a process not an event and should therefore start well before the handover date.



Should be a smooth and seamless journey for environmental objectives not to be compromised.



Should take account of differences of the various sites and the conditions that currently apply to
them.



Relies on collaboration and corroboration between the relevant CRC and CCC staff.

2.3.

Implementing the Transitional Processes

The principles and objectives of the transitional process and the suggested workstreams and
timeframes are described and discussed below. The workstreams and activities are split out by
transition phase, and within each phase there are work activities that will require both CRC and CCC
cooperation for the process to be successful.
The sections below describe the key workstreams that CCC envisages.

3. Phase 1 – Preparatory Work (1 January 2020 – 31 December 2022)
3.1. Laying the Ground Work
For a successful transition CCC proposes to establish regular communication between CCC’s technical
Officers and Canterbury Regional Council Planners and consenting staff. The objectives of the proposed
on-going dialogue are:
For CCC to be consulted on the processing of new consents to ensure that the resulting consent
conditions will achieve the stormwater discharge outcomes set out in the CSNDC and consents for
which CCC will be responsible for after 2025.



It is important for CCC to have visibility and also an understanding of the nature and conditions of any
new consents granted between now and 2025. This is important as CCC has to be able to plan for taking
over these consents:
(i)
(ii)



By ensuring it is well equipped to undertake the necessary work required to ensure that these
consents will be compliant and/or can be monitored for compliance.
Adequate personnel and material resources are set aside in anticipation of the additional work and
costs associated with taking over and ensuring the consents are compliant.
For CCC to have a clear understanding of the condition and status of the existing consents to
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ensure that the consents being transferred are currently compliant with the consent conditions or
could be made to comply upon transfer to CCC.
An understanding of the existing consents is essential for CCC. This is because:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)

3.2.

CCC current does not have a good handle of the number of consents that are involved.
The nature of the consent conditions associated with these consents and whether or they are
currently compliant or if on-going compliance can be maintained.
The ability to undertake the necessary monitoring required so that the discharges from the sites will
meet the downstream contaminant loads.
Workstream and Responsibilities

To achieve the objectives in Section 3.1, CCC recommends the workstreams and responsibilities outlined in
Table 1 for each party.
Table 1 – Workstream & Responsibilities for Phase 1 (WS – Workstream)
WS
Canterbury Regional Council
WS
Christchurch City Council
E1.1
Provide CCC with a complete
C1.1
CCC will review the information provided. This has
database of:
implications on CCC resources (financial, staffing).
(i) the consents expiring between
CCC to develop a clear strategy to manage the sites
now and 2025
for when they are handed over.
(ii) the consents that will still be
running as at 1 January 2025.
CCC to carry out a desktop study of the sites to
determine the risk level.
E1.2

Provide CCC with details of the
monitoring carried out and the
compliance status of all the consents
in E1.1

C1.2

E1.3

Provide CCC with details of consents
that required monitoring and:
(i) Were not monitored.
(ii) Were monitored but were noncompliant.

C1.3

Handover of these sites is part of Phase 2.
Desktop study to assess the monitoring requirements
and develop a strategy to accept and manage the
consents and ensure on going compliance and where
necessary monitoring for when they are handed over
as per Workstream C1.1. The low risk sites
identified.
Handover of these sites is part of Phase 2.
CCC to:
(i) Develop a strategy to accept and manage the
consents and ensure on-going compliance and
where necessary monitoring for when they are
handover as peer Workstream C1.1.
(ii) To liaise with CRC on the non-complying and
some very high-risk sites on various parties’
responsibilities for these sites before they can be
included.
Any low risk sites identified at the stage will be dealt
with as described in Phase 2.
The detailed steps to deal with high risk sites are
part of Phase 3 of the transitional process.

For the workstreams E1.1-E1.3 to be successful, it will be necessary for CCC staff to work with CRC staff in
interrogating the databases and agreeing to the different classes of sites/consents listed in E1.1(i)-(ii) and
E1.3(i)-(ii).

3.3. Timeframes for Phase 1
Phase 1 can be expected to run from 1 January 2020 to 31 December 2022. Workstreams E1.1-E1.3 and
C1.1-1.2 can be carried out within 6 months of the start date.
For consents that have never been monitored or have been monitored and are non-compliant identified as
part of Workstream C1.3 more time (most likely years) may be required to implement the strategies defined
for implementation for these. Implementation of strategies associated with these sites are part of Phase 3
of the transitional work (refer to Section 5).
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4. Phase 2 – Inclusion of Low Risk Sites (1 January 2019 – 31 December 2022)
4.1. Step for Inclusion of Low Risk Sites
Sites identified as part of the work done in C1.1-C1.2 and possible a few in C1.3 will be low risk sites and
will require no further assessments for them to be included. CCC proposes the following steps for the
inclusion process:
1. Complete the assessments in defined in Table 1 as Workstream C1.1-C1.2.
2. Confirm that the sites are low risk.
3. CCC and CRC to send joint communication to:




Inform site owners/operators changes to the processes.
Advise them of the circumstances around the migration of discharge responsibility.
Discuss any compliance related issues that must be resolved or onsite mitigation measures which
must be carried out in order for CCC to provide written acceptance for the discharge.

4. If all conditions have been met and compliance achieved, CCC provides written approval to accept
the site discharge.

4.2. Timeframes for Phase 2
Phase 2 will run concurrently with Phase 1 and this will be from January 2020 to 31 December 2022.
5. Phase 3 – Inclusion of High-Risk Sites
Workstream C1.3 outcomes are going to be critical. CRC should demonstrate to the satisfaction of CCC that
high-risk sites are fully compliant with their resource consent conditions prior to transferring responsibility
to CCC. If this were not the case CCC will on the formal transfer date be potentially unable to comply with
its discharge consent.
5.1. Step for Inclusion of High-Risk Sites
For high risk sites CCC proposes the following steps for the inclusion process:
1. Perform a desktop study for each site to understand site history, current site activities, compliance
issues and any special conditions of applicable CRC consents that that are critical to good stormwater
management. Any sites that turn out to be low risk sites are then treated as described in 4.1. The
high risk sites will continue to be treated as described in this section.
2. Discuss any special site needs and the results of compliance monitoring report items with relevant
CRC officers.
3. For sites that had never been monitored or failed compliance in the previous two years, CRC to:





Ensure a compliance monitoring audit is undertaken on the site prior to the expiry of their CRC
resource consent if they are expiring before 2025 or carry out such compliance monitoring audit
prior to 2025.
Ensure the all compliance monitoring records are supplied to CCC.
Confirm compliance has been achieved before the site can be handed over.

5. CCC and CRC to send joint communication to:






Inform site owners/operators changes to the processes.
Advise them of the circumstances around the migration of discharge responsibility.
Discuss any compliance related issues that must be resolved or onsite mitigation measures which
must be carried out in order for CCC to provide written acceptance for the discharge. These may
include new or upgrading of existing treatment systems.
CCC’s possible requirement for Stormwater Management Plans for these sites. The management
plan will define the specific monitoring and maintenance activities that will be required for
discharges to be accepted on an on-going basis.

6. If all conditions have been met and compliance achieved, CCC provides written approval to accept
the site discharge.
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7. The site owner/operator will then be required to provide on-going monitoring, maintenance and
reporting as required by the site operation and maintenance plan.

5.2. Timeframes for Phase 3
Phase 3 will run concurrently with Phase 1 and this will be from January 2020 to 31 December 2022.
However, it is expected that of the more complex sites will require on-going monitoring with the intention to
achieve full compliance by 31 December 2024 if possible.
6. On-Going Work
Phase 1-3 described above define the proposed handover process for low risk and high-risk sites. The phases
also provide the steps and the suggested timelines for the work.
In addition to Phases 1-3, there is other work to be carried in parallel or to support these phases.

6.1.

High Level Meetings between CRC and CCC

CCC and CRC will continue to have meetings at senior management levels and this will provide the necessary
governance over the technical officers’ meetings. An example of one such meeting is the WIM meetings
which are held thrice yearly.

6.2.

Technical Officers Meetings between CRC and CCC

Regular meetings between CCC and CRC technical officers involved in the transition work will be initiated in
line with what’s been described in Phases 1-3 above.
Frequency and a schedule of the meetings will be defined after the first meeting starting in early 2020.

6.3.

CCC Stormwater Bylaw and Mechanism for Acceptance of the Excluded Sites

CCC resolve to review its current Water Supply, Wastewater and Stormwater Bylaw (2014). The review is
being done to determine the adequacy of the bylaw to assist in achieving the same stormwater management
outcomes after the inclusion of the excluded sites.
If found not to be sufficient then Council will assess options for achieving good management on currently
excluded sites and this may require updating the Bylaw to give it the necessary powers to effect the
water quality and quantity discharge conditions.
It is envisaged that if a new bylaw is required the necessary work, consultation and Council ratification can
be completed by June 2024.

6.4.

Staffing

Acceptance of the currently excluded sites will require additional financial and non-financial resources. One
of the key resources that will be required will be more staff and/or specialized training for existing staff.
The workstreams defined in E1.1-1.3 and C1.1-1.3 above will determine the number and nature of
sites/consents involved. It is envisaged that by 1 January 2024, Council will identify skills and numbers of
personnel necessary to meet the additional workload.
CCC is in the process of engaging junior stormwater engineers and it is expected that by 2025 the engineers
will have sufficient skills to enhance the team’s capacity to deal with these new sites.
Other skills that will be required will include field auditing/compliance monitoring staff. These skills will be
acquired or experts recruited as the need and demand arises.
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4 October 2018
Brent Pizzey
Associate General Counsel
Legal Services Unit
Christchurch City Council
53 Hereford Street
Christchurch 8013

FROM:
DIRECT:
MOBILE:
EMAIL:
REF:

Jo Appleyard
+64 3 353 0022
+64 27 444 7641
jo.appleyard@chapmantripp.com
100345598/1253169.2

by email: Brent.Pizzey@ccc.govt.nz
Cc: Brian.Norton@ccc.govt.nz

Dear Brent
CCC APPLICATION TO DISCHARGE STORMWATER – CHRISTCHURCH
INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT LIMITED
1

We refer to our discussion yesterday.

2

We act for Christchurch International Airport Limited (CIAL) who are a submitter on
the upcoming application CRC190445.

3

A brief history of the issue I raised with you yesterday is that I was involved as
counsel for CIAL during an Environment Court hearing in 2006 relating to
applications by CIAL for consents to discharge storm water onto land owned by
CIAL.

4

At the time there was multiple overlapping consents relating to stormwater
discharges on CIAL owned land and the Environment Court expressed considerable
frustration with the confusion that resulted from having activities covered by more
than one consent.

5

At the specific direction of the Court we were required to produce maps showing
which parts of the airport were covered by various consents and which required a
new consent to be issued by the Court either because there was no consent, or
where an existing consent had only a short duration. The Court made it clear that it
did not wish to entertain the idea of the new consent overlapping with existing
consents which would cover a stormwater discharge into the long term.

6

With regard to discharges from roof areas (for both existing buildings and future
buildings) CIAL made enquiries of CCC who confirmed that discharges from roof
areas would be authorised under their own consent CRC000315. The Court records
at paragraph 19 of its decision C162/2006:
[19] Christchurch City Council holds a general resource consent for all stormwater
discharges from roofs into the city. This permits discharge directly to ground via

soakage pits. Curiously CRC 000013.2 also permits roof discharges for those buildings
identified.

7

One of the maps we provided is attached to decision C162/2006 and is also
attached as appendix A to this letter. It shows the existing roof areas at that time
which were covered by CRC000315 and that the Court was advised that consent had
an expiry date of 2034. The Court was advised that CIAL was authorised to rely on
CRC000315 until 2034.

8

The consent which was issued by the Environment Court relating to discharges from
CIAL owned land therefore expressly excludes discharges from roof areas.

9

Please note that the consent issued under C162/2006 has had various amendments
since 2006 and now has the reference CRC174395. The relevant condition which
excludes roofs has not changed however. The consent expires in February 2035
which brings it in line with the expiry of CRC000315 in October 2034.

10

Since 2006 the practice has been for CIAL to advise CCC that a new building is to be
covered by CRC000315 at the time it applies for building consent. Usually the
building itself is permitted by the airport’s designation or the rules of the Specific
Purpose Airport Zone and other stormwater discharges are authorised by
CRC174395 so there are no resource consents required.

11

During processing of the current application representatives of CIAL have been in
contact with Brian Norton. CIAL has specifically asked questions about CRC000315
and in particular whether it is likely to be surrendered? CIAL is concerned that it
would need to take steps to have its own consent CRC174935 varied prior to
surrender of CRC000315 to cover roof areas. Copies of emails on the topic are
attached as appendix B. Please note the email dated 26 September states that
“either way there are no plans to surrender CRC000315 at this time.”

12

We have now read the section 42A report prepared in relation to CRC190445. The
Officer states in paragraph 15:
The CSNDC, if granted, will replace resource consent CRC090292, and it is
understood that the Applicant will surrender resource consents CRC120223,
CRC131249 and CRC000315, if this comprehensive resource consent is granted.

13

We have also considered paragraphs 49 – 52 of the s42A report. Those paragraphs
raise the following issues of concern:
13.1

The July 2018 draft condition 1(c) appears to be intended to cover CIAL
discharges from roof areas.

13.2

However CIAL involves a site which would fall within the exclusions set out in
paragraphs (a) and (b) of paragraph 49 of the Officer’s report and which are
reflected in draft condition 2.

13.3

The surrender of CRC000315 would place CIAL in position from the time of
the grant of CRC190445 that its discharges from existing and future roofs are
unconsented.
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14

It occurs to us that there are potential practical solutions to the problem which
might involve the following:
14.1

CRC174395 is varied now with the agreement of ECan through a non-notified
process to remove the exclusion of discharges from roof areas. This is on the
basis that the activity falls within the existing permitted baseline created by
CRC000315 which the Environment Court was advised would cover discharges
from roofs on land owned by CIAL through to 2034; or

14.2

CRC000135 is partially transferred to CIAL insofar as it relates to roof areas
on land owned by CIAL; or

14.3

CRC000135 continues to held by CCC and is not surrendered insofar as it
relates discharges from roofs on land owned by CIAL; or

14.4

the July 2018 set of conditions of CRC190445 are redrafted to make it clear
that storm water discharges from existing and future roof areas on land
owned by CIAL are intended to be covered by condition 1(c) and will not be
caught by any of the exclusions in condition 2; or

14.5

the conditions are redrafted to make it clear that the surrender of CRC000135
will not occur unless and until CCC and CRC have given authorisation under
condition 2 to discharges from all existing and future roof areas on land
owned by CIAL.

15

We would be grateful if you could give some urgent attention to this issue and give
me a call to discuss potential ways forward. Obviously we are operating in a fairly
tight timeframe given the upcoming need for evidence to be lodged and then
hearing.

16

Please also let us know whether we need to formally apply to amend CIAL’s existing
submission to specifically add this additional issue. We cannot see the
Commissioners refusing to allow us to amend the submission as:

17

(a)

CIAL is already a submitter; and

(b)

the issues are raised within the scope of other broader submissions
overall.

Thanking you.

Yours sincerely

Jo Appleyard
PARTNER
DIRECT:

+64 3 353 0022

EMAIL:

jo.appleyard@chapmantripp.com

100345598/1253169.2
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Appendix B

From: Felicity Blackmore
Sent: Thursday, 27 September 2018 3:07 p.m.
To: Norton, Brian <Brian.Norton@ccc.govt.nz>
Cc: 'Fiona Ambury' <Fiona@whiterockconsulting.co.nz>
Subject: RE: CCC roof water consent CRC000315
Hi Brian
Further to Fiona’s email – yes it does happen at the building consent phase. Edwin Nystad is the CIAL building
consent case manager, from what I understand Edwin replaced Marie Holland as the case manager earlier this
month. Ed or Marie may be able to shed more light on how this process works.
CIAL have a few different stormwater consents discharge consents, our main landside SW consent CRC174395
specifically excludes discharge from roof water (this consent has been varied several times since the original
consenting process. Roof water discharge has been specifically excluded as this was already consented under
CRC000315).
I am happy to give you an overview on the CIAL SW discharge consent framework if this would be useful?
Thanks
Felicity

Felicity Blackmore
Development and Compliance Manager
T 03 353 7716
M 027 201 2330
E felicity.blackmore@cial.co.nz
W christchurchairport.co.nz
P PO Box 14001, Christchurch 8544, New Zealand

From: Fiona Ambury <Fiona@whiterockconsulting.co.nz>
Sent: Thursday, 27 September 2018 2:20 p.m.
To: Norton, Brian <Brian.Norton@ccc.govt.nz>; Felicity Blackmore <Felicity.Blackmore@cial.co.nz>
Subject: RE: CCC roof water consent CRC000315
Hi Brian
I think this happens at the building consent phase. I was asked a question by CIAL just last week in response to a
query on the compliance with this consent during a building consent audit. This is what reminded me to contact you
to see what CCC’s plans were for the consent.
1

Regards,
Fiona
Fiona Ambury - BE Hons (Natural Resources), CMEngNZ, CPEng, IntPE(NZ)
Environmental Engineer
WHITEROCK CONSULTING LTD
638 Carrs Rd, RD2, Rangiora 7472
T - 03 312 8830
M - 027 480 4883
This electronic mail message together with any attachments is confidential and legally privileged between Whiterock
Consulting Ltd and the intended recipients. If you have received this message in error, please e-mail us immediately
and delete the message, any attachments and any copies of the message or attachments from your system.
From: Norton, Brian <Brian.Norton@ccc.govt.nz>
Sent: Thursday, 27 September 2018 2:10 p.m.
To: 'Felicity Blackmore' <Felicity.Blackmore@cial.co.nz>
Cc: Fiona Ambury <Fiona@whiterockconsulting.co.nz>
Subject: RE: CCC roof water consent CRC000315
Hi Felicty,
Have CIAL been given explicit permission by Council to operate under CRC000315 in these cases? I'm just aware
that we haven't issued many authorisations under this consent for a long time.
Thanks

Brian Norton
Senior Stormwater Planning Engineer
3 Waters & Waste Planning
City Services Group
DDI
03 941 8394
Email brian.norton@ccc.govt.nz
Web www.ccc.govt.nz
Christchurch City Council
53 Hereford Street, Christchurch
PO Box 73014, Christchurch 8154
Please consider the environment before printing this email

From: Felicity Blackmore [mailto:Felicity.Blackmore@cial.co.nz]
Sent: Thursday, 27 September 2018 2:03 p.m.
To: Norton, Brian <Brian.Norton@ccc.govt.nz>
Cc: Fiona Ambury <Fiona@whiterockconsulting.co.nz>
Subject: RE: CCC roof water consent CRC000315
Thanks Brian
If CCC position should change on CRC000315 we would appreciate a heads up, as I am sure you are aware CIAL rely
on this consent for majority of our roof water discharges for existing and new developments. If the status of this
consent was to change CIAL would need to go through a consenting process which would take some time.
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We appreciate your time on this one.
Thanks
Felicity
Felicity Blackmore
Development and Compliance Manager
T 03 353 7716
M 027 201 2330
E felicity.blackmore@cial.co.nz
W christchurchairport.co.nz
P PO Box 14001, Christchurch 8544, New Zealand

From: Norton, Brian <Brian.Norton@ccc.govt.nz>
Sent: Wednesday, 26 September 2018 5:07 p.m.
To: Felicity Blackmore <Felicity.Blackmore@cial.co.nz>
Cc: Fiona Ambury <Fiona@whiterockconsulting.co.nz>
Subject: RE: CCC roof water consent CRC000315
Hi Felicity,
Was this covered in CIAL's submission on CRC190445? At this point I'm probably not able to significantly engage
with the Airport on matters related to the consent outside the scope of submissions. In short, however, all other
things being equal, if there are roof discharges into land covered by CRC000315 they would continue to be covered
by CRC190445. Either way, there are no plans to surrender CRC000315 at this time.
Regards,

Brian Norton
Senior Stormwater Planning Engineer
3 Waters & Waste Planning
City Services Group
DDI
03 941 8394
Email brian.norton@ccc.govt.nz
Web www.ccc.govt.nz
Christchurch City Council
53 Hereford Street, Christchurch
PO Box 73014, Christchurch 8154
Please consider the environment before printing this email

From: Felicity Blackmore [mailto:Felicity.Blackmore@cial.co.nz]
Sent: Wednesday, 26 September 2018 4:58 p.m.
To: Norton, Brian <Brian.Norton@ccc.govt.nz>
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Cc: Fiona Ambury <Fiona@whiterockconsulting.co.nz>
Subject: RE: CCC roof water consent CRC000315
Hi Brian
I am following up on an email chain between you and Fiona Ambury in regards to the roof water discharge consent
(CRC000315) and the CSDC (CRC190445).
As Fiona details below discharge from roofs at CIAL are covered under CRC000315 and therefore surrendering of this
consent would affect CIAL. I am keen to understand the scope of the CRC190445 and how this might impact the
current CCC roof water consent.
Would it be possible to meet up to have a look at this in more detail?
Thanks
Felicity
Felicity Blackmore
Development and Compliance Manager
T 03 353 7716
M 027 201 2330
E felicity.blackmore@cial.co.nz
W christchurchairport.co.nz
P PO Box 14001, Christchurch 8544, New Zealand

From: Fiona Ambury <Fiona@whiterockconsulting.co.nz>
Sent: Tuesday, 25 September 2018 9:43 a.m.
To: Felicity Blackmore <Felicity.Blackmore@cial.co.nz>; Jessica Royal <Jessica.Royal@cial.co.nz>; Leila Chrystall
<Leila.Chrystall@cial.co.nz>
Subject: FW: CCC roof water consent CRC000315
Hi
See below for the brief email discussion I have had with Brian Norton at CCC regarding the old CCC global roof water
consent (CRC000315). As you all know the CIAL consents do not include the discharge of roof water because this
was covered by the CCC consent. But I now think it is worth looking at either getting a new consent for CIAL roof
water or adding roof water onto the existing consent. It may also be worth meeting with Brian to discuss their new
global consent (CSNDC stands for comprehensive stormwater network discharge consent). This is being processed
under CRC190445.
In a draft set of condition I found in a Google search I came across these exclusions which may impact on CIAL roof
water discharges. There is no date on these conditions but this set of exclusions is fairly common for City and
District Council global consents.
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Fiona Ambury - BE Hons (Natural Resources), CMEngNZ, CPEng, IntPE(NZ)
Environmental Engineer
WHITEROCK CONSULTING LTD
638 Carrs Rd, RD2, Rangiora 7472
T - 03 312 8830
M - 027 480 4883
This electronic mail message together with any attachments is confidential and legally privileged between Whiterock
Consulting Ltd and the intended recipients. If you have received this message in error, please e-mail us immediately
and delete the message, any attachments and any copies of the message or attachments from your system.
From: Norton, Brian <Brian.Norton@ccc.govt.nz>
Sent: Tuesday, 25 September 2018 9:29 a.m.
To: Fiona Ambury <Fiona@whiterockconsulting.co.nz>
Subject: RE: CCC roof water consent CRC000315
It could, but we would need to understand the risk.
From: Fiona Ambury [mailto:Fiona@whiterockconsulting.co.nz]
Sent: Tuesday, 25 September 2018 9:18 a.m.
To: Norton, Brian <Brian.Norton@ccc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: CCC roof water consent CRC000315
Hi
Would the CSNDC cover new roof water discharges to land (via soak pits) at CIAL?
Thanks,
Fiona
Fiona Ambury - BE Hons (Natural Resources), CMEngNZ, CPEng, IntPE(NZ)
Environmental Engineer
WHITEROCK CONSULTING LTD
638 Carrs Rd, RD2, Rangiora 7472
T - 03 312 8830
M - 027 480 4883
This electronic mail message together with any attachments is confidential and legally privileged between Whiterock
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Consulting Ltd and the intended recipients. If you have received this message in error, please e-mail us immediately
and delete the message, any attachments and any copies of the message or attachments from your system.
From: Norton, Brian <Brian.Norton@ccc.govt.nz>
Sent: Tuesday, 25 September 2018 9:14 a.m.
To: Fiona Ambury <Fiona@whiterockconsulting.co.nz>; Keenan, Sheryl <Sheryl.Keenan@ccc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: CCC roof water consent CRC000315
Hi Fiona,
We haven't had too much discussion around this but I personally would like to surrender redundant global consents
once our CSNDC is issued (maybe around the start of 2019).
Our new consent can cover roofs of existing sites.
Regards
Brian
From: Fiona Ambury [mailto:Fiona@whiterockconsulting.co.nz]
Sent: Friday, 21 September 2018 4:23 p.m.
To: Keenan, Sheryl <Sheryl.Keenan@ccc.govt.nz>; Norton, Brian <Brian.Norton@ccc.govt.nz>
Subject: CCC roof water consent CRC000315
Hi Sheryl and Brian
I hope all is well with you both. I help Christchurch International Airport Limited (CIAL) with the management of
their global stormwater consents. At the moment their consents do not include the discharge of roof water to land
because this is authorised under CCC consent CRC000315. I just wanted to check to see what plans CCC had for this
consent. Are they likely to retain it until it expires (2034) or will it be surrendered when other global consents are
finalised? If there is the possibility of CCC surrendering this consent then do you have an idea of time frames? We
just need time to get a suitable consent in place so a heads up would be appreciated.
Cheers,
Fiona
Fiona Ambury - BE Hons (Natural Resources), CMEngNZ, CPEng, IntPE(NZ)
Environmental Engineer
WHITEROCK CONSULTING LTD
638 Carrs Rd, RD2, Rangiora 7472
T - 03 312 8830
M - 027 480 4883
This electronic mail message together with any attachments is confidential and legally privileged between Whiterock
Consulting Ltd and the intended recipients. If you have received this message in error, please e-mail us immediately
and delete the message, any attachments and any copies of the message or attachments from your system.

**********************************************************************
This electronic email and any files transmitted with it are intended
solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed.
The views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender
and may not necessarily reflect the views of the Christchurch City Council.
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If you are not the correct recipient of this email please advise the
sender and delete.
Christchurch City Council
http://www.ccc.govt.nz
**********************************************************************
**********************************************************************
This electronic email and any files transmitted with it are intended
solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed.
The views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender
and may not necessarily reflect the views of the Christchurch City Council.
If you are not the correct recipient of this email please advise the
sender and delete.
Christchurch City Council
http://www.ccc.govt.nz
**********************************************************************
Please consider the environment before printing this email.
Christchurch International Airport Ltd (CIAL) Disclaimer:
This email may contain confidential or privileged information and is intended only for
the person or entity to which it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient
of this email, the use of this information or any disclosure, copying or distribution
is prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this in error please notify
CIAL by return email and delete the original email. CIAL does not represent, warrant
and/or guarantee that the integrity of this communication has been maintained nor that
the communication is free of errors, virus, interception or interference. The views
expressed in this transmission are those of the sender except where they specifically
identify with views of CIAL.

**********************************************************************
This electronic email and any files transmitted with it are intended
solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed.
The views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender
and may not necessarily reflect the views of the Christchurch City Council.
If you are not the correct recipient of this email please advise the
sender and delete.
Christchurch City Council
https://hes32ctp.trendmicro.com:443/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=http%3a%2f%2fwww.ccc.govt.nz&umid=35cddbde6212-492f-a634-5bf5bbe0d61a&auth=b380106472b5fff68349f93fd87f72741f9e314225db8b3b5d57dc494c9a7d27f0fe216bff16cb50
**********************************************************************
Please consider the environment before printing this email.
Christchurch International Airport Ltd (CIAL) Disclaimer:
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This email may contain confidential or privileged information and is intended only for
the person or entity to which it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient
of this email, the use of this information or any disclosure, copying or distribution
is prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this in error please notify
CIAL by return email and delete the original email. CIAL does not represent, warrant
and/or guarantee that the integrity of this communication has been maintained nor that
the communication is free of errors, virus, interception or interference. The views
expressed in this transmission are those of the sender except where they specifically
identify with views of CIAL.

**********************************************************************
This electronic email and any files transmitted with it are intended
solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed.
The views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender
and may not necessarily reflect the views of the Christchurch City Council.
If you are not the correct recipient of this email please advise the
sender and delete.
Christchurch City Council
http://www.ccc.govt.nz
**********************************************************************
Please consider the environment before printing this email.
Christchurch International Airport Ltd (CIAL) Disclaimer:
This email may contain confidential or privileged information and is intended only for
the person or entity to which it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient
of this email, the use of this information or any disclosure, copying or distribution
is prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this in error please notify
CIAL by return email and delete the original email. CIAL does not represent, warrant
and/or guarantee that the integrity of this communication has been maintained nor that
the communication is free of errors, virus, interception or interference. The views
expressed in this transmission are those of the sender except where they specifically
identify with views of CIAL.
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